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INTRODUCTION

Abraham Vettiyolil. ”Towards a meaningful talk about religion-
prospects and problems of Ludwig Wittgenstein's philosophy of
religion” Thesis. Department of Philosophy,University of
Calicut,2015



INTRODUCTION

Meaning is intrinsic to the life of human beingisis meaning that gives life
a goal, explanation and fulfilment. This is thagen that the quest for meaning is a
major concern of philosophy and religion. In fatitjs quest is the source of
philosophy and religion. Philosophy is the search the meaning of life, while
religion is one of the most influential institut®rthat direct individuals to the
meaning of life. The criterion of meaning differeormh time to time. Aristotle
considered reason as the basic criterion, sinee iftdigenous to humans. That is
why he defined humans as rational animals. OtHiéws,the British empiricists,
stressed experience as the criterion for everytiNagurally, reason and experience
were considered as the two fundamental sourcesimfih knowledge. At the same
time, both these resources were in constant corghd in certain periods in the
history of the rational itinerary of humanity, odeminated the other. Rationalists
gave importance to reason and empiricists gaver itapce to experience. Both tried
to prove the existence of God or some supernapoaker either by reason or by

experience.

Philosophers of religion were trying to give aioaal footing to religious
belief throughout the centuries. As a result oféheergence of logical positivism in
the 20th century which rejected all metaphysicateshents as meaningless on the
basis of the verifiability principle of meaning, liggous language was made
meaningless. The logical positivists reduced thaezhvalues of religions which
have been guiding human consciousness for centtoi¢se subjective realm of

emotions.



In reaction to this, the philosophers of religiorere in search of the
meaningfulness and justification of religious laage, therefore giving a rational
footing to religious belief. Wittgenstein, the mastluential linguistic philosopher
of 20" century, has made a far-reaching impact on epitay, logic,
mathematics, philosophy of language and the philogoof religion. With him,
language became one of the most important elemeritee philosophy of religion
along with reason and experience. He integratesoreand experience within the

linguistic framework.

Philosophy is conceived as a critique of languageboth phases of
Wittgenstein’s philosophy. While philosophizing, haderstood that problems
cannot be solved; they dissolve. Philosophical lgrol, which arise when language
goes on holiday, are compared to a mental cramppefson caught up in
philosophical perplexity is compared to one whoasaght up in a room and wants to
go out but doesn’t know the way, or a fly caughtairly-bottle. The function of
philosophy is to show a way out. For him, "philospps a battle against the
bewitchment of our intelligence by means of langu#gSo the function as well as
the method of philosophy is the same in both phaséss philosophy. Philosophy
has a therapeutic function, and its method is istgu analysis. However, the
method of analysis Wittgenstein employs is difféream the two stages of his

philosophy.

! Ludwig Wittgenstein Philosophical Investigationgrans. G. E. M. Anscombe (Oxford: Basil

Blackwell, 1974) 109. Hereafter, abbreviatidhfor Philosophical Investigationwill be cited
inside the text.



Linguistic analysis focuses mainly on meaningeathan existence. In order
to explore meaning, he proposes two theories oihimgaHis profound thought on
religious belief is based on these theories of nmgann his early linguistic analysis
religious values acquired the status of the ‘mwsfichat is, the realm of silence.
This is characterised as “wordless faith.” Based tlb@ new understanding of
meaning as use in his later philosophy, Wittgenskegitimises religious language.
This pragmatic understanding of language allowgyimls language to have its
footing in human life. Therefore, religious beli@hchored in human life is

characterised as “groundless believing.”

This new understanding of meaning makes languggardic and pluralistic,
which is in sharp contrast to Wittgenstein's eantibilosophy. The exploration of
dynamism in religion is interesting, and it chaies institutionalised religions. An
exposition of the pluralistic understanding of gadus belief is very relevant today

especially in India, where we have a pluralistigreus and cultural heritage.

The present study is a search for the possiblityeligion in Wittgenstein
and the possibility of a meaningful talk about g&ln in his philosophy. These
possibilities are found after a grammatical ingetion into the depth grammar of
language which is used in the particular contextetifjion. This is an attempt to
bring out Wittgenstein’s sublime thoughts on raliggs beliefs found in various
scattered remarks on the topic and to show itvaelee for today. This we do in
four chapters by analysing Wittgenstein’s linguigthilosophy, though | adopt more

of an interpretative and descriptive method in #rideavour.



There is a persisting tendency in Wittgensteirdéabt the possibility of
meaningful religious expression in language. Anterapt to express religion in
words becomes unavoidably nonsense at the eagg sfehis philosophy due to the
view of language he presentedTimactatus An attempt at religious expression in
language is to overstep the boundary of languageéltiieg in nonsense. However,
Wittgenstein's later philosophy with a renewed ust@anding of language with its
multiple functions and meaning with its context s@émity makes possible a

meaningful talk about religious beliefs demarcaiirfigpom factual beliefs.

Since the life situations of a person influencethbughts, in the first chapter
| outline Wittgenstein's life. The first part dealsth a brief biographic sketch. The
second part examines his philosophical backgroundnientioning some of the
philosophers who influenced him. The last part ielates his attitude toward
religion and his religious background, to prepdre ground for the discussion on

religious beliefs.

The second chapter expounds Wittgenstein’s eaHyogophy in two
sections. The first section analyzes the relatignbktween language, thought and
reality through the picture theory of meaning. Acling to this theory, which is the
core of the first phase of his philosophy, languagé¢he picture of reality — the
world. The logical form is seen as the common gdoofhcorrespondence. What we
can speak, we can speak with clarity about whatitisin the world — “facts.” The
second section of this chapter shows the otherddittee boundary. This is the realm
of what is beyond language. All metaphysical, ielig and ethical assertions are

attempts to go beyond the boundary of language widri with its facts which can



be described in language belongs to the realmyaigand that which is beyond the
facts, ethics, religion, metaphysical self, logifeain that is shared by language and
reality. Therefore, this chapter is an attempt xplieate what can be said, and

thereby to show that religion and religious belieésong to the realm of silence.

In the later philosophy of Wittgenstein, thereaisnove from static view of
language to a dynamic one as an activity and asglex upon something other than
an independent reality. A shift from linguistic forto linguistic function can be
observed in this transitional period. Thereforeguitline Wittgenstein's renewed
understanding of language and religious beliefhindt chapter. The first section
discusses his linguistic philosophy based on the teory of meaning, according
to which the meaning of a word is its use in lamgualhe essence of language is in
its function. This has brought about a revolutionainalytical philosophy where
meaning is understood as reference. Language s ae@n activity which has a
function to perform. This linguistic analysis issea on his notion of the ‘language
game.” The multiplicity of language games and th®aomy of language games are
developed on the basis of the ‘family resemblara®l ‘form of life.” Language
gains meaning by its use in a particular contexeaMng becomes context-
conditioned and occasion sensitive. The secondoseat this chapter explores how
far one can apply Wittgenstein’s new understandihghilosophy and language to
religion and religious beliefs. The multiple uselafguage and occasion-sensitive
understanding of language make possible meaningflikl about religion and
religious beliefs. The use of language within tbatext of religion makes religious

assertions and language associated with religietenmonies meaningful. The third



section of this chapter focuses on Wittgensteinights on religious beliefs based
on his lectures, remarks and conversations. Atgbist, | try to explicate the depth
grammar of religious beliefs to see the connectammeng the different elements of
the language game that are used. The possibil@&yméaningful talk about religious
belief is sought by analyzing the symbolic and espive nature of religious belief

through the celebration of various rituals.

This new understanding of language opens a neuzdrom the philosophy
of religion. Therefore, in the fourth chapter | &e Wittgenstein's philosophy in
today’s context and critically evaluate his philpky of religious belief. The main
focus, in the first part, is on his understandifighe ‘mystical.” The next section
examines whether Wittgenstein’'s philosophy with hiseory of “family
resemblance” can support and explain the phenomehogligious pluralism. The
following sections critically evaluate the dynamancial, pragmatic and ethical
nature of religion and religious belief. Wittgeriste own way of looking at things
from a religious point of view is analyzed by loogiinto the possibility of varieties

of understanding of religious beliefs.

Thus, this dissertation looks into the pragmatignamic, creative and
pluralistic dimensions of religion and religiouslibés by exploring the linguistic
analysis of Ludwig Wittgenstein. It appreciates traduable contribution of his
profound thought to the philosophy of religion, andrings forth the challenges that
Wittgenstein's philosophy poses to the dogmaticluskist and fundamentalist

attitude toward religion.



CHAPTERI1

WITTGENSTEIN AND HIS PHILOSOPHICAL
BACKGROUND

Abraham Vettiyolil. "Towards a meaningful talk about religion-
prospects and problems of Ludwig Wittgenstein's philosophy of
religion” Thesis. Department of Philosophy,University of
Calicut,2015



CHAPTER ONE

WITTGENSTEIN AND HIS PHILOSOPHICAL
BACKGROUND

Introduction

A person’s life circumstances or situation is elgsrelated to his or her
thinking. Coming to the sphere of religious beli@fperson’s life circumstances or
situations become all the more important. Religibelefs are taught and developed
through the life situations where one finds hims€lat is to say, life and religious
belief cannot be separated; they are tightly kaitteso, since | intend to discuss the
guestion of religious belief as found in Ludwig Wenstein’s philosophy, it is quite
appropriate to shed some light first on Wittgemsselife, the factors that influenced

him and other related aspects. Therefore, | sloalht$ briefly in this chapter.

1.1. Biographic Profile

The knowledge of biographic details and historicatkground for many
philosophers and on many topics are not so relevowever, for Wittgenstein and
his philosophy of religion, knowledge of his bioghec profile is helpful to
highlight the philosophical development in his esrand the persons, circumstances
and ideologies that influenced him. Because, fott§&nstein, philosophy is a
personal practice and one can see this practicaction in his life. Moreover,
Wittgenstein's fragmentary remarks on the topicetiion can be understood in the
background of his life (Carroll 6). Hence, the dscwill be largely on the

circumstances that led him to develop his philogagfireligion.



Early Years of Wittgenstein's Life

Ludwig Josef Johann Wittgenstein, who is hailedtras greatest seminal
thinker of the 28 century, was born on April 26, 1889, in Viennattgénstein was
the youngest child of a wealthiest family in Vienffdough his family from both
sides had a Jewish heritage, they had become @hretd a couple of generations
before. Nevertheless, his Jewish heritage was ffureirce throughout his life. His
father Karl Wittgenstein was a Protestant and lother was a Roman Catholic, and
he was baptized and brought up in the mother’'stioad He was brought up in an
atmosphere of culture and music because his paastssiblings were musically
talented. It was his father's determination that thildren were to continue his
business. He decided to give them private educatidrain their minds for rigours
business rather than academics (Monk 11). The telsie@ss Hans and Rudolf
rebelled against their father’'s wish and conceatrah music. Rudolf, who sought
job in musical theatre, committed suicide in 190#ly Kurt followed the father's
wishes and became the director of the company. Mesydater he committed
suicide. The impact of the fate of his sons Kadided to send his youngest sons
Paul and Ludwig to school later. Paul was sentraongnar school. Wittgenstein
himself did not express any extraordinary musicatl artistic talents in the
childhood. However he dedicated himself to prattstdls and technical interests.
At the age of fourteen Wittgenstein was sent to tAais school where the
concentration was on mathematical and natural segeriThen he was sent to Berlin
for studying mechanical engineering for two yeaksttgenstein was registered at

Technische Hochschulat Charlottenburg on 23 October 1906, as a studént



mechanical engineering (McGuinne¥gung Ludwigs5). In 1908, at the age of
nineteen Wittgenstein went to Manchester to doaresein aeronautical engineering
with an intention to construct an aeroplane of dws design eventually (Wright

528-529).

Wittgenstein was registered as research studeManchester University
from 1909 to 1910 to continue his studies in engjimg. However, his interest in
mathematics led Wittgenstein to read Bertrand Ris&zinciples of Mathematics
After reading Russell, Wittgenstein began his p@ofghical career. In 1911, he
approached Russell and began his collaboration tith (Mcguinness,Young
Ludwig 71-73). All through the year 1913, Wittgensteimaened at Cambridge

with Russell, working with problems in logic andilpsophy.

Wittgenstein enrolled in the Austrian army not foe sake of patriotism but
for his personal sake. He was convinced that e@pee of facing death would
improve his personality and he thought that goiogwar would offer such an
experience. As Ray Monk notes the dairies thatdp Huring the war witness his
conviction. "Now | have the chance to be a decemmdn being, for | am standing
eye to eye with death” (112). When Austria declasad against Russia during the
World War |, Wittgenstein was assigned to a militeegiment on the Eastern front
until he is transferred to a mountain regiment ba ttalian front (Malcolm,A

Memoir 8).



The Period of Tractatus

Wittgenstein, while serving in the army, contentgdaon the problems of
philosophy and took notes of his thoughts. Towatds end of the war he was
captured as a prisoner by Italians. During thisetie was able to finish the
manuscript on problems of logic and philosophy. wished to discuss this work
with Russell upon his release from the prison. §éitistein was released from the
prison on August 21, 1919. Soon after his releasttg@nstein approached the
publisher Wilhelm Braumuller for publishing his mescript. At Russell's
testimonial, Braumuller agreed to publish the bookcondition that Wittgenstein
should pay the whole expense. Wittgenstein, whothat time abandoned his
inherited property, had no money to meet the ceékiwever, with Russell's
influence it was published under the tifleactatus Logico-Philosophicua 1921 in
German and later in 1922 translated into EnglistChy. Ogden and F.P. Ramsey

(Monk 204-205).

Wittgenstein'sTractatusis universally acknowledged as novel, profound and
powerful. The book is carefully ordered and numbere a decimal notation and
covers a variety of topics like philosophy of laage, nature of world, self and will,
ethics, logic, mysticism and religion. Wittgenstdelt that hisTractatuswas the
complete solution to the problems haunting phildsogt that juncture. Even before
the publication of the book, leaving the manusonph Russell, he retired from his
philosophical career. After completing his trainig teacher, he went to rural areas
of Austria to teach in elementary school in 1920al@dlm, "Wittgenstein" 229-

230).

10



However, because of his temperament and arrogama®uld not continue
as an elementary teacher. Since he was very taugis tstudents, there developed
tension between the villagers and Wittgenstein.nfly he abandoned his career
as school teacher and became a gardener in monastéienna. Then he engaged
himself in building a mansion for his sister andngdeted the work with originality

within two years (Wright 535-536).

The Period of Philosophical I nvestigations

Wittgenstein was determined to withdraw altogetiiem philosophy after
the completion offractatus However, Wittgenstein had a rethinking that haldo
do more creative work in philosophy due to multip@sons, and a few of them are
worth mentioning at this juncture. Wittgensteinsadhing experience at the
elementary school was not satisfactory due to msetiled mind, demanding
intellect and impatience. His teaching experienglpdd him to break away from the
logical and scientific approach to language andrtanformal approach to language
in everyday life. His encounter with Fritz Mauthnarho argued that language, is
considered as an instrument designed to satisfylaphicity of human needs rather
than a formal and logical calculi, influenced Wettein in the development of his
philosophy. During his teacher-training prograngdé@Volfgang Kohler's book on
Gestalt psychologythis influenced him remarkably. Psychological sfiens also
occupied a place in Wittgenstein's later though¢ doi the influence of Freud.
Another prominent element that paved the way fan ko come back to an active
philosophical career may be his association with Wienna Circle. In 1928, his

friends in the Vienna Circle took him to L.E.J. Bveer's lecture on the foundations

11



of mathematics. Wittgenstein came to Cambridgeyear1 929 and initially he tried
to fix certain difficulties ofTractatusthe colour exclusion problefrJpon his return

he was determined to solve these issues.

Wittgenstein's break up withractatuswas gradual wittsome Remarks on
Logical Formand Lecture on Ethicd.However, some of hidractaterian ethical
concepts reoccur ihecture on EthicsHis break up withTractatusoccurred with
the abandonment of the belief that every meaningfiaement has definite logical
structure which corresponds to the logical striectoir facts pictured by statement.
Instead of a unified structure of language, Witglem started to think of the
multiplicity of language in its simpler structureBhis change of thought was the
result of various occasions and confrontations with academic community of
Cambridge especially with G. E. Moore, mathematickrank Ramsey, Pierro
Sraffa as well as his association with Bertrandgelisin fact, Wittgenstein praises

Ramsey and Sraffa in the prefacePtiilosophical Investigation@l V).

Eventually, Wittgenstein had followers, philoso@tydents such as Norman
Malcolm, Rush Rhees and Elizabeth Anscombe. Wigtgam powerfully influenced
the philosophical circle through his lectures amder taken by his students. The
force of his intellect, his passion and seriousnegsessed those who attended his
discussions. Wittgenstein was able to create aptelwsophical outlook through his

lectures and discussions. These notes and refisctiere preserved and eventually

According toTractatusall logical relations between propositions areliegple in the terms of
their truth-functionality. However, the counter axales like color exclusion are not the truth
functionally complex.

See Ludwig WittgensteiRhilosophical Occasion$912-1951, ed. by James Klagge and Alfred
Nordmann (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Compar®93) 29-35. Hereafter, the abbreviation
PO will be cited within the text.

12



published and the lectures Wittgenstein dictatad/den 1933 to 1935 are known as
TheBlue and théBrown Brook preliminary studies foPhilosophical Investigations
From the year 1936 on Wittgenstein's thinking wimsilar to ordinary language
philosophy because of the influence of G. E. Moble.came to think of philosophy
as a descriptive and therapeutic practice in tradhaiperiod betweemractatusand

Philosophical Investigations

Wittgenstein was appointed to the chair of phifggoat the University of
Cambridge in 1939. However, during the World War Wittgenstein left
Cambridge and wished to contribute to the war bykmg outside the academic
field. He got a job as a laboratory porter in Glnhgspital with help of Gilbert Ryle
an Oxford philosopher whose brother John Ryle welpilhg Guy's hospital to
prepare them for the blitz. Later Wittgenstein wiassferred to a job as pharmacy
technician in the manufacturing laboratory. He @nefd to work in a blitzed
hospital over teaching at Cambridge University. Bebruary 1944, Wittgenstein
returned to Cambridge. He wanted to finish his bbefore resuming the academic
duties as a professor. However, he resumed theadatyprofessor at the University
without having finished his book. At the end of tyear 1947 he resigned from his
chair to devout himself to the completion of hiokoln the final two years of his
life Wittgenstein stayed with his friends and dides like, Malcolm in Ithica, von
Wright in Cambridge and Elizebeth Anscombe in Odfom November 1949
Wittgenstein was diagnosed with prostate cancee. labt two months of his life he
wrote over half of the remarks now published@s Certainty On April 27 he

became seriously ill and he was informed of hisénging death and his response

13



was “good.” His last words before he became undoaosowere, “Tell them | have
had a wonderful life He breathed his last breath on April 29, 1951. Wihaelieve
that Wittgenstein had an unhappy life, yet at the lee himself exclaimed that it had
been ‘wonderful' (MalcolmA Memoir 100). Wittgenstein was given a Catholic
burial at St. Giles's Church, Cambridge, thoughdit not practice Catholicism
(Monk 579-580). Philosophical Investigationswas published posthumously
according to his wishes. Later his notes, lecturesyersations with his friends and

students were edited and published (Malcolm, "Lyddasef Johann™ 329).
Two Phases of Wittgenstein’s Philosophy

The major concern of Wittgenstein’s philosophythe relationship among
language, thought and reality. This concern is esggd in two phases, an early
phase that is represented by his most celebratedk Woactatus Logico-
Philosophicusand a later phase that is mostly represented &ypbsthumously
published workPhilosophical Investigationsin both phases, he traces the same
problem — the problem of meaning. In the earliagst he expounded the picture
theory of meaning. In this theory, he traces ldgicam as the foundation of
correspondence between language and reality. Inlateg period, language is
founded not on a single comprehensive abstraculcelcof formal logic, but is
placed in the setting of human life. Here he hasmi@e coherent and holistic
approach to language and meaning. Though therensnaity between the two

periods with regard to the problem of meaning, @énera major shift regarding the

*  Mrs. Bevan wife of Dr. Bevan who treated him toldttgenstein before he become unconscious

on 28 April 1951, that his close friends are comimgneet him the following day. His response
was 'tell them that | have had a wonderful lif6ée Monk 579.

14



solution of the problem (Erling 693). There is aftsitom the bedrock of logical
form to the riverbed of form of life. The staticderstanding of language is replaced
by a more dynamic understanding of language. Thkiedok of language is changed

from formal logic to human life (Thiselton 360).

The availability of several lectures and lettetigioally in German and some
of them in English have made Wittgensteinian saisbi@ more complex. It has
become difficult to speak of onlgarly Wittgenstein represented Qyactatusand
later Wittgenstein represented Bhilosophical InvestigationsApart from these
two celebrated works, there are number of notedentdres of Wittgenstein that his
students published later such &®tebooks1914-1916,Philosophical Grammar
Remarks on ColourThe Blue and Brown Books, Remarks on Foundations of
Mathematics A Lecture on EthicsLectures and Conversations on Aesthetics,
Psychology and Religious Belief, Zett®emarks on Frazer's Golden Gough

Philosophical Occasions 1912-1952, On Certagmyg Culture and Value

The principle source of Wittgenstein's remarks religion and religious
beliefs are those explicitly deal with thoughts mligion and those that have
implicit bearing on philosophy of religion (Carrdlb). Wittgenstein'®emarks on
Frazer's Golden BoughndLectures and Conversations on Aesthetics, Psyciiolog
and Religious Beliefand Culture and Valuehave explicit reference to religion.
Some of the private dairies and notes of Wittgensiahich were not intended to
publish have occasional remarks on the topic ofjicl. However, Wittgenstein's
most polished and celebrated works likactates Philosophical Investigationsand

On Certaintytreat topics that are indirectly related to pholaisy of religion.

15



1.2. Philosophical Background and Influences

Though Wittgenstein had no systematic readingpéndassics of philosophy,
when one traces his philosophical background, am@at help mentioning some of
the important figures who influenced his thinkirig. the NotebooksWittgenstein
said, “What has history to do with me? Mine is fiist and the only world> He
even downplays any importance of the history ofgsuphy in his philosophical
career in the preface tdractatus Logico Philosophicusindeed, what | have
written here makes no claim to novelty in detaitlahe reason why | give no
sources is that it is a matter of indifference ® whether the thought that | have had
been anticipated by someone el&&lbwever, he admitted that he is indebted to the

great works of Frege and Russell for stimulatirggthoughtsTLP 3).

His later collected and published wofkulture and Valudists some of the
influential figures like Boltzmann, Hertz, Schopenkr, Frege, Russell, Kraus,
Loos, Weininger, Spengler and Sraffa. “I don’t be& | have ever invented a line of
thinking. | have always taken one over from someatse. | have simply
straightaway seized on it with enthusiasm for myknaf clarification. That is how
Boltzmann, Hertz Schopenhauer, Frege, Russell, Kraaos, Weininger, Spengler,
Sraffa have influenced mé.Of these, Frege and Russell call for more attantio

since they provide the essential background ofdady philosophy as well as

®  Ludwig WittgensteinNotebooks 1914-1916. and ed. G.E.M. Anscombe (Chicago: University

of Chicago Press, 1984) 82. Hereafter, abbrevidiiBrwill be parenthetically cited inside the

text.

Ludwig Wittgenstein Tractatus Logico Philosophicus. D Pears and B.F. McGuinness (New

York, Routledge, 1961) 3. Hereafter, abbreviafidP will be parenthetically cited inside the

text.

" Ludwig Wittgenstein,Culture and Valuegd. G. H. Von Wright, tr. Peter Winch (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1980) 19. HereaftbhraviationCV will be parenthetically cited
inside the text.
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important targets of his later thought. Besidesséhethe influence of logical
positivism is to be traced out at least for theadepment of his early philosophy.
Since the present study is oriented towards thegdphy of religion, one cannot
help mentioning some of the persons who might haftaenced Wittgenstein in

formulating some of his thought in this area, eslc Kierkegaard. Direct or

indirect references to Kierkegaard are very rand/itigenstein’s writings. However,
recollections of those who were close to Wittgeinstgtest that Wittgenstein had
several references to Kierkegaard and referenceKidikegaard appear in the

manuscript materials.
Vienna Circle and Logical Positivism

The concern of the thinkers of the Vienna Cfitcketh the logical and
empirical dimensions of language earned them thmendogical positivists.”
Wittgenstein supported the logical aspect and aogbirtendency of Hume
continued by Russell, which contributed to the dagjipositivist formulation of the
principle of verification - “the meaning of a pragton is the method of its
verification” (Audi 837). Wittgenstein was an adiyarticipant of this group,
though he never acknowledged himself as a logiositipist. It is the people of the
Vienna Circle who attributed the principle of verdtion to Wittgenstein on the

strength of the rejection of metaphysicsTractatus Though Wittgenstein was not

In 1920s there was a group of people in Vienna wiere actively engaged in discussions of
various subjects like mathematics, logic, scienu ghilosophy. This group eventually came to
be known as the Vienna Circle. Though the name n&e@ircle was first employed in 1929 the
origin of the circle traces back to the early 1920she prominent members of the circle are
Moritz Schlick, Rudolf Carnap, A. J. Ayer, Otto Nath, etc. See Audi 836-837.
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an official member of the circle, his influencetire circle was considerably strong

(Padinjarekutt 1).

The intellectual relationship between Wittgenstama the Vienna Circle was
complex and surely with its conflicts. He never et Circle in its entirety; rather
he met small groups of them including Schlick, Weaasn and Carnap in the late
1920s and 1930s. Carnap recalls that in the meetrighe Vienna Circle, the
Tractatuswas read aloud and discussed sentence by sentémwever, he reminds
us that it is not correct to say the philosophytioé Vienna Circle was just
Wittgenstein’s philosophy. “We learned much by discussions of the book and
accepted many views as far as we could assimitee to our basic conceptions”
(Carnap, "Intellectual Autobiography" 24-25). Madtthe members of the Vienna
Circle were influenced by Wittgenstein. The cirdevoted nearly a whole academic
year to the reading and study Dfactatus reading it aloud, sentence by sentence
(Menger 86). Carnap, in hikogical Syntax of Languagestates that “it was
Wittgenstein who first exhibited the close connattbetween the logic of science
(or simply ‘philosophy,” as he calls it) and synta282). A.J. Ayer, in his
“Demonstration of the Impossibility of Metaphysicsstresses that the views
expressed in it are not original and that it waspired by Wittgenstein (335). This
would prove to have significant influence on thecdissions by the circle. However,
some of the members of the circle for instancep Qkeurath, one of the founders
and intellectual cornerstone of the group remaiseeptical about Wittgenstein’s

views.
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It would be more accurate to say that Wittgenst@fiuenced logical
positivism than to say he was influenced by logmagitivism. However, it is a fact

that he kept himself aloof from it.
Gottlob Frege and Bertrand Russell

An understanding of the philosophy of Gottlob Freand Bertrand Russell
would clarify Wittgenstein’s philosophical backgral and his influence.
Wittgenstein set up his theory of meaning againstliackground of the linguistic
analysis of Frege, especially his distinction bemeense and referent#leaning
in terms of referent is something central to thdygahase of his philosophy. We can
also trace out Frege’s influence in the later paiVittgenstein's philosophy. Frege
held the fundamental principle that ‘word has megnonly in the context of a
proposition,” “... never to ask for the meaning oivard in isolation, but only in the
context of a proposition. ... We must never try téirdethe meaning of a word in
isolation, but only as it is used in the contextagfroposition” (qtd. in Erling 695).
The use of the wordontextmight have influenced Wittgenstein, who is very imuc
concerned about meaning aontextin his later philosophy. Also the functional
aspect of word in the context of proposition migave influenced him. However,
the major difference is that there is a shift frtme context of proposition to the

context of social life in Wittgenstein.

®  Frege uses the wosihnin the sense of meaning aBedeutundn the sense of reference. Both

these words appear frequentlyTiractatusof Wittgenstein. The wordinncomes 64 times in the
sense of ‘sense’ and the wdBédeutungappears 35 times in the sense of referendedntatus.
“Reference is an extra-linguistic notion, in whielspects of the real world play a part and
contrasts with the intra-linguistic notion of senaeproperty arising from the meaning relations
between lexical items and sentences.” See Cry2tal 3
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Wittgenstein was registered as a research studéntniversity of
Manchester. While in the laboratory he conceiveditiea of placing a reaction jet at
the tip of each blade of a propeller. Subsequemtlycould design an engine, and
tested it successfully. The problems he encountdueithg designing a the propeller
instigated his interest in mathematics. It is tlesarch for foundations of
mathematics led him to Russell. Though he was wveogch influenced by the
‘logical atomism®® of Russell, his influence on this theory is alsmsiderable.
There is a sort of mutual influence in this regdrdt we could observe a common
background for Russell and Wittgenstein in the ide&rege that the world has the

structure of the new logic (Roberts 18).

Russell’s introduction td@ractatushelped the positivist to give a positivist
reading to the text. After having approached sdymrhalishing houses leading up to
1921, theTractatushad been rejected several times. Russell's enaersiedid help
in gettingTractatuspublished. However, Russell’s interpretationfofctatusis not
accurate. Wittgenstein indicates his disapprovahefintroduction in a letter dated
April 9, 1920. “There’s so much of it that I'm nquite in agreement with,” ... both
where you're critical of me and also where you'na@y trying to elucidate my

point of view" (Waisemann)ittgenstein and the Vienna Circl&8).

Russell had benefited from his conversations Witlitgenstein, and he
integrated some of Wittgenstein's thinking into bisn work. In the series of
lectures published d@hilosophy of Logical Atomisnfor example, Russell mentions

that the ideas contained in the text “are verydbrgconcerned with explaining

10 Concerning the physical nature of the world Riisstheory is logical atomism. Accordingly the

world in its ultimate analysis can be reduced torat facts. See Russellpgical Atomisn85.
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certain ideas which | learned from my friend andnfer student Ludwig
Wittgenstein" (35). References to Wittgensteinfuence are generously sprinkled

throughout the lecturés.

Though Wittgenstein owed very much to Arthur Scahdpauer for his
mystical ideas, it is also believed that Russel waconsiderable influence in this
area. The characteristics of mysticism, which argireed by Russell in his article,
“Mysticism and Logic,” are somewhat parallel to Weénstein’'s idea of the nature
of “the mystical.” The first mark of Russell's mistvas a felt insight into reality
that is parallel to Wittgenstein’s inexpressibleliieg. Russell’s point is that a
mystic has a conviction of the unity of reality whiis very much parallel to "feeling
the world as a limited whole'T(P 6.45). Finally, Russell's ideas of timelessness,
good and evil are somewhat parallel to Wittgen&eutea of the worldsub specie
aeterniand the account of good and evil which he demehe world (Mcguiness,
"The Mysticism" 306-307). A striking similarity ctdibe observed between Russell
and Wittgenstein in this regard. By way of inspoatand opposition, Frege and
Russell provide the essential background of hidyephilosophy, as well as

important targets of his later thought.
Arthur Schopenhauer

Schopenhauer’s transcendental idealism was takeheafirst philosophical
position of Wittgenstein. Although he abandonedater under the influence of

Frege’s conceptual realism, the development of imactatus is very much

' Russell admits that he benefited from Wittgemstiei several places. See Russélgical

Atomism35, 46, 67 & 91. Further references to Russell’s aalotalso be found in the influential
set of lectures published &ur Knowledge of the External Worl8eeRussell External World
12, 213n.
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influenced by Schopenhauer. Anscombe attests thiditeaage of 16 Wittgenstein
had read much about Schopenhauer (11). Schoperdhausstion of
“representation*” contributed to Wittgenstein’s interest in lingigstepresentation
that is central to the early phase of his philogopWittgenstein combined his
logical theory with his reflection on mystical thes which were inspired by his
experiences during the war and heavily influencedsbhopenhauer (Wright 543).
Wittgenstein’s “the mystical”, which is one of theme concerns of the dissertation,
might have been inherited from Schopenhauer, witbamaidea of direct intuition
into reality (Glock 12). Even before turning to ®ysatic philosophy, Wittgenstein
had been profoundly moved by Schopenhauer’s thaingbtighThe World as Will
and Representatiorburing World War |, he revised his interest in §pganhauer’s
metaphysical, ethical, esthetical and mysticalamk] influencing the formation of

Tractatus(Audi 856).
Soren Kierkegaard

Kierkegaard has made a significant influence ontg®nstein's philosophy
of religion especially what appears lrectures and Conversations on Aesthetics,
Psychology and Religious Belief§Vittgenstein had a great appreciation for
Kierkegaard's thoughts. He regarded Kierkegaarthagreatest philosopher of the
19" century. Wittgenstein was aware of Kierkegaardisition of religiousness as

becoming instead of being and the requirementsbémoming religious. We can

12 schopenhauer started form a Kantian distinctieivben the noumenal world, the world as it is

in itself and the phenomenal world, the world azppears. Schopenhauer says the world is my
representation in the sense that it is what appedt® knowing subject. See Rethy 141.
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observe some kind of similarity between Wittgenstaend Kierkegaard as regards

religious belief (High, "Religious Point of View"lD).

References to Kierkegaard in Wittgenstein’s wgsrare rare. However, as
the recollections and memoirs of Wittgenstein'erfds attest, he made several
references to Kierkegaard in conversations. Allréferences to Kierkegaard appear
in the manuscript material left by Wittgensteintetapublished aCulture and
Value Wittgenstein’s first reference to Kierkegaard egqs in 1937 manuscript.
The remarks in the manuscript indicate consider&htavledge on Wittgenstein’s
part concerning Kierkegaard’'s view on ChristiartHgCV 31, 32). Wittgenstein’s
argument regarding religious belief as a persoonaimitment devoid of historical
proof and scientific basis has evolved from theediror indirect influence of

Kierkegaard CV 33, 37, 38 & 53).

Wittgenstein made several references to Kierkegaaiconversations with
friends which have been recorded in various memainsl recollections of
Wittgenstein. The earliest apparent reference tak€gaard is in Paul Engelmann’s
Letters from Ludwig Wittgenstein, with a Mem(@iB). Kierkegaard also is referred
to in a letter dated 20 December 1919, from Bedr&ussell to Lady Ottoline
Morrell, where he indicates the changes perceiméd/ittgenstein by the influence
of Kierkegaard and William James (Wittgenstdiefters to Russel82). Another
reference of Kierkegaard by Wittgenstein can ben see reported by H.D.P. Lee
who attended some of Wittgenstein’s lectures frd®@89t131. “He told me that he
learned Danish in order to be able to read Kierkejan the original, and clearly

had a great admiration for him, though | never neloer his speaking about him in
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detail” (218). M.O’C. Drury, one of Wittgensteingudents and long time friend,
remarked: “When some years later Kierkegaard wasstated into English, largely
by Walter Lowrie, Wittgenstein was displeased with poor style of this translator.
He completely failed to reproduce the elegancehef ariginal Danish" ("Some

Notes" 88). Some other remarks of Wittgensteiraréigg Kierkegaard points to his
considerable influence in his philosophical thoudghiierkegaard was by far the
most profound thinker of the last century; Kierkeghwas a saint” (87). Drury
notes further that Wittgenstein went so far asaib i€ierkegaard not merely a great
writer but by far the greatest philosopher of theeteenth century” (Drury, "A

Symposium” 70).

From our consideration of Wittgenstein’s referende Kierkegaard in
Wittgenstein’s published works and from reportsdigers, we can conclude that
Wittgenstein was familiar with Kierkegaard’s rebgs philosophy, and this had

some sort of influence in formulating his thougbisreligion.

Piero Sraffa and Frank Ramsey

A shift of thinking from theTractatusto Philosophical Investigationsvas
largely due to the criticism by Frank Ramsey ametdEraffa. Wittgenstein himself
acknowledges the effectiveness of these criticisingh forced him ‘to recognize
grave mistakes’ in th&ractatus Wittgenstein’s pragmatic and functional attitude
language owes much to Ramsey. Piero Sraffa’s ifldeeaise of gesture in concrete
situations might have definitely influenced Wittgézin, as well as Wittgenstein's
departure fromTractatesto Philosophical InvestigationsSraffa brought unceasing

criticisms against Wittgenstein's picture theorynoéaning - a sentence pictures a
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state of affair - as outlined in tAgactatusduring their conversations. For Sraffa, it
is erroneous to hold that the logical form shoutdsame for a proposition and what
it describes. Therefore, he argued with Wittgemnstei rethink about the theory.
Wittgenstein's awareness of Sraffa's influence niaiefeel "like a tree from which
all branches are cut" during these conversatioes (242). As Brain McGuiness
reports, Wittgenstein told Rush Rhees that Sraitaght him the anthropological
way of looking at philosophical problems. "The ailugical or anthropological way
of looking at things that came to him from the emwmist Sraffa" (McGuiness,
Wittgenstein and His Time36). This anthropological way of looking at things
brought the new theory of meaning, meaning as umskedded in the everyday

human activities.

It is Sraffa's unceasing criticism of calculus wistinding of language and
grammar that initiated the final move towards Wétigtein's later philosophy.
Sraffa's criticism helped Wittgenstein to breakhamhe project ofTractatusand
come up with anthropological view that plays sigr@nt role in his later philosophy.
The most fruitful ideas ofPhilosophical Investigationsccame out of Sraffa's
criticism. Wittgenstein himself acknowledges Sraffanfluence in the making of
Philosophical Investigationm its preface. "I am indebted to the (criticismiah a
teacher of this university Mr. P. Sraffa, for maygars unceasingly applied to my
thoughts. It is to this stimulus that | owe the infogitful ideas of this book™ (viii).
Sraffa's critique was useful to shape the finaifaf Wittgenstein's thought. For the
introduction of primitive language and the conceptordinary language in his

philosophy, Wittgenstein is indebted to Sraffa.oller to appreciate the role of
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signs in a language one should look to how thessigtate to the form of life.
Wittgenstein's broader understanding of use thashe® with life is related to

Sraffa's criticism (M.L. Engelman®hilosophical Developmeii62).
William James

Wittgenstein was a reader and critic of Willianmés. He had read James'
Varieties of Religious Experiee@nd wrote to Russell, "Whenever | have time now
| read James's Varieties of Religious Experientes Dook does me lat of good"
(Wittgenstein, Cambridge Lettersl4). The pragmatic attitude that Wittgenstein
maintained during his later philosophy has its seuin William James. Russell
Goodman states that Wittgenstein's pragmatic itsighat a sense of interrelation
between thought and action trace back to Jamedamén thoughts are rooted in
practices or deedsWittgenstein and William Jamek9). In fact, Wittgenstein’s
notion of family resemblance and his emphasis oounistance are very closely
related to thoughts of James. James anticipateth®ditein's conception of family
resemblance. Wittgenstein's anti-essentialist jposiin the later stage of his

philosophy has its roots in William Janmés.
Oswald Spengler

Another important figure who influenced Wittgensteespecially in 1930s,

is Oswald Spengler. Wittgenstein had commentedpan@er's influence iQulture

13 For William James there is no common essenceefirion. The word religion does not stand of

a single principle or essence rather it is a ctillemame. The meaning of religion will come out
in plurality of practices and experiences. See GuagWittgenstein and William Jam&8-54.
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and Value"* Wittgenstein, in his later thought, has a veryspaistic attitude to

culture. It seems that he was heavily influencedSpgngler'sThe Decline of the

West He was doubtful whether his philosophy would beepted in the current age
with its decline of culture and civilization. Spéeis pessimistic attitude towards
the modern cultural and spiritual condition haduahced Wittgenstein. However,
he strongly believed that philosophy is especiadlyy much rooted in culture and
the life of humans. His insight about religious iéf is rooted in culture and
civilization (DeAngelis 3). Wittgenstein was atttad to Spengler's method of
philosophizing "Gestalt analysis of history" or tHenethod of descriptive

morphology" rather than the content of his phildsofCahill 128). Wittgenstein has
appropriated certain aspects of Spengler's methddreodified and applied it in his

own style.

Reading Spengleecline etc. and finding, despite much that is
irresponsible in specifics, many genuinely sigmifit thoughts.
Much perhaps most of it, touches on what I myself haften
thought. The possibility of several self-containggstems which,
once one has them, look as though one were a catibm of the
other. All of this also connects with the thoughattwe really don't
know (or consider) how much can be taken from wemgito humans.

(qtd. in Cabhill 99)

14 Wittgenstein explicitly remarks that he was ieficed by Oswald Spengler along with

Boltzmann, Hertz Schopenhauer, Frege, Russell, &raoos, Weininger and Sraffa @ulture
and Value This is quoted in the beginning of this secti®aeCV 19.
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Wittgenstein's own remarks, later in 1941, substmtthat Spengler had a
considerable influence on him. "l just want to sélgese people should not arrive at
the view that they are making mathematical disaeger but rather only physical
discoveries. (How much indeed | am influenced bgr&per in my thinking)" (gtd.
in Cahill 128). The influence of Spengler's metHodyg is explicit in hisRemarks

on Frazer

The concept of a perspicuous representation is uoddmental
significance for us. It denotes the form of our resgntation
(Darstellungsforny, the way we look at things. (A kind of "World-
view" as it is apparently typical of our time. Spkr). This
perspicuous representation imparts the understgnaimch consists
precisely in the fact that we "see the connectioignce the

importance of finding connecting link3.

These philosophical influences have played a censide role in shaping
Wittgenstein's philosophy. We have discussed mdimtyinfluences that are very
significant in developing his philosophy of religiespecially his development of

thought from earlier stage of philosophy to thedatage.
Other Philosophical Influences

Now let us consider briefly some of the other nanmeentioned by
Wittgenstein as having influenced his thought. tFire will treat some of those who

are outside the academic philosophy but whose wdtkisgenstein read as a

5 Ludwig Wittgenstein,Remarks on Frazer's Golden Bough Wittgenstein L.,Philosophical

Occasions: 1912-1951Herefater, abbriviatioRFGBwill be used within the text. Wittgenstein
repeats the first part of this quote in Risilosophical Investigation$22.
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youngster. Karl Krau’'s masterful polemical analysi$ language influenced
Wittgenstein very much. Another influential figurethis category is Fritz Mauthner
who first identified philosophy with the critiqud @mnguage. Otto Weininger’s idea
that one has a moral obligation toward oneself,stitve for genius and the
intellectual truth and clarity also influenced W#hstein. Logic and ethics are
ultimately identical; they are no more than dutyotweself. These influenced the
making of Tractatus Heinrich Hertz and Ludwig Boltzmann, who were tpair a
Neo-Kantian tradition of philosopher-scientistsugiot the possibility of scientific
explanation by reference to the nature of represiemt Science forms pictures of
reality; the logical consequence of the picturesresponds to the actual
consequence of the external affairs it depicts.s€hghilosophers influenced the

picture theory of Wittgenstein (Glock 12-13).

Though Wittgenstein was not well read in the dtassf philosophy he did
read Plato, Spinoza, Hume, Kant, Augustine, Pasdatkegaard, Dostoevsky and
Tolstoy (Glock 53). He operhilosophical Investigationwith a quotation from St.
Augustine. He read Dostoevskyree Brothers Karamazower and over again. He
was deeply impressed by the religious attitude @ét®y. Tolstoy’'sThe Gospel in
Brief, Twenty Three Talesind The Three Hermitsvere some of the favourites of
Wittgenstein (High, "Religious Point of View" 109)Tolstoy's concept of
Christianity has impressed young Wittgenstein ie tbrmation of his religiosity.
Tolstoy's concept of Christianity is this worldlgded on a moral transformation that
is distanced from traditional Catholic and Protestanderstanding of salvation. For

him Gospels were recourses for meaningful lifeusdsr him was one who led a
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moral life of love and self sacrifice and preachedHe did not consider the
historical authenticity of gospels or its divineigin (Carroll 47). The affinity
between religion and ethics that is seen throughdifitgenstein's thought can be
traced back to the influence of Tolstoy who consadeChristianity is intend to
preach moral transformation and perfection (Tols®4). Undoubtedly, these
authors considerably influenced Wittgenstein in tfeemation of his later

philosophy, especially his thoughts on religioubdi®.

1.3. Wittgenstein and Philosophy of Religion

Wittgenstein’s philosophy, especially his morelist@ and dynamic view of
language, has considerably influenced philosophiteology. Wittgenstein’s
characterization of religion and religious beli@incbe best understood against his
larger philosophical inquiry and aims which will kreated in the development of
this thesis. However, let us look at Wittgensteiatstude toward religion and his

religious personality in brief.

The Philosophy of Religion and Wittgenstein

The philosophy of religion is one of the most vellet and much talked about
branches of philosophy today. The philosophy ofgreh, as a science, studies
religion in a systematic way. Religion is one o #narliest institutions of culture in
human society. It could be looked at both as ardwrtand as a way of life. As a
doctrine, religion is theoretical, in the sensé thhas well defined concepts of God,
proofs for God’s existence, ideas of the relatietween God and self, etc. When

religion is viewed as a way of life, it deals witte cultivation of moral and spiritual
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values, prayer and God realization, coping with,eamnd with the actual use of
symbols. Philosophers of religion have tried toegav rational footing to religious
belief for centuries. The Scholastic philosophés Bt. Thomas reached some sort
of synthesis between faith and reason. They somaheavto prove the existence of
God rationally. The rationality of religious beliefas one of their main concerns.
However, this Scholastic philosophy has been emtippday. That means that all
religions, especially Christianity, lack a propéilpsophical footing in this multi-
cultural, multi-linguistic and multi-religious watl Therefore, the philosophy of

religion is at stake today.

Wittgenstein, the most influential linguistic ppsbpher of the 2D century,
has had a deep impact on the philosophy of relididee the rationalists who gave
importance to reason and the empiricists who gawportance to experience,
Wittgenstein’s emphasis on language has made aedahing impact on
epistemology and the philosophy of religion. THasguage has become one of the
most important elements in philosophy of religidnnguistic analysis focuses
mainly on meaning rather than existence. Rathar finaving the existence of God,
Wittgenstein asked: What is the meaning of the t&&md’? In order to explore
meaning, he proposes two theories of meaning. ©ribel correspondence theory

while other is coherent theory of meaning.
Religious Background of Wittgenstein

Though Wittgenstein was baptized and brought ughéenCatholic religious
tradition, he didn’'t adhere to any organized religin particular. Though organized

religion played a very little part in Wittgenstesn'family, they admired the
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importance of honesty, strict performance of datyd fulfilment of obligations to
servants and dependents. The childhood of Wittgemstas in the atmosphere of

moral, cultural and material superiority (McGuinggéoung Ludwig25).

Wittgenstein was given formal religious instruago However, he lost his
childhood faith under the influence of his sistdronrejected the tradition of belief
structures. A consciousness of sin and guilt witteoground for hope of redemption
ruled the mind of Wittgenstein. It is very difficub define the personal attitude of
Wittgenstein to religion. Our information in thiegard comes from his friend’s
comments and the memoirs. Though he had a hostitade to Christianity, we
notice a change in this attitude. Russell, in tiguary note on Wittgenstein, points
out the reason for the change of heart as his mgaali Tolstoy’s account on the
Gospels. ‘He had been dogmatically anti-Christiau, in this respect he changed
completely. The only thing he ever told me aboug thas that once in a village in
Galicia during the war (1914-18) he found a bookshkontaining only one book,
which wasTolstoy on the Gospel$ie bought the book and according to him it
influenced him profoundly*® Franz Parak, one of Wittgenstein’s friends, beliv
that Wittgenstein underwent a conversion — a rmaligiconversion — after the war.
He recalled that Wittgenstein was not satisfiechwiblstoy’s religion; however, he
was greatly impressed with Dostoevskeme and Punishmergnd The Brothers
Karamazoywhich he read during the time of war. These grflced Wittgenstein to
give up all his material possessions and lateowis philosophy, and devote himself

for inner and religious goals (McGuinne¥®ung Ludwid73).

16 As cited in W. D. Hudsor,udwig Wittgenstein: The Bearing of his Philosopimpn Religious
Belief(Richmond: John Knox Press, 1968) 6.
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Wittgenstein’s Attitude to Religion

“I am not a religious man but | cannot help sgeavery problem from a
religious point of view” (qtd. in MalcolmReligious Point of View?ii). What was
Wittgenstein’s feeling about religious experiendd@ claimed that he had an
experience of being absolutely safe, ‘I am safdhing can injure me whatever
happens’ (Hudsorl,udwig WittgensteirY). This feeling ofabsolute safetyn many
religious traditions is seen as some sort of religi experience. It may be
Wittgenstein's experience during the war that prechphim to say that war was
welcome because it forced one to realize that caeiv God’s hands (McGuinness,
Young Ludwig?256). Wittgenstein was totally against all sortsational arguments
for the existence of God and adding rationalityrétigious belief. Religion or
religious belief is not a question of reason. Hes vagainst conceptualization in
religion and dogmatization of religious belief. i@as of the opinion that proofs for
the existence of God are nothing but the attemptiid believers to give their belief
an intellectual analysis and foundation, althougbBytmay not themselves have
come to believe as a result of such pro@¥ 85). Wittgenstein's attitude toward

religion involves personal and communal aspects.

For Wittgenstein religion has two aspects, the nna&pect - one's
spiritual relationship to God - and the outer aspeoe's
participation in ceremony, obedience and loving dv&bur. Not
surprisingly, Wittgenstein's engagement with religi consisted

almost entirely of the former. The later is an exivithout a
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community. Thus, | believe, we get Wittgensteimsauous attitude

towards religion in his own life. (Klagge 318)

The communal aspect was difficult for him sincewsss in a way alienated from the
community. Wittgenstein spends enormous energgading, reflecting, writing and
discussing religion in its various modes. He hagtemt respect for Catholicism and
even thought to become a priest. However, he leam@m@ towards pietism (Monk

158).

Is Wittgenstein a Religious Person?

Wittgenstein never accepted any particular retigidorman Malcolm says:

| do not wish to give the impression that Wittgemnstaccepted any
religious faith - he certainly did not — or that las a religious
person. But | think that there was in him, in sosense, the
possibility of religion. | believe that he looketiraligion as ‘a form
of life’ in which he didn't participate, but with lich he was
sympathetic and which greatly interested him. (kg

A Memoir72)

Malcolm also remembers what Wittgenstein told hirattat the age of 21 he was
struck by a play in Vienna. "In the play one of ttieracters expressed the thought
that no matter what happened in the world, nothiad could happen to him; he was
independent of fate and circumstances. He was sspcewith this thought and
found for the first time the possibility of religi (McGuinnessyoung Ludwig4).

He was not in favour of the anthropomorphic ideaGad which most of the
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religious traditions cherish. In tAgactatushe says, “God does not reveal himself in

the world” (TLP 6. 432).

Von Wright says that Wittgenstein had a compasg®heart which is closer
to religion though we are not sure that he hashamgtreligious in the trivial sense.
Wright continues, “Certainly he did not have a Ghan faith. But neither was his
view of life un-Christian, pagan, as was Goeth€s13). Though we are not sure
whether his concept of the mystical has anythingdawith religion into which we
are trying to make an investigation, Wittgensteams\viull of wonder at the existence
of the world. Though he seems to have possessedmpmkssimistic attitude, amidst
this pessimism we may trace a deep sense of optinTikis is clear from his last
words, “Tell them | have had a wonderful life.” Tugh Wittgenstein was born and
brought up in a Western Christian culture and trawlihis thought about religion
and silence, he leans towards Eastern religiod#ivas. When we come to the later
Wittgenstein we can see that religion is seen nasre@ way of life than a set of
conceptualized dogmas. Though he was not favoughgious dogma he was not
against rituals and ceremonies. He never rejeaeshwnies in his own life. In fact,

he was glad to attend mass while in prison in M&@udssino (Chaill 222).

The subject of religion had a great significanceWittgenstein's thought;
however, his personal relation to any religionnsbaguous. His negative attitude to
dogmatic and systematic theology distanced himsktim Catholicism.
Nevertheless, he had a great appreciation for ilb@als and symbols used in
religion, and especially in Catholicism. "The syridms of Catholicism are

wonderful beyond words. But any attempt to makiati a philosophical system is
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offensive” (Rhees,Personal Reflectionsl29-130). He could find meaning in
religious practices and ceremonies. The essendigion is not to be sought either
in its historical footing or in its dogmatic trutbs truths of reason, but in observance

and ceremonies of the people who make religiouswiomment.

In the conventional sense Wittgenstein was naligious person. However,
we cannot consider him as irreligious person. Fraschildhood to the time of
World War | he seems to have adopted certain fdr@hoistianity due to childhood
formation and later due to the influence of somé¢hefwriters like Tolstoy (Carroll

58).

Conclusion

The aim of this chapter was to give an overview\dftgenstein’s life and
his philosophical background. In our discussion,hage seen how Wittgenstein’s
thought matured in his later phase of philosoplgzifhe various philosophers and
systems which influenced Wittgenstein were briefljgcussed in shaping his
thought at various phases. This concise descriifowittgenstein's biographical
profile and his attitude to religion is meant toveithe orientation for the entire
thesis and to prepare the ground for further dsoms in the forth coming
chapters. Hopefully, this brief account will help 1o understand the development
of Wittgenstein’s philosophy, especially his thougin religion and religious

belief.
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CHAPTER TWO
WITTGENSTEIN ON THE MYSTICAL

Introduction

The much-celebrated work of Ludwig Wittgensteifiractatus Logico-
Philosophicuswhich can be summed up in the propositishat can be said at all
can be said clearly and what we cannot talk abauthwst pass over in silence”
(TLP p. 3), expounds his early philosophy. Logic, largguand the world are the
three master-issues of thiEractatus. It is an investigation into the essence of
language — its structure, which is revealed bydagnd its function, that is, to
describe the world. He had in mind to trace thetsirof language and of thought as
well as to investigate the foundations of languagsch is the form and essence of
language (Pradhan 36). In the Preface ofTireetatus Wittgenstein brings out the
purpose of the book: "to draw a boundary to thowghather — not to thought, but
to the expressions of thoughT'L(P p. 3). To draw a boundary means to think about

both sides.

TheTractatusis all about what can be said and what cannotlie(Barrett,
Wittgenstein on Ethic8). The earlier part of the work deals with thduna of
language and its relation to the world. In therlggart of the book, Wittgenstein
deals with what is beyond the boundary of langudde purpose offractatusis
precisely to show the inexpressible by exhibitifge texpressible. It is an
investigation which traces how far language canupicthe facts of the world, and

thereby points to a realm that is beyond language szientific research, a realm



that can be termed "mystical." The prime concerntlo§ chapter is to show
Wittgenstein’s view of what is beyond the boundafylanguage, “the mystical”
which ‘manifests’ or ‘shows’ itself by explicatingshat is within the limits of
language. The investigation, therefore, will maibk focused on th€&ractatusand
Notebookswhich represent his early philosophy to bring fottie distinction
between saying - all that can be described in laggland showing - all that cannot

be expressed in language.

2.1. Language, Thought and Reality

In facing the challenge, exploring the sense efrtystical, one must begin
with the analysis of what can be expressed in lagguln this attempt, one of the
prime concerns of Wittgenstein is to bring out tleéationship among language,
thought and reality. This relationship is explair®dthe theory of meaning, which
can be seen as the focal point of both phases tb#&¥istein’s philosophy. In his
early philosophy, he developed the picture thedryneaning, i.e., the meaning of
language is its referent. According to this theanganing is not simply a referent
but a determinate referent. Certain inferencesbeatirawn concerning language and
the world from the notion of meaning as determinatierent (HudsonlLudwig
Wittgensteinl0). The first inference would be that all thaimsaningful in language
must in the last analysis be reducible to what &léed elementary propositions,
which consist of names in immediate combinatidiLR 4.221). The second
inference would be that reality in its last anadysonsists of simple objects. This

necessitates elucidating his understanding of thiédvand language.
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World and Facts

The metaphysical and linguistic concepts in Tmactatusare closely and
essentially bound together. Wittgenstein, in hislye@hilosophy, is primarily
concerned with the logical foundation and the reatoir reality. He uses the word
‘world’ as a synonym for reality. “The world is thetality of facts, not of things”
(TLP 1.1). The world is not a mere collection of variadbgigs. From a complete
description of all the things in the world, we canhget an idea of what the world is.
Similarly from a complete description of all therfsaof a car, we cannot have an
idea of what a car is. The world is divided intot& and facts uniquely determine
what the world actually is. Wittgenstein distingweés between facts and things.
Things which we can experience and see are empoaaplexes. They can be
named and described. When they are named, thetidoras objects, when they are
described; they become facts (Finch 1). A fact setaof state of affairs, and that
state of affairs is a combination of objects. ltdas that facts also are combinations
of objects, but we can distinguish them in the dwihg way. A fact is a
combination of objects so that it can be subdivide® other combinations of
objects. If these sub-groups are such that nonieeoh can be subdivided into other
combinations of objects, then each such sub-greup state of affairs (Parkinson

13).

A fact is not itself some kind of object, but oldecombined in a specific
way give rise to a ‘fact’ ‘a state of affairs’.if not simply a collection of objects.
"In a state of affairs objects stand in determinggkation to one another. The

determinate way in which objects are connected state of affairs is the structure
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of the state of affairs"TLP 2.032). The objects should be capable of being a
constituent of a state of affair§L(P 2.011). The complex facts are composed of less
complex facts. On further analysis, we will reacpant which cannot be further
divided; that is called atomic fact. Thus, atonacté constitute the simplest possible
fact or state of affairs. The world is a totalityammplex facts that is constituted of
less complex facts, and this is again constitutédatomic facts, which is a
combination of objects. The configuration of simplgiects makes up the state of

affairs or atomic facts.

Language

It is language that describes the structure ofityean the form of
propositions; therefore, to know the structure ariguage, we have to know the
structure of propositions. Theractatusgives a clear analysis of the structure of
propositions. A proposition is essentially an asserabout a fact or state of affairs.
It can also be analyzed into its component projostuntil we reach a proposition
which cannot be further analyzed. This unanalyzahbd@osition is called the atomic
or elementary proposition (Fann 10). The truth opraposition depends on its
agreement and disagreement with possibilities a$temce and nonexistence of
states of affairsTLP 4.2). An elementary proposition or atomic progositis the
simplest kind of proposition which asserts the texise of an atomic fact. “An
elementary proposition consists of names. It ix@un, a concatenation, of names”
(TLP 4.22). Name is an expression that cannot be analyzed forede The only
possible way of defining name @stensive definitignwhich is used in the case of

something observable, that is, to point to sometl{ithe word ... means this.),
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since name is always the name of an object andyalveders to something simple —

something without parts (Fann 12).

An elementary proposition is a concatenation ohsuames. Wittgenstein is
a priori certain that there must be elementary propositigiosvever, no proposition
is truea priori. It would either be true or false. Hence, languagea ipicture of
reality, “there are no pictures that are teug@riori” (TLP 2.225). “In order to tell
whether a picture is true or false we must comfiasgth reality” (TLP 2.223). This
brings us to an important point that all propositian essence are contingent and not
necessary. Since there are no propositions thah gméori true, an expression of
necessity in language is impossible. This contihgeture of propositions indicates
that the truth value of it lies outside the dedaip The externality of the truth
value of propositions leads them to the world o$gibilities, not to necessities. In
the domain of possibilities, a proposition can ltees certainly true or certainly
false. “A proposition is in itself neither probalvier improbable. An event occurs or
does not occur; there is no middle coursel’R 5.153). It follows that there is no
fact in the world that is necessarily the case.tid things in the world are on par
with one another without any hierarchy. All profimsis describe the same thing,
namely the configuration of objects. What is ofhH@g value is not the concern of
propositions (Pravesh 9-10). Wittgenstein, in liisrapt to analyze language, wants
to bring out as clearly as possible the relatignsbf thought to reality. A

proposition is an expression of a thought of rgafitwords (Parkinson 85).

The relationship among language, thought andtyeadiuld be understood in

relation to logical forms, which are identical imetcase of thought and reality. This
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is to say that reality can be thought only in am@aigh language. It is language and
thought that confer these forms on reality. Thotigh reality is prior to language
and thought, it depends on language and thougbo ifar as it is thought and it is
represented in language (Pradhan 95). World arldyreae tied down to language
in Wittgenstein’s philosophy. Language is thougkpressed in words about reality.
It is reality or the world that makes thought pbksi and thereby its expression,

language.

The distinction that Wittgenstein makes betweemesgsand propositions is
very important. A proposition is not meaninglesgre¥f it is not true. It depicts a
possible state of affairs, but in fact it is noegent. However, unlike propositions,
names that have no referents are meaningless. Tothia difference, Wittgenstein
says that names have referents and propositions bamse (Hudson,udwig
Wittgenstein16). The meaning of a name depends on the refateabject.
Therefore, in Wittgenstein’s philosophy there isclse connection between

meaning and referencé.
Picture Theory of Meaning

Wittgenstein has established the relationship arianguage, thought and
reality through his picture theory of meaning. Rgafor him was something
objective that could be pictured by language. Thsididea is: the meaning of

language is that to which it refers or, in a waid, referent. The picture theory

7 'N. Malla in his article inindian Philosophical Quarterlycontrasts Wittgenstein’s reference

bound communicative function of language with BestH reference free communicative
system. In his opinion Bradley creates a gap betwaaguage, thought and reality whereas
Wittgenstein tries to integrate language thougtd esality by maintaining a reference bound
language. See Malla 58.
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exposes the relationship of language to thoughtreality. Wittgenstein holds that a
proposition is a picture, a logical picture. Whatieture represents is its sense. The
sense of a proposition is the state of affairgatupes or represents. A proposition
states that something is the case, like “The cahishe mat.” A proposition is not
literally a picture but something like a pictunethe sense that it does what a picture

does. “The propositionnly says something in so far as it is a pictyf<B 8).

In the preface tdlractatus Wittgenstein demarcates the non-sense from
sensible propositions. Sensible propositions, wliepict the state of affairs, are
within the limits of natural sciences. They arettéagies and contradictions and
belong to the realms of logic and mathematics stheg are unconditionally true
and their negations are contradictions. Howevey, atempt to express what is
beyond the limits of natural sciences is hamed @&oses. Metaphysical discourses

such as ethical, aesthetical and religious tallrmplo this category (Mallick 22).

States of affairs are elementary or atomic andespond to elementary
propositions. "Wittgenstein assumes that if we gaa language to talk about the
world there must be some propositions directly eamted with the world, so that
their truth or falsity is not determined by otheppositions but by the world. He
called these propositions elementary propositio(lsann 8). An elementary
proposition is a concatenation of names; a stataffairs is a combination of
objects. How are the elementary propositions rdleag¢he world? There is a one-to-
one correspondence between the names in elementapgsitions and the objects
that constitute the relevant state of affairs. laage, for Wittgenstein, is purely

referential at this level; whatever is expressethnguage has its reference. “...that
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language at the base consists of pure names asd ti@ones only refer and do not
describe” (Malla 58). The general result of theottyeof the truth function is that the
world would get divided into nothing but atomic fecThe elementary propositions
are independent of one anotfi&Elementary propositions are constituted of names.
To Wittgenstein, it is not a mechanical collectmimames but is held together in a

certain way to constitute elementary propositiomsg way it can picture facts.

How are the complex propositions related to tieenelntary propositions? As
compound propositions are composed of elementawpagitions, they are truth
functions of elementary propositions. A compoundppsition is truth functional
when its truth or falsity is completely determiraldrom its constituent simple
propositions. If we have all the possible elemgntaropositions, then by
constructing all possible compound propositionsaithem, we can express all the
propositions about the world, all the truth anditeds about the world. If one of the
components is not true, then the whole propositiay not be true. Elementary
propositions are the logical picture of atomic $a@nd complex propositions are the

truth functions of the elementary ones (Fann 8).

Language is composed of uttered sounds and wrdigams, and reality is
composed of objects. There is a difference amoamttAn idea is not a sound or
sign or a thing. When a book is on a table, tha olethe book is not on the idea of
the table. For something to be a picture of somgtlhere should be something in

common between the object and the picture. Howewerds and things have

8 The independence of elementary proposition pdimtie fact of a pluralistic approach rather

than a monistic approach in the philosophy of Witigtein. That is one of our prime concerns in
the forth-coming chapter. It is meaning, that cibatds the basis of communication, and it is
very much related to reference to reality.
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nothing in common. Wittgenstein says it is the ¢agiform that enables the
proposition to picture a reality. “What a picturaish have in common with reality,
in order to be able to depict it — correctly oranectly — in the way it does, it is
pictorial form” (TLP 2.17). “A picture has logico-pictorial form in conon with
what it depicts” TLP 22.2). An example will clarify this. What is commbetween

a gramophone disc of a certain piece of music,nibtes of music and the actual
sound of music? The music sheet pictures the somnthe same way that a
photograph pictures a man. The photograph of adonas not resemble the man, in
the respect that it does not contain skin, bonekdoadd, but it is his picture which
pictures his form. Therefore, logically, what i® throove on the disc, the marks on
the music sheet, and series of sounds have in consrform, logical form. It is by
virtue of this logical form, the proposition becosreepicture of a certain fact or state
of affairs. A logical picture depicts reality bypresenting a possibility of existence
and non-existence of states of affaif& R 2.201). A picture agrees with the reality
or fails to agree; it is correct or incorrect, troefalse TLP 2.2.21). The logical

form can only be shown but cannot be spoken otewrit

Therefore, the relation among language, thougttraalty is maintained in
Wittgenstein's system of philosophyWhat we can speak meaningfully and clearly
are those propositions which correspond to thesfadtthe world. A word is
meaningfully uttered when it has correspondenceeality. Language articulates

only facts of the world, which is its referent. Aajtempt to articulate beyond the

9 This understanding of the relation between lagguthought and reality is very similar to that of

the Nyaya — Vaisesikawhich allows the coextensiveness of the real, khewable and the
nameable. ‘Realness,’ ‘knowability,” and ‘namealilare seen as the common characteristics of
the padarthas. Whatever is expressible in language is knowable and versa,whatever
knowable is real andice versaSee Gokhale 318.

45



world of facts is to run against the boundary afgiaage, a common human

tendency, and a source of metaphysical discourses.

Limits of the Language

If we have the totality of propositions, we wikVe the picture of the world.
Since there are an infinite number of propositionsyw will we come to the
propositions that picture the world? There are psitpons which are necessarily
true always and under any circumstances, and thexeothers which are self
contradictory, false under all circumstances. Tlaeesalso other propositions whose
truth and falsity depend upon the existence or xistence of the state of affairs.
Both necessary and contradictory propositions ao@-informative. What is

informative is the contingent proposition.

Since elementary propositions always picture asenlable state of affairs,
what about metaphysical statemerita@guage is that which sets a boundary for the
world. The totality of propositions is languagettpectures facts. Therefore, we can
speak of only facts ‘whatever can be said can liect@arly and whatever cannot be
said cannot be said at all.” Logical positivistsyimg emphasis to the verification
principle, reject metaphysics, but Wittgensteingigns metaphysics, theology and
ethics to the realm of what cannot be said. Whers&ach for the ground for the
non-significance of metaphysical statements in §¥itstein, we can see two
principles: 1) a proposition is meaningful if andlyif its negation or denial is
meaningful; 2 limits of our language are the limits of our wodadd vice versa
(Hudson, Ludwig Wittgenstein23). On the ground of the first principle "to

understand a proposition is to know what is theeaast is true" TLP 4.024); to
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recognize the case if it is true | must be abldifterentiate it from the case if it is
not true. Wittgenstein ihlotebooksasserts that a proposition to be capable of being
true it must also be capable of being false (5%usT “the positiveproposition
necessarily presupposes the existence of the megabpositionand vice versa”
(TLP 5.5151). Metaphysical statements are not negatalé therefore, are not

significant.

Coming to the second principle that language éslimit of the world and
vice versalanguage is significant only in so far as it piesireality. It cannot get
beyond reality, for then it would have nothing totpre. We cannot talk about what
cannot be pictured and what is beyond the reatitshe world. In accordance with
the picture theory of meaning, we cannot but rejeetaphysical assertions. One
thing should be noted that a great deal of Thectatusitself is metaphysical, as it
goes beyond what can significantly be said. Wittgein attempted to avoid
metaphysical speculation in the early part of hisgsophy; however, he fell prey to
another kind of metaphysics - essentialist metapbhywhere meaning is found in
the essential relation between language that gstand reality that is pictured. The
meaning of a sentence is found in the correspordem@nontic state of affairs.
This metaphysical thought ifiractatescan lead one to idealism or to realism. A
metaphysical reading dfractatespostulates the ultimate constituents of a possible
world, logical requirement of language that carrespnt the world, and finally the
adaptation of a mystical attitude towards whatagdmnd the limits of the boundary

of the language (Reid 98). The prefacel cdctateswas overlooked by the standard
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reading until recentl§’ The new interest in the preface brought forthranst anti-

metaphysical stand.

The book will, therefore, draw a limit to thinki{enken, or rather
- not to thinking Denker), but the expression of thoughtdef
Gedankejy for in order to draw a limit to thinkingDenken, we
should have to be able to think both sides of linst (we should
therefore have to be able to think what cannothbedht). The limit
can therefore, only be drawn in language and wbkatdn the other

side of the limit will simply be nonsensérsinn). (TLP p. 3)

The project ofTractatuswas to draw a limit to the expressions of thought
that is language. Drawing of limits to thinkingdensidered as absurdity. Limits of
expressions of thought and limit of thinking aret tlee same. Limits of thinking

should extend beyond the limits of expression otight.

A metaphysical reading of thEractatusputs forward the nature of reality
and substantial relation between language andyeaiabling language to represent
the reality. Metaphysical statements about theityealhich try to communicate
what cannot be articulated falls into nonsense (MoG'Between Metaphysics and
Nonsense" 492). That is why Wittgenstein asseds dhyone who understands me
eventually recognizes metaphysical assertions asamsical when he has used them
as steps to climb up beyond them. When one tradsciérese propositions, he will

be enabled to see the world arighfLP 6.54). Wittgenstein should not be

2 A Companion to Wittgenstein's Tractatus,book from Max Black, one of the influential

commentaries orfractatus conveniently passes over the preface to silerices With Cora
Diamond and James Conant that the preface gaiséahpiortant as a new interpretative tool for
Tractatus See Howes 3.
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misunderstood as anti-metaphysicfarHis point was that what is metaphysical
cannot be articulated in propositions which contitanguage and picture reality.
Wittgenstein's anti-metaphysical stand is reveatethe preface offractatusand
concluding remarks (Reid 97). Wittgenstein is aalréd consider nonsense as that
which cannot be said rather than that which doéserist. In his anti-metaphysical
stand, he is concerned with the avoidance of mgtapdl talk rather than the
content of such a talk. The content of such a imllwhat is beyond the limit of

language.
2.2. Beyond Language

Language is the totality of propositions, whicle aeducible to elementary
propositions and which in turn, picture the woiltherefore, meaningful language is
one in which elementary propositions represenfdhts of the world, and language
is the limit of the world. What, then, is beyona: timits of language? Wittgenstein
never rejected what is beyond the world and langulgt his point was that what is
beyond language cannot be articulated in truth tfanal propositions. It doesn’t
mean that what cannot be said in language has alibyrer existence (Thiselton
367). In the preface tdractatusWittgenstein states that the aim of his book is to
draw limits to the expressions of thought, and dnggests that the limit of language
shows what cannot be said. In setting limits to twdan be thought and presenting

clearly what can be said, the realm beyond thdtbeiimanifested (Atkinson 18).

As per rule for drawing limits or setting a boundaone should be able to

think about both sides of the boundary. To drawrst lto thinking, one should be

2L | ogical positivists of Vienna circle considerétactatusas the crystallization of their own anti-

metaphysical doctrine. They thought that metaplsysicnonsense and is to be eliminated, but
Wittgenstein's prime concern was to show that iz be articulated in propositions which
picture the reality.
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able to think about both sides of that limit. Om@rot draw a boundary to thinking
and think about both sides of the boundary. In thise, the relevance of boundary
drawing is nonsense. However, one can draw a timihe expressions of thought
that is the task ofTractatus and think about both sides of the boundary of
expressions of thought. Thinking about the othde 2f the limit makes it a real
limit. However, the content of thinking cannot bepeessed since any attempt to
express what is outside the limit of expressionassense (Howes 5). Wittgenstein
considers some thinking cannot be expressed irukgeyand about this one must
remain silent. Any attempt to express what is beytanguage through indirect
means like metaphors create ambiguity in philosofdie linguistic categories of
sense and nonsense are in the opposite sides dfotiredary of language. Any
attempt to express what is beyond the linguistidtlis nonsense. Let us see now

what Wittgenstein considers outside the boundatgrajuage.
Transcendental

The entire enterprise of Wittgenstein's philosoghgibout what can be said
and what cannot be said. What can be said is famhtwith the propositions of
natural science. The propositions of logic, ethasd metaphysics etc... are
nonsensical, since they do not say anything atimitvorld®? They are attempts to

transcend the limits of languagelanguage Though these propositions do not say

22 Karl Popper, a contemporary evolutionary epistegist, replaced the verification criteria of

meaning proposed by the Logical Positivists witksifeability as a criterion of demarcation
between what is science and what is not sciencePBpper falsifiability of statement depends
on the empirical content, the more it says aboaitvthrld — the more informative - the more it is
falsifiable. If a statement says nothing about therld it is not falsifiable. He says that
metaphysical statements say nothing of the world isonot falsifiable but its position is outside
the boundary of empirical science. It never detaasithe truth or falsity. See PoppEne Logic

of Scientific Discoveryl8-19. Though Popper has changed this positionsdems to be
influenced by Wittgenstein’s idea of metaphysichjal lies outside the boundary of language. It
cannot be expressed in propositions but it shosesfit
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anything, theyshow The propositions of logic, for example, say nothithey show
the formal — logical — properties of language ahe world (Fann 23). Logic in
relation to the world as a reflection is transcemndkas it shows itself. Propositions

of philosophy are non-sensical since they are gitemo say what cannot be said.

Wittgenstein’s picture theory proposes that megfminlanguage mirrors
‘what is the case.” What is beyond ‘what is theetas transcendental. Ethics and
religion are beyond what is the case, so they dabeopictured in meaningful
language. “If there is any value that does haveesdl must lie outside the whole
sphere of what happens and is the cagd’P(6.41). There is a considerable
difference between what is the case and what doghe the case. What ought to be
is the concern of ethics and what is the casedsctmcern of language; therefore
ethics comes outside the boundary of language araimnot be articulated in
meaningful language. Concerning theology, we reathe Tractatus “How things
are in the world is a matter of complete indiffererior what is higher. God does not
reveal himselin the world” (TLP 6.432). This means that "the world is all thathis
case" TLP 1) and God in as much as he is deemed to be &adent, cannot reveal
in the world because a proposition about a God trdwscends the world cannot be
a picture of what is the case. Hence, logic, ethitd theology all come in the realm

of transcendence (Hudsdrydwig Wittgenstei27).

The Inexpressible

An analytic method can be applied to propositidrsyever, this method is
not applicable to what lies beyond the limits aidaage, i.e. what cannot be said.

What can be said, as we have seen are proposd@nssponding to atomic facts.
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What is beyond the propositional language is nbjested to the analytic method.
The sole concern dfractatusis drawing limits to establish what can be expeddsa
language. Thus, this limit of thought or expressioh thought shows what cannot
be said. However, the last sentence fibractatus “What we cannot talk about we
must pass over in silenceTl(P 7) is not meant to bring a simple distinction.aln

1919 letter to Ludwig von Ficker, Wittgenstein \est

My work consists of two parts: one presented haceall that | have
not written. And it is precisely this second part tisthe important
one. My book draws limits to the sphere of theaghiorm the inside
as it were, and | am convinced that this is the ®Nigorous way of
drawing those limits. In short, | believe that waeranyothers today
are just gassing, | have managed in my book teypeitything firmly
into place by being silent about it. (gtd. in Go@mWittgenstein

and William Jame®)

What cannot be said is signified in setting lintasvhat can be thought and
expressions of thought in language. In the earlyimgs of Wittgenstein, he claims
that objects, solipsistic self, reality and the trogd cannot be put into words and

they are beyond an analytic approach.

As we have seen in the earlier part of this chaptéttgenstein believes that
facts are composed of atomic facts which canndutiber analyzed. However, the
atomic facts can be further broken down into itsstibuents such as objects. Unlike
Russell who claimed that these objects are selfsistamt and independent,

Wittgenstein claims that objects that stand in mhetgate relation cannot be isolated
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or put into words. Objects “make up the substancéhe world” (TLP 2.021).
Substance is independent of what is the case htyatafacts. “One cannot say, for
example, there are objects as one might say thexebaoks” TLP 4.1272).
Wittgenstein also makes the claim that objects ohbe put into words. However,
objects can be named and names are representatolgects. Wittgenstein is not
concerned about any existential claim of object& &&nnot know anything about
objects as objects; what we know is only the naraed,names can be known only
in the context of the state of affairs. The depandature of objects in the state of
affairs brings forth the different possibilities @bjects. Objects in the state of affairs
contain all possible combinations of relationshipe configuration of objects in its
determinate relationship makes up the state ofraffand in the state of affairs
objects lack independence and self subsistence. foira of objects can be
represented by names; however, the content of bgannot be put into words. An
object in its form and content is reality whichlieited by objects. The objects that
are not named cannot be put into words. The objbatsare not named are the form
of the object or the possibility of occurring inetistate of affairs. In other words,
objects in an unalterable form cannot be expresspdpositions and cannot be the

subject of analysis (Atkinson 20-21).

The form of objects can be represented by namewiekier, the content of
objects cannot be put into words. The form and exunof objects make up reality
(TLP 5.5561). Reality is limited by objects. Solipsistelf is part of reality and also
cannot be put into words. Solipsistic self whichcig-ordinated with reality is

without extension {LP 5.64). It is not a human being in terms of bodg aoul
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(TLP 5.641). It cannot be said but can show itself gsaarld. My soul is the limit
of world soul. InNotebooks19 Wittgenstein recognizes one world soul whichas
part of the world. My soul which also is not pafttbe world is the limit of the
world soul. My world is the reality with which theolipsistic self is coordinated.
Reality here is the empirical reality that we ex@ece as my world. Propositions,
which correspond to the reality, do not tell ustttiee reality is, but only how the
world is. Proposition reports an experience budrlet an experience itself. The latter

cannot be put into words (Atkinson 27).
The Mystical

The term, “the muystical,” is used mysteriously Wittgenstein in his
philosophy. The adjectival use of the term “mydtigadicates the inexpressible.
The term appears four times in his published wadtkge times in th&ractatusand
once inNotebooksNow let us see th&ractatusversion of mystical. "It is ndhow
things are in the world that is mystical, bdbat it exists,” “Feeling the world as a
limited whole — it is this that is mystical,” “Therare indeed, things that cannot be

put into words. Theynake themselves manifeEhey are what is mysticaf™

In what sense is the term mystical used? Thougtetare various meanings
attributed to this, let us consider two prominem¢® The first one is the traditional
spiritual one as being in union with God or theitddte Reality; the second one is
wider, mysterious and awe-inspiring. It seems th4ttgenstein uses the term

mystical in the second sense. TNetebooksconfirms this. “Aesthetically, the

% Wittgenstein's versions of the mystical as oetlim the Tractatus at different places are brought

together here. See Wittgensteimactatus Logico-Philosophicu$. 44, 6.45, & 6. 522.
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miracle is that the world exists. That what exdages exist” (86). It is an experience
of amazement and astonishment; it is a feeling ohder. In theTractatusthis
experience that the world exists is called ‘mydtiaad in Notebookst is called a
‘marvel’ or as Anscombe translates a ‘miracle.’bimth cases what is meant is the

same.

The experience of the world as a bounded wholeysstioal. To regard the
world as a whole, totality of facts transcends it@ividual facts and cannot be
expressed in propositions. To view the world a®anbed whole and contemplate
the world from outside temporality is mystical. $hiiew of the world as a whole
and contemplating it from outside is mutually degesmt. ‘World exists is mystical.’
World is not the name of a simple element, andetioee cannot refer to or signify
any fact. Since ‘world’ does not signify anythimgg fail to give meaning to ‘world’
in the statement ‘the world exists.” Existence riedicable only of those signs that
express the possibility of becoming the constitusnproposition. All that we can
say about mystical is that it consists in seeirgwlorld as a bounded whole and
marveling and wondering that anything at all exists the picture theory suggests,
what is expressed in statements (propositionsphar@ictures of facts. Statements of
the mystical are not statements of facts; therefttey cannot be expressed in
words. It is beyond the boundary of language, &edefore, it is inexpressible. The
mystical is the same as that which cannot be subduamder the concept of a
proposition (Roy, "The Mystical" 267-269). To unsi&and the world as a limited
whole and there is a realm beyond the limited waldhe mystical’ which cannot

be articulated in words.
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Understanding the logic of language is mysticatdéfstanding the logical
structure that represents the structure of realityhat can and what cannot be the
case — is the mystical (Barreti/ittgenstein on Ethicg5). They are mystical in the
sense that they are inexpressible and show theessellvis concerned with the
“thatness,” not “howness” of the facts that comséitthe world. Propositions can
represent the whole reality, but they cannot represvhat they must have in
common with reality - logical form - in order to hble to picture it. The form itself

cannot be represented but must be grasped infyiti’and that is mystical.

Wittgenstein’s two further accounts of the mydtiaee the feeling of being
absolutely safe and the experience of feeling géilThe feeling of absolute safety
is mystical in the sense that no matter what happerus our equilibrium is not
disturbed. Whatever happens can have no effect wnlite. We accept it as
accidents of life; it neither surprises nor hurss To be indifferent to facts, to live
without fear or hope, involves a feeling of beirades no matter what happendg
74). It can be seen as a further step ofetkigerience of wonder that what is, is. It is
a move from an experience of wonder to a total gtecee (BarrettyVittgenstein on
Ethics81). Another experience is that of guilt. If onel&insignificant, looking at
the world as whole with wonder is mystical. CyriarfBett is of the opinion that

“Feeling of absolute guilt is the reverse of thelifeg of wonder” Wittgenstein on

% There are typically two types of knowledge nammmbnition and intuition. Cognition is

knowledge through symbolism whereas intuition idirect and un-symbolic awareness of, or
insight into reality. Cognition can be expressedd aacommunicated, while intuition is
inexpressible and incommunicable. Schopenhauer, wistinguished direct and indirect
apprehension of reality, might have influenced Wétistein in this regard. Alexander Maslow in
commenting on theTractatus says that “What is grasped by intuition is a cafewhat
Wittgenstein calls the mystical.” Ses Maslow 56.

% Ludwig Wittgenstein, “Lecture on Ethics?hilosophical Reviewol. LXXIV, No. 1 (1965): 9.
Hereafter the abbreviatidrE will be cited within the text.
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Ethics 82). Wittgenstein seems to view that all religioilgsms as similes or
allegories. When we speak of God who sees everythma we kneel before him, it
allegorically expresses our feeling of being absbusafe in the hands of GodE

10).

The mystical, as opposed to the scientific, haguestions and answers; it is
an experience of wonder at the existence of realljttgenstein distinguishes
between what is scientific and what is mystical.aMis scientific is the facts of the
world which can be articulated in propositions, artht is mystical is an experience
of wonder at the existence of reality that is bed/tre reach of language and cannot
be articulated in propositions. “I believe the tendy of all men who ever tried to
write or talk Ethics or Religion was to run agaitts boundaries of languagd'H

11-12).

The mystical in Wittgenstein’'s philosophy can belerstood as an attitude
of mind which realizes the meaning of life. The tiysnay find the sense of life or
sense of the world becomes clear to him; thisesctise of the happy man for whom
life is no more problematic, that is to say henimgreement with the world. Another
possibility is that he may remain a prey to doubtt@ whether life has any sense
(McGuinness, “The Mysticism" 316). According to Wgenstein, “the world of a
happy man is a different one from that of an unlyappn” (TLP 6.43,NB 78e). The
happy man is more harmonious with whatever happetige world. In this context,
it is proper to mention his view of will as an attle to the world. | have no control
over whatever happens, whatever happens, happeide@atlly. It may or may not

coincide with my wishes. What is in my control asrhake my wishes coincide with
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whatever possibly happens. In that case, | am @iogefhe world. TheNotebooks
makes clear that both the realization that the dvisrimy world, the identification is
with the world as a whole and the ability to livethe present are essential parts of
happiness (74-75). The essential feature of a haoue or a happy life is

transcendent one which can only be shown (ChoudHary

Though it is possible to explain the “mystical” the Tractatus without
making any necessary connection with religion, va@ ¢race a connection. For
Wittgenstein "it is not how things are in the wotldt is mystical but that it exists"
(TLP 6.44). He had an indifferent attitude to how tlsirage in the world. That is
very clear from a conversation with Waismann oigrelis language. "For me the
facts are unimportant. But what men mean when $lagy “The world is theré lies
close to my heart" (Waismann, “Notes on Talks wMihttgenstein” 12). It is
reasonable to conclude that there is a close oeldietween what is stated in the
Tractatus as ‘the Mystical’ and religion (Keightley 27). Hewer, it is not

necessarily related to theistic mystical experieasat is traditionally understood.

God, Meaning of life and Prayer

Wittgenstein makes a remarkable distinction betwdwo godheads
including the world and the independentNIB(74). What can be said includes the
world, facts, and propositions of science and ustdading of world in terms dfow
it is? What cannot be said consists of my independeaiuding the expressions of
thought and the world in terms tfat it is God and meaning of life belong to the

second godhead that is my independent I. The krigelef God and the knowledge
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of meaning of life are made possible from the kremlgle that the world exists

(Atkinson 127).

Wittgenstein’s introduction of the relationshipween the eye and the visual
field in Notebookgjives an important clue to understanding the icelahip between
God and the world or in a way what can be saidvelmat cannot be said. The eye is
not in the field of sight; thus the eye cannot bedminto the object of sight. The
existence of the eye is understood from the nepgssktionship between the eye
and the visual field. Same relationship exists eetwwhat can be said and what
cannot be said. However, it is necessary to exammeeaelationship between God
and world. Understanding the proposition "God does reveal himself in the
world" (TLP 6.432) in this context needs further explanatibtiro” In the case of
the eye, it does not reveal itself in the objecsight, or as in the case where thinker
cannot be turned in to the object of thought. la #bove cases, the word "in"
indicates a demarcating point between the oppositeshe case of thinker and
thought, the eye and object of sight there existautually exclusive and dependent
relationship. There is no separation between tleitmeach case. The same type of
relationship exists between God and world. Howéerworld is not my world. It is
the world of facts. The proposition, God does meeal himself in the world draws
the distinction between God and how things ardhenworld. It means God cannot
reveal himself in the world of facts. Thus God lmgside not inside the world of
facts or of what can be said. There exist a co-udpat relationship between God

and the world (Atkinson 128-29).
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To talk about God is something self-contradictanyWittgenstein’'s early
philosophy, since it goes against the boundarietamjuage. Here let us try to
articulate what he has tried to say, what cannaie in his earlier works especially
in TractatusandNotebooksThere are certain references in Tractatusregarding
God. God cannot create anything contrary to theslafvlogic. He cannot create a
world in which two contradictory propositions ared (TLP 5.123). Wittgenstein
puts a logical prohibition to God’s entry into therld. If God is conceived as the
creator, He cannot be part of the created worltelfs part of the created world, He

is not a genuine creator.

The philosophical point, that the concept of tighér, to which values like
ethics, aesthetics and religious beliefs belongtrengthened by another proposition
of the Tractatus.“How things are in the world is a matter of completgifierence
for what is higher. God does not reveal himselthe world” (TLP 6.432). This
proposition seems to go against those religiousitioms of the world which believe
in a God who has revealed himself in the world me @vay or other. It prohibits all
theories of incarnation and re-incarnation of Gddclv serves as the foundation of
many world religions. Re-incarnation makes no samdess the incarnation theory
is accepted. If the incarnation theory is accepiade, the re-incarnation theory
cannot be rejected (Maudgil 73). When we consiber proposition in the context
of the whole philosophy of Wittgenstein, we can &t it is impossible for God to
reveal himself in the world. Since what we havéhie world are only facts or states
of affairs, God cannot reveal himself as a facstate of affairs which constitute the

world (Tripathy 15). He cannot be a part of the Moor one among the facts. “God
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is not factuality” (Roy, "The Mystical" 272). It i; the realm of higher where

values are. The transcendental status of God ihasmged.

Wittgenstein has made some remarkable entridseicelebratetlotebooks,
supporting the proposition of thractatusthat “the world and life are oneTP
5.621). The meaning of life and the sense of thddvare synonymously used in
Notebooks The meaning of life is not understood in its itiadal sense of
purposiveness. The meaning of life for him is syniple sense of the world, that
which makes it intelligible. The facts in the wothdppen to be there and are not
intelligible in themselves. The sense of the wdikd outside the world of facts.
What is outside the world is the value that giversse to the world. “The meaning of
life, i.e., the meaning of the world, we can cabbd3 (NB 73). We can call this
higher that gives sense to the world, God. Cyrilr8& interprets this proposition in
the following way: “It could mean that God is nobeing, but the name we give to
explanations of facts at a higher level. ‘God’ iscanposite or portmanteau word for
ethical, aesthetic and other values with which wacg the world” (Vittgenstein on
Ethics 98). Another entry regarding God iHotebooksis the simile of father.
However, this notion of God as father is not like Biblical God who is considered
a compassionate and loving father. What Wittgendt@is in mind, commentators
say, is God as fate or reason for everything taapbns. The meaning of the world
or meaning of life is God, and meaning is not aaper he relationship between God
and meaning of life is that to believe in God meimngnderstand the question about
the meaning of life. To believe means to understi#wad there is more than facts.

One can know about God is that this world existse World exists is not a fact, but
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a feeling that the world is a limited whol@L{P 6.4). This belief is not to be

considered as normal usage. To believe means terstadd the question about the
meaning of life, that is to recognize that all pbesquestions are put into words and
answered. The question of the problem of life remaintouched; to see that the
facts of the world are not the end of the mattéerrang to the fact that the answer to
the problem of life lies outside the language;de that life has meaning referring to
a feeling of dependency on what lies outside thguage — God (provisional name)

(Atkinson 132).

Wittgenstein also mentions human powerlessness dependence on
something that is independent of our will, that may call God or Fate. The
givenness of the world and powerlessness to sheehdappenings of the world are
related. We are masters of our own destiny to & Marited extent. “I cannot steer
happenings of the world according to my will, bat antirely powerless. | can make
myself independent of the world and then in a cers@nse master it only in so far
as | renounce any influence on its happenings.vidrid is givento me i.e., my will

enters the world entirely from outside as into stmmg already there’NB 73).

The concept of God and belief in God in early gétistein are closely
connected to the world as it is and the meaninbfe@fand the sense of the world.
God is the one who is transcendent and in a wasidrithe boundary of language;
any attempt to give an account is to run agairstoibundary of the language. The
meaning of life is ethical in that Wittgenstein ibgks a person who follows the

good life is one who lives as the willing subjattihe present. Living in the present
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means to view the world &sib specie aeternitatidhis means to view the world as

a limited whole and contemplate this world in thigy is mystical (Atkinson 89).

Prayer is conceived as thought about the mearfififf@nd the sense of the
world. This prayer is not the prayer of petitiomt iphilosophical contemplation in
which we think about the sense or meaning of thedwehich lies outside the world
of facts. “To pray is to think about the meaninglitd” (NB 73). Thought itself is
prayer. In other words thinking is praying, thingihow the world is ‘that it is’, is
prayer?® ‘To believe in God is to understand the questibthe meaning of life, to
see that life has meaning.” Wittgenstein says &irih theNotebooks“To believe in
a God means to understand the question about thaingeof life. To believe in a
God means to see that the facts of the world aréhecend of the matter. To believe

in God means to see that life has meaniiNB 74).
Word and Silencé’

“What we cannot speak about we must pass oveitancg” (TLP 7). The
whole of theTractatusis expressed in this concluding proposition. Tisisthe
climax of what was elucidated in tAgactatus Commenting on this proposition,
McDonough calls this Wittgenstein’s “doctrine oliesice” (McDonough 236). What
is uttered is word or language, and it is meanihgfily when it pictures the reality —

the facts or states of affairs. What we can spsallliabout the facts in the world.

% Martin Heidegger insists that thinking is thankitys we give thought to what is most thought-

provoking, we give thanks.” The thanking man womisdat all that is’. He wonders at the
splendor of Being. Man’s privileged relationship lheing is more tangibly exercised in his
thanking-thinking that ‘shepherds’, ‘houses’ anstdning to Being. See Heidegg&khat is
Called Thinkingl46.

This is taken from the title of a book by Raymdasawronski,Word and Silence, Hans Urs von
Balthasar and the Spiritual Encounter between BEast West

27
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Language sets a boundary. Boundary always presappa® sides: one-side, words
and the other side silence; word and silence (Gaskiol). Wittgenstein has never
said and would never have said that metaphysioensense. What he said is that
the attempt to say anything at all (in the sensstating propositions) about what is
beyond the world will result in nonsense. Wittgenss anti-metaphysical stand is
manifested in the preface ofractatus and he criticized the traditional

metaphysicians who presented their theses in pitopos (Fann 26).

Metaphysics, ethics, and religion belong to themeof the transcendental,
which cannot be said but onghown The whole enterprise of thEractatusis to
show what is inexpressible by expressing clearhatwdan be expressed. Language
is used to show the realm where language failsjard is uttered to show the realm
which word cannot represent but only stdw&hat is beyond the boundary of
language cannot be articulated in words and soseebe passed over in silence. It
is the mystical thashowsitself. This is very close to the treatment of thgstical in
the Eastern religious traditions like Hinduism @wtdhism where the negative way
of articulating the ultimate Reality is widely padent®® Though Wittgenstein was
in favor of a religion without speech, he didn'tewut the occurrence of speech,
which for him is an important religious behavioota theory (Creegan 78). He was

highly critical about the conceptualization and wagzation of religious

% With regard to saying and showing we could makeraparison with Heidegger. Wittgenstein’s

notion of what can be shown closely parallels wHaidegger puts under the primayig. It is

of a letting-be-seen, always in its ‘presenceiilge are listeners to the primaaying.Both these
thinkers express their wonder at existence.

The negative description the Ultimate Realitgt{, neti)is very well known in India. Moreover
Wittgenstein’s approach to religion as thoughtlasd speechless (mystical) comes very close to
the Indian classical approaches. For example, ggggem speaks aftta virti niroda - cessation

of all mental fluctuations.
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experience. Metaphysics and religion are beyondguage, and they show

themselves. Man wonders that anything exists. Ehaeyond words, only silené@.

Tractatusends not with statement about silence but reallgiience. The
purpose of the book as stated in the preface make clear what can be said, and
what cannot be said is to be passed over in silehcéhe end of the book after
making the clear distinction between what can be aad what cannot be said, one

transcends the level of language, that is sileaseibject that cannot be predicted.
Conclusion

Early Wittgenstein was very much misunderstood rasmaetaphysical. He
was considered one of the leading figures of LdgRasitivism, which rejected
metaphysics out rightly as meaningless since Raggiwere very much concerned
about empirical verification for the meaningfulnest statements. Wittgenstein
advocated the correspondence theory of meaningsiredrly philosophy, but he
never rejected metaphysics. His point was that pigtscal statements could not be
articulated in propositions, which is the right daage for him. The metaphysical
statements are not in the category of science. Hneyoutside the boundary of
empirical science. He was against the conceptumizaand dogmatization of
religious beliefs and looking for proofs for theisggnce of God. For him, all these
are outside the boundary of scientific scrutiny. Ebelicated what is beyond
language by the analysis of the relationship amlanguage, thought and reality.

What is beyond language is ‘the mystical,” whicimmat be articulated in words;

30 Word represents the world, and silence representst is beyond, the mystical. Words are

articulation of thoughts about reality. This iseastern mystical approach where we can see that
there is no thinking about reality that it is ampesence of simply ‘to be.’
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religion comes in this realm. What he advocatdsisrearly philosophy is a religion
of speechless faith. Wittgenstein does not rulereligious language completely.
Speech occurs in religion, but it is a part ofgielus behavior not as a theory.
Wittgenstein would have thought that something fatdf shows itself through
religious language; religious language speaks feelfi There is something
unutterably contained in what is uttered in religidanguage. Therefore, the proper
language — propositional — cannot be applied igio#l. What cannot be said can be
seen, since it shows itself? Such is religious lagg in Wittgenstein's early

philosophy.
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CHAPTER THREE
LANGUAGE-GAME AND RELIGIOUS BELIEF

Introduction

The linguistic analysis of th@ractatus results in the picture theory of
meaning. The structure of language reveals thetsti of reality, for language is
founded on the bedrock of reality. We can observalegisive change in
Wittgenstein’s philosophical reflection on languaged meaning in the later period
of his thought. There is a move from a static vidwanguage to a dynamic one as
an activity and as grounded upon something otheer &m independent reality. Also,
there is a shift from linguistic form to linguistionction in his transitional period. In
his later philosophy, language is not seen as tiijreeferring to reality in itself, but
is viewed as an activity within a social contextislifounded on an ungrounded way
of action. It is life - form of life - which is nofounded on something more
fundamental - that is the fundament. Form of Idethe ground of language and
meaning. The logical form of thEractatusis replaced by form of life that bridges
the gap among language, thought and reality. Irntgéfiistein's earlier philosophy,
we have the image of a bedrock with a stable fotimalabut here we have an image
of a riverbed with its flexibility. The pluralityfdanguages is not given once and for
all, but new language-games come into existenceatimekrs may disappear. This
change in the theory of meaning in the later penadle a tremendous impact on his
view of religion and religious beliefs. The distilon of sayingandshowingin the
early philosophy makes it clear that religion bg®rno the realm o§howingand

cannot be expressed. Whatever can be expressexpiiessed in propositions.



Propositions express only fact; religious beliehat a fact, therefore inexpressible.
Later, under the impact of his new theory of megniWittgenstein changed his
views on religion and religious discourses. The miveg of religious propositions is

to be understood in the background of the langgagee and form of life.

This chapter attempts to trace Wittgenstein’s wtdeding of religious
belief on the basis of his revised view of languagd its functioning. He maintains
that religion, religious belief and the meaningrefigious statements have to be
determined in the background of specific languagmes and forms of life. For
Wittgenstein, the meaning of religious languageoines utility within a context.
Every word is to be used in its original home to rbeaningful (Parmach 114).
Therefore, the first part of this chapter dealshwits notion of the language game
and form of life, and the following section will lz@ application of these notions to
religion and religious belief. The second sectiath deal directly with the nature of
religion and religious belief on the basis PHilosophical Investigationssome of
Wittgenstein’s lectures and notes in this regaride Explicit nature of religious
beliefs is outlined on the basis tfctures and Conversations on Aesthetics,
Psychology and Religious Belig€ulture and Valug and Remarks on Frazer's
Golden BoughThe final section will deal with some meaningfalk about the
religious rituals and practices based on the symbahd expressive nature of

religious rituals.

3.1. Language, Action and Situation

Wittgenstein, in his search for meaning, merges lthguistic and extra-

linguistic factors together in his later philosopfAyhe problem of meaning was a
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main concern for him throughout his life. The ealljttgenstein is characterized by
atomistic determinacy with regard to meaning. Tleaning of language is based on
the relationship between the name and the objeehtoh it refers. The meaning of
language is independent of its context where itsisd and by whom it is used. The
later Wittgenstein embraces holism with regard teaning. Accordingly, a word
derives its nature and meaning from its place witts network of language (Braver
81). Language is seen against the background ofahdife, which is in contrast
with his early understanding of language, whiclpusely logical. Atomism gave
way to holism in Wittgenstein's later thought. Thias made possible through his
language-game methodology and idea of form of Lilmguage is seen as a game in
which words are used in different contexts; thosesugive rise to different
meanings. This gives a more holistic and dynamsioni of language which is
placed in the situation of action. This holisticdenstanding of meaning liberated
from the object-meaning bond fundamentally alte¢hedlandscape of Wittgenstein's

thought.
The Concept of the Language-Game

Wittgenstein's later philosophy and his new theafryneaning are founded
on the concept of the language-game. Whateverdghesis of the concept “language
game,®! it is introduced first ifThe Blue and the Brown Boo#ad frequently used

in most of his later works. It is not, however,easy task to give an explicit idea of

3. Norman Malcolm in his book,udwig Wittgenstein: A Memginarrates an incident that seems to

have given rise to the concept of a language-g&@ne. day when Wittgenstein was passing a
field where a football game was in progress, tlwaigiit first struck him that in language we play
gameswith words A central idea of his philosophy, the notionafiguage-game, apparently had
its genesis in this incident. See MalcoknMemoir65.
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what the language-game is. Wittgenstein did no¢ giny clear exposition of it. The

numerous examples given by the author do not eagglithe concept, and scholars
differ in their views. The language-game could bers as an analogy to describe
language. In his attempt to describe a completgulage, Wittgenstein describes the
circumstance of the use for linguistic expressidrs.explain what language is, he
brings forth the analogy of a game. The game agaiag become a novel technique
of philosophical analysis especially in linguistanalysis (Baker and Hacker,

Meaning and Understandingl-52).

Can we compare language with a gath@hough game and language are
divergent in many respects, there are some philosally important points on
which they agree. Rules determine a game, and éggis determined by its own
rules. This can be taken as a starting point incthraparison of language with a
game. The meaning of a word is not determined byoathject it stands for, but is
determined by the rules governing its operatibBentences are formed out of words
according to combinatorial rules, and their uséhm speech act is specified by the
rules. The use of instruments is another inevitahkracteristic of both a game and
language. Words are the instruments we use in EgguMoreover, the use of
different words in different contexts gives rise didferent meanings. Therefore,
setting is very important for language as for egagne; without a setting we cannot

play a game. “Like any other game, a language-ganpayed’ in a setting” (Baker

32 In an interesting study on language and games, M. Hunter has highlighted the differences

and similarities between language and games. Wealtaavn nine similarities between language
and game with some dissimilarity. See Hunter, “géttstein on Language and Games” 293-302.
Ludwig WittgensteinPhilosophical Grammared. Rush Rhees, trans. Anthony Kenny (Oxford:
Basil Black well, 1974) 59. The abbreviatidAG for Philosophical Grammarwill be
parenthetically cited within the text hereafter.
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and Hacker,Meaning and Understandin$4). The use and purpose, role and
function, are important features that play a cémtie in Wittgenstein’s philosophy.
The language-game may be defined functionally dews: “language game is a
system of operational rules, which necessarilyrd@tees the functions of linguistic
signs through the application of the rulé$This opens up the necessity of looking
at the new understanding of meaning, linguisticcfioms and rule following.
Together they present a dynamic picture of langu&gegtgenstein has used the

language-game in a variety of ways a®Pmlosophical Investigations

Review the multiplicity of language-game in theldaling examples,
and in others: Giving order, and obeying them, desg the
appearance of an object, or giving its measurenoamstructing an
object from a description (a drawing), reportingesent, speculation
about an event, forming and testing a hypothesiesgmnting and
presenting the results of an experiments in théeesahnd diagrams,
making up a story and reading it, play-acting siggicatches,
guessing riddles, making a joke; telling it. Sotyim problem in
practical arithmetic, translating from one languagé another,

asking, thanking, greetings, praying. (23)

Since language games are used as signs in cqnileste are innumerable
kinds of language games depending on the contexselof words. There can be
different kinds of sentences, and the same sentatdave a different meaning in

different contexts. Multiple language games cardifferently categorized, such as

3 Dan Nesher has compiled this definition out ofrimas statements ofPhilosophical

Investigationssuch as nos. 559, 139-142. See Nesher 55.
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pure and impure depending on the content and iewoént of factors. In a pure
language game, according to Pitcher, Wittgensteofudes pure speech activities
such as telling a joke or reporting an event wheieaan impure language game
there are some extra-linguistic factors involvedhsas "builders game." However,
the distinction between these two kinds of languggmes is a matter of degree.
Language-games can also be categorized into relalnaaginary language games
such as the imaginary builders game. They can bgiags or non religious
language-games. As K. C. Pandey maintains, there rigid compartmentalization
among these categories, and they can depend onatheh For example, the
religious language-game depends on the ordinagukge game since the terms and
composition of the religious language-game happerthe background of day to

day life (Religious Belief449).

Wittgenstein, in his later thought, tried to comé of his atomistic thought
on meaning to a coherent and holistic understandiimgeaning. Frege's idea of the
context principle, that words have meaning withiseatence, was an inspiration for
Wittgenstein. However, Wittgenstein's holistic ursiending of meaning goes far
beyond Frege's understanding of breaking the cleystem of propositions to a
larger and broader setting of cultural practiced aacial behavior that make up
human life. Words find their meaning within theiogition in the system. Words
attain meaning within the language-game againstbéekground of human life
(Braver 84). If words are detached from any paldicdanguage-game and its
background, meaning will change. "A meaning of adne a kind of employment of

it. For it is what we learn when word is incorp@ainto our language ... when the
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language-game changes, then there is a changenoems, and with the concepts

the meaning of words chang®."
Meaning as Use

Wittgenstein begindhilosophical Investigationsvith dissatisfaction and
shows the inefficiencies of the picture theory nmiegn(Pl 1). The one-to-one
correspondence between word and object which is€ahe of the picture theory of
meaning has to stop at some point leading to teakoown of the theory. The
relationship between the picture and the objectuped is pre-supposed in this
theory through a process of using such relatiorsshiphis calls for the need to
consider the different uses of linguistic expressim different context to determine
the meaning (K.C. PandeReligious Beliefd41). Such a need necessitated a new
theory of meaning and varieties of understandinguistic expressions considering
the extra-linguistic factors involved. A coheretitedry of meaning as use is
presented by Wittgenstein Rhilosophical Investigationsonsidering the concept of

the language-game and form of life.

According to the new theory of meaning, a word itlmsneaning in its use in
language. The use of a word in language deterntimesmeaning. Thinking this
way, he introduces a ‘Copernican revolutn’into analytic philosophy.
Wittgenstein defines meaning as follows: “Fdae class of cases - though not for

all - in which we employ the word “meaning,” it che defined thus: the meaning of

% Ludwig WittgensteinOn Certainty(New York: Harper Perennial, 1972) 61, 65. Abbaioin
OC will be parenthetically cited within the text hafeer.

Till then meaning is understood as naming or mimepof a proposition as its referent. Now
utterance of a word is not simply a reference buéfarence for a purpose. The word has a
function to do. Meaning does not depend eithendereal object or on internal object.

36
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a word is its use in the languagé?l(43). Actually, the way in which a particular
word is used in language explicates the meaninghaf word, rather than the
referent determining the meaning. Wittgenstein estatin Philosophical
Investigations“Let the use of words teach you their meanirgl’ 220). The use of
a word gives its meaning. “Use of a wordpracticeis its meaning® Use is very
much connected with practice. It is a matter ohirg. Every sign in itself is dead,;
it is use that gives life to it. “Every sidy itselfseems deadVhatgives it life? — In
use it isalive. Is life breathed into it there? — Or is theeits life?” (Pl 432).
Meaning and use are two inseparable aspects ofswohtbrds are used in a
multiplicity of ways in different language-gamesafiling 43). In Wittgenstein’s
later philosophy, the theory of meaning is verygonatic. For him, the meaning of
an expression is determined by its role in the lagg-games, and language-games
are linguistic activities. This position is veryosk to the pragmatic view that
meaning is primarily a property of behavior (Haatk/ittgenstein's Pragmatism"
64). Thus it is the use not the reference thatroetes the meaning of words and
sentences in language. "The use of a word in swasa is like the use of a piece in
a game, and you cannot understand the use of & guess you understand the use
of the other pieces. What you do with one sortiet@ is intelligible only in terms
of what you do with it in relation to what is doneith the other pieces"
(Wittgenstein,Conversations 1949-19541). The meaning of a queen in a chess
game is not contained in the wooden piece out athvit is made; however, the

gqueen as part of a chess game derives its meanamy its context and its

37 Ludwig Wittgenstein,Preliminary Studies for the “Philosophical Invegitions” Generally

Known as The Blue and Brown Bodké&ew York: Harper & Row, 1960) 69. The abbreviatio
BBB for the Blue and Brown Bookdll be parenthetically cited within the text heftea.
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relationship with other pieces on the chess boandttgenstein's holistic

understanding of meaning goes beyond a single menemwf a piece in a chess
game to the consideration of the thoughts and emetof the one who makes the
move. "Every significant word or symbol must esgdiyt belong to a system, and
the meaning of a word is its place in a grammatgatem” PO 51). Each part of

the language-game is interdependent with othercéspiey cannot retain meaning
outside their proper context. One cannot use a wmatlis valid in one language-
game in another language-game where it will nobfgpl "Someone who idealizes
falsely must talk nonsense-because he uses a nfiggeeaking that is valid in one

language-game in another one where it doesn't gelopd. in Braver 86).

Language as a Communicative Tool

In Wittgenstein’s conception, language is an agtiinvolving the use of
words as communicative tools. Language is comptoeal toolbox with different

instruments for different purposes and usage:

They are more or less akin to what in ordinary leage we call
games. Children are taught their native languagenbgins of such
games, and here they even have the entertaininmgatba of games.
We are not, however, regarding the language ganm@shwwe
described as incomplete parts of a language, bufaaguage
complete in themselves, as a completed system ahahu

communication. BB 81)
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He emphasizes the pragmatic aspect of meaningguage is a game in
which words are used in different ways; to understdne use means to understand
the rules of use, “... the essence of languagefuitstion” (Pl 92). The essence of
language or the meaning is not in its referencelibatin the function which the

word has to perforn He explains it with an example:

Language is meant to serve for communication betveebuilder A
and an assistant B. A is building with building+sts: there are
blocks, pillars, slabs and beams. B has to passttimes and that in
the order in which A needs them. For this purpdseytuse a
language consisting of the words “block’, “pillar'slab”, “beam”,

A calls them out; B brings the stone which he leasrit to bring as

such-and-such a calP[ 2)

We can imagine this language as the language eftribe of builders.
Children of this tribe will be acculturated intg &nd it will be used within the
context of building activity (McGinnWittgenstein and Philosophical Investigations
41). A word has a function to perform other thae tleference. The fusion of
language and action can be seen in the concepiedahguage-game. “I shall also
call the whole, consisting of language and theoastiinto which it is woven, the

“language-game’RI 7). Action, therefore, lies at the bottom of taaguage-game.

3 According to the picture theory of meaning logifam is the essence of meaningful language.

Here we may notice a major shift from logical forim performance which has gained
predominance in his later understanding of language
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Language as Rule-Bound Activity

The puzzling question that emerges from Wittgenseaccount of the
language-game as a rule-bound activity is the pogiof individual freedom.
Wittgenstein considers language as rule governstitution. However, he never
defined institution, custom or convention. Consiagithe example of a sign post as
an example of following a rule, Wittgenstein den&dnerely causal account of
following a rule. We have been trained to reaatartain ways to such signs, and we
do act and a person goes by a sign post only ilarsas there exists a regular use of
a sign-post, a custorl198). Therefore, a custom implies regular use xctudes

a single isolated experience of single individdals.

Wittgenstein, in his later thought, sought thesese of language, in terms of
its function and use in contrast to his earlier agpt of logic as the essence of
language. “The strict and clear rules of the loigstaucture of propositions appear to
us as something in the background — hidden in tedium of understanding'P{
102). Against this understanding, he later exploh&e are talking about the spatial
and temporal phenomenon of language, not about smmespatial, non temporal
phantasm” Pl 108). There is no essence transcending the exestd#ractual spacio-
temporal language that is spoken and written. Theer® ideal conceptual essence
of language that determines the ordinary langudgewittgenstein’s language-
game, a rule is not something abstract that inflteerand determines every human

action. However, rules are very much embedded ithan action, and to a certain

39 See Ludwig WittgensteinRemarks on the Foundations of Mathematicsel G.H. Von

Wright, R. Rhees and G. E. M. Anscomb@gondon: Basil Blackwell, 1978) 21. The
abbreviatiorRFM will be parenthetically cited within the text hefeer.
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extent they cannot be separated. He holds an ssegnéalist position here. His
entire philosophical career is not to dig out tfam$cendent essence of language but
to explore the real existence of ordinary langupgemeated in the very life of

humans?

As a game is identified by its rules, so is larggualo play a game properly
we should know the rules of the game and be ableséothem accordingly. The
rules can be understood by constant practice. i8olearns language by the constant
use of words according to the rules of the langu&jeldren learn language by a
process of using words that can be called a garamguage-game, “... teaching of
language is not an explanation but traininBT §). Learning these rules is a matter
of training, of acquiring a skill. “To understandaamguage means to be master of a
technique” Pl 199). Language is an activity which involves agass of using
words. Interestingly, Wittgenstein compares langug a chess game. Words are
used in language as we use pieces of wood in tessbbard. Here words are like
tools which can be used in various ways. To learmbve in chess means to know
the rules of moving; similarly, the use of languaggquires the knowledge of the
rules in language, which is gained by practice I(@d4B-149). Our knowledge is

based on the bedrock of social practices.

In his theory of meaning, Wittgenstein disting@shsurface grammar and

depth grammar. “In the use of word one might dgtish ‘surface grammar’ from

*0" The idea of importance to existence rather thememce is also to be noted in his understanding

of family resemblance — on essence of gamessdesmling the existence of actual games;
ostensive definition,- "an ostensive definitiomdae variously interpreted in every caseTl (
28) meaning and use etc.

78



‘depth grammar™ Pl 664). The syntactic aspect of meaning is refetoeas surface
grammar and the semantic and pragmatic aspecteanreas depth grammar. "Every
significant word or symbol must essentially beldog system,” and ... the meaning
of a word is its "place” in a grammatical systefdO(51). The meaning of words is
determined by the system where it belongs. Wordgtwmake up language not
only belong to the grammatical system but also e éxtra-linguistic system

constituted by its cultural and social backgrounds.

Language as Dynamic and Institutional

Language is a social activity or institution lilkke game. Like any other
activity language too evolves. “Commanding, questig, recounting, chatting are
as much a part of our natural history as walkiraging, drinking, playing” Pl 25).
Therefore, Wittgenstein affirms a multiplicity o&riguage-games, which are not

fixed but keep changing.

But many kinds of sentences are there? Say assequestion, and
command? — There are countless kinmgintlessdifferent kinds of
use of what we call “Symbols”, “Words”, “Sentence®And the
multiplicity is not something fixed, given once fall; but new types
of language, new language games, as we may saye dota

existence, and others become obsolete and getteng¢| 23)

This rightly points to the dynamic nature of laage. In fact, nothing is
immune to change in language. This linguistic dyisam has far-reaching

implications, at least in epistemology and in thdgsophy of religion.
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Language as a rule-bound activity has an institadi character. To enter into
a rule-bound activity means to accept certain waydoing things. Meaning is not
reduced to the individual realm. Wittgenstein’sutafion of private language points
to the community character of language. Therepaldic, objective criterion for the
correct use of words. The meaning of words does rest upon the mental
phenomena or the private realm of thought; ratihés,a patterned use embodied in
the language-games. “To understand a sentence rteeanderstand a language. To
understand a language means to be master of aigaehrfPl 199). In order that
humans agree in the language they use, they all nsesthe same language that is
closely connected to their way of life. The meanafiga word does not exclusively
belong to its use by an individual but to the hist community that uses it.
Individuals are not free to interpret the rules.eédning is protected from individual
caprice by the social training into which individsare initiated, by conformity to a
rule that is an institution, and by the fact thav@d is one of a complex system of
signs whose parts cannot be altered from momemdment at the individual's

liberty” (Conway 38).

Wittgenstein’s discussion on the rules and rull¥ang raises certain
guestions such as constitutive, regarding grasgindg communitarian aspects.
Regarding the constitutive question what constitutes rule, Wittgenstein rejects

the traditional answers oPlatonism and Constructivisif* regarding rules. For

“ According to the Platonism of rules, there isafsolutely objective fact about which way of

going on from the initial steps in a mathematicaties is the correct continuation and an
absolutely objective standard of what it is to gousing a given descriptive word in the same
way as before. Those standards are dictated byattuee of reality. On the other hand, according
to constructivists, there is absolutely no objeettandard of what counts as continuing a series
correctly because there are indefinite number afsiiilities and none of which is absolutely
better than the other. What makes the continuingsés the step we make and it is determined
by us. It is constructed from the step we actuaiBke. As regards the descriptive words it is
constructed from the application we actually m&ee Child 123.
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Wittgenstein, rules and standards of correctnesdasic features of our practices.

Following a rule is fundamental to the language g#@hild 316).

In grasping a rule and following it, Wittgenstéwlds an anti-intellectual
view; that is, | do not consult anything that teti® how to apply the rule. | simply
do what comes naturally, given my training: | oldbg rule blindly PI 21), as a
matter of courseRl 238), without reasorP{ 211). When | follow a rule there is no
intellectual application involved. | simply act an appropriate way. Though it is a
blind activity, it has a pattern and regularity.llBaing a rule is practiceRl 202).
Rule-following as a practice involves an actiorusing apart from its regularity and
pattern. Rule-following is not an isolated indivadiactivity; it requires a definite
context. Wittgenstein remarked that "What in a cbeoaped surrounding, we call
following a rule” we should certainly not call thétit stood in isolation” (gtd. in

Child 136)*

Following a rule is 'a practice,’ 'a custor®l (202, 199), according to
Wittgenstein. However, there are different intetagtiens regarding the communal
or social nature of this practice. According to twnmunal interpretation of rule-
following, individuals cannot follow rules in isdlan. The standard rationale for the
community requirement for rule-following is that firovides a standard of
correctness by reference to which the individual cantinue the practice or usage.
In contrast to this communal interpretation, sorommentators argue that practice
by an individual can give the required regularitpdacontext without the

involvement of the community. "We could imagine fambeings who spoke only

42 See WittgensteinVittgenstein's Lectures on the Foundations of Maties335.
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in monologue, who accompanied their activities bikihg to themselves - An
explorer who watched them and listened to thek taight succeed in translating
their language into oursP( 243). In the general context of Wittgenstein, ooeld
conclude that there is a communal context in whachule is followed. The
paradigmatic instance of a rule is that it involv@snan dealings for Wittgenstein.
In those cases, there is interaction between diftgpeople. This does not mean that

an individual can give himself some rules to retpulas life (Child 145-146).

In Wittgenstein’s later philosophy, the theoryméaning is pragmatic. For
him, the meaning of an expression is constrainedsbsole in the language-games,
and language-games are linguistic activities. Tposition is very close to the
pragmatic view that meaning is primarily a propedy behavior (Haack 164).
Meaning is not determined by the referent but kg gnammatical rules and their
usage. In other words, rule and rule-following dmiee the meaning. Meaning is
not something abstract that determines the use wbrd in a particular context;
rather, it is the use of a word in a particularteahthat determines the meaning of a
word. Meaning is not something abstract but emlzbdre the concrete use of
language. There is no intermediary between meaamt) use; there is no gap

between meaning and the use of language.

Individuals cannot design and obey rules privatglganing does not depend
upon its use by an isolated individual, but by wundlials who belong to a historical
community. The rules and interpretations are guhimethe rules and the historical
community of users. Individual freedom is restrictey the responsible historical

community. The individual is not free to chooseicatly different conventions and
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rules. Language as a communicative tool is madsilplesonly by some agreement
among the members of the community of users. Tdniseament is very much in the
life of the members of the community rather thanheir opinions and definitions.
This is not contextualism; linguistic systems areugpded upon something more
fundamental - human life. Language games get mgdnam life; human activities
are woven into the fabric of language (McGilvittgenstein and the Philosophical

Investigationsl 10).

The Concept of Family Resemblance

The pluralistic nature of language is implied inttgenstein’s exploration of
meaning through the analogy of the game. Uses oflsveary in language and in
different contexts give rise to different languageves. Is it absurd to ask what are
their common characteristics or what is the esseasfcéhe language-game or
language? What exists between them is a sort afasity. Wittgenstein uses the

word game to bring out the type of similarity hes framind:

Consider for example the proceedings we call “gainksnean
board-games, card-games, ball-games, Olympic gaares,so on.
What is common to them all? — Don’t say: “Themastbe something
common, or they would not be called ‘games’ ” — tatherlook and
seewhether there is anything common to all. — Foyotl look at
them you will not see something that is common alb but
similarities and relationships and a whole seriethem at that. Rl

66)
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Since these similarities and relationships formilas of games, it is callethmily
resemblance”l can think of no better expression to charaztethese similarities
than 'family resemblances' for the various resendala between members of a
family: build, features, colour of eyes, gait, teergment, etc. overlap and criss-
cross in the same way. —And | shall say: ‘gameshfa family” (Pl 67). We cannot
find anything general or common to all games, wagrgames form a family,
members of which have family likeness. It is théamek of similarities that enable
us to call them games (Baker and Hackéittgenstein Meaning and Understanding

191). One game does not exhaust the entire meahithg word game.

As with games, there is nothing common to languargenguage-games. "
am saying that these phenomena have no one thiognmon which makes us use
the same word for all,- but that they are relai@dne another in many different
ways" PI 65). The similarities existing among them enaldeaicall them “games.”
Looking at the surface grammar we are tempted yotlsa these language-games
are the same and have the same meaning and funklovever, these language-
games are divergent and have different functiongpddorm. This diversity is
brought out by the notion of family resemblanceisTil a very crucial, central and
challenging aspect of Wittgenstein’s philosophycantrasts sharply with the older

essentialist positioff

*3 It is crucial in Wittgenstein’s attack on essaligm — the view that there must be something

common to all instances of a concept that explathy they fall under it. It is central to a
pluralistic approach which is well appreciated tpdad it is challenging because it is against the
common tendency of looking for essence and gemgrali
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Autonomy of the Language-Game

Based on the diversity of language-games and dtegorization of these
language-games governed by their own rules andaggus and situated in their
own context, it may be assumed that language-gamgeautonomous. An ordinary
game is considered as complete in itself and gaekby its own rules and is self
contained. However, language-games, in the stdose, are not autonomous. A
builder's game, for example, cannot be describealimmmomous since they may use
other words to convey their emotions, intentionsl afesires. Based on the
categories of language-games such as primitivecantplex, impure and pure, real
and imaginary, and ordinary and religious languggmes, autonomy can be
applied to the first set of language-games. Thersgset of language-games derives
its elements from the first set of language-gantesiefore, they can claim only a
restricted or limited autonomy. For example, agielis language-game, which is of
prime concern later in this chapter, cannot claicomplete autonomy, but only a
restricted autonomy (K.C. PandeRgligious Beliefsl50). A religious language-
game gets its meaning by depending on the ordilivegyistic discourse that is part
of human activity. The innumerable language-garhasing some similarities, are
not totally cut off from each other. They have lied or restricted autonomy in the
sense that the language-game is related to otpecissof life. The dependence of
language games can be better understood with thennof form of life. The
relationship between the language-game and foriifeoexplains the concept of

restricted the autonomy of language-games.
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The Foundation of Language

The quest for a foundation or ground is universal philosophical
enterprises. Wittgenstein, himself, in his search the foundation of language,
argued that the difficulty is to realize the grolas$ness of believing. At the
foundation of well-grounded belief is the belie&ths not groundedJC 166). Here
is an attempt to find "the ground"- which is groless$ - of meaning and thereby
beliefs in Wittgenstein's thought. In contrast witls picture theory of meaning
which explained the relation between language aoddwthrough a single logical
form, Wittgenstein has moved toward an activitydshsaccount of meaning in
Philosophical InvestigationsThe metaphor of the language-game is connectéd wi
forms of life. The metaphor of language-games §igmia specific linguistic context
within which words move. Words taken out of thearfcular context have no
meaning or life. It is the context that gives life words or signs. “The sign (the
sentence) gets its significance from the systesigsfs, from the language to which
it belongs ... As a part of the system of language, may say the sentence has life”
(BBB5). The concept of form of life is central to Vi#hstein’s later thought since
context and situation play a central role in theéedwination of the meaning of
words. Baker and Hacker define form of life in tt@mmentary ofPhilosophical

Investigationsas follows:

A given unjustified and unjustifiable pattern ofrhan activity. ... It
rests upon, but is not identical with, very gengratvasive facts of

nature. It consists of shared natural and linguisisponses, of broad
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agreement in definitions and judgments and of cpoading

behavior. An Analytical Commentar§3)

Words instead of picturing reality have meaningtigh contextual employment in
linguistic and non-linguistic settings. Words anopmositions are not autonomous,
and they cannot be divorced from their native sumdings. The linguistic and
nonlinguistic horizon of meaning is to be takenointonsideration in the
determination of meaning (Schulte 108). The concappears five times in

Philosophical Investigations

(1) “It is easy to imagine a language consistingy @f orders and
reports in battle... And to imagine a language mdansnagine a
form of life” (19). (2) “Here the term “language rga is meant to
bring into prominence the fact that the speakintapnfjuage is part of
an activity, or of a form of life (23). (3) “So yoare saying that
human agreement decides what is true and whalss’fait is what

human beingaythat is true and false; and they agree inléinguage

they use. That is not agreement in opinion butommf of life (241).

(4) Can only those hope who can talk? Only those dve mastered
the use of a language. That is to say the phenorokrmmpe are
modes of this complicated form of life (p.174). (§Yhat has to be

accepted, the given, is - so one could say — faftife” (p. 226).
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Since Wittgenstein never defines this concept,isitopen to various
interpretations. J. F. M. Hunter gives four possilterpretationé? The first one is
that form of life is identical with the languagenga. The second is that form of life
is a sort of package of mutually related tendentoebehave in various ways: to
have certain facial expressions and make certastuges. The third and forth are

cultural and biological ones that are in suppottwihan freedom.

The prominent account of form of life is the orgarand biological
interpretation. "The form of life is something tgpl of a living being; it is typical in
the sense of being very broadly in the same clagheagrowth of living organisms
or as the organic complexity which enables thempraopel themselves or to react in
complicated ways to their environment” (Hunter, riiAe of Life" 224). Language —
teaching is a trial and error process, fitting e heeds and difficulties of each
individual. This process involves all kinds of iast and devices and they are
designed to mold and guide him until he uses amesspn the way we do. The
molding and shaping process is to be conceivetiaf training an organism. It is
like teaching a person to dance. “For here | ankilap at learning German as
adjusting a mechanism to respond to certain kindn@iience” @1 495). This
process as a kind of training (for exampld?imos. 6, 189, 208, 630) and emphasis
on the practice serve to link language-acquisitoriearning a dance which is a
matter of conditioning of the organism to responccomplex and artful way$(

208).

* This concept is developed from Hunter who givessible interpretations about Wittgenstein's

views on form of life. See Hunter, “Forms of Lif223-243.
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Wittgenstein also comments on learning correctgijuents. It does not
matter what the system is; what is important ig the@ system should result in
correct judgments. To learn correct judgments mearisarn to perform correctly
(PI 227). Wittgenstein explains this in the followimgy: “So you are saying that
human agreement decided what is true and falsewlhat human beings say that is
true and false; and they agree in the language tisey That is not agreement in
opinion but in the form of life” BRI 241). Human agreement is the part of the
framework on which the workings of our language besed, and such, human
agreement is nothing but agreement in the fornif@f‘llf language is to be a means
of communication, there must be agreement not amlgefinition but also in
judgment” @1 242). According to Wittgenstein, agreement in teac is a
precondition for the possibility of the languageyga “The phenomenon of hope is
a mode of this complicated form of lifeP( 174). He also speaks of grief, joy,

anger, fright and unhappiness as modes of forniteof

To emphasize the importance of the agreement oh fof life as the
presupposition for the working of the language gas@ means of communication,
Wittgenstein speculates, “If a lion could talk, weuld not understand him'P(
223). What makes it impossible for us to understtml lion’s language is the
difference in the forms of life. Human beings da sleare the same form of life with
the lion. Naturally, they have different ways oftiag, reacting, behaving and if
possible, judging and they rest on the biologicahstitution of lion. Here
Wittgenstein implicitly concludes that form of lifes rooted in the biological

constitution.
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The fact that human beings can learn languages thlan their own native
language also points to the fact that learningrodneguages requires the agreement
in the forms of life among the different linguistommunities. Since cultural forms
of life are different among different linguisticroonunities, it is the primordial form
of life that is common and makes language learmiagsible. It is the biological
common constitution which makes human beings oreziep and serves as the

foundation for modes of acting, reacting, behavarg] judging.

Another possible interpretation is cultural as sething that is accepted by
all, as it is given, as our culture and traditioae given to us. Sometimes
Wittgenstein speaks of natural history referring feom of life. He explains,
“Commanding, questioning, chatting, are as mucla @f our natural history as
walking, eating, drinking, and playing’P( 25). Other references are “common
behavior of mankind” Bl 106), “culture” Zettel 164), customs and institutions
which explicate the concept of form of life in tpkilosophy. The cultural form of
life is a mode of reaction and judging that is tedawithin a certain cultural setting.
Those modes by which we see things and react iertaic way can change with
different implicit or explicit social trainings. “Wat is to be accepted, the given, is -

one could say — form of life'Rl 226).

In Wittgenstein’s notion of form of life, there eatwo different aspects,
namely primordial and cultural. The primordial asipef form of life is one that is
rooted in the biological constitution of human lgsrand that is universal to all and
non-arbitrary. The cultural aspect of form of ligesuch that it is the one created by

the members of a certain cultural community and itha variant and arbitrary with
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different cultural communities. Words, instead aétygring reality, have meaning
through contextual employment, through linguistied anon-linguistic settings.
Words and propositions are not autonomous, anddaegot be divorced from their
native surroundings. These linguistic and nonlisgaihorizons of meaning are to
be taken into consideration in the determinatiorm&faning. In the actual use of
language, it is necessary to take nonlinguisticucirstances into account. These
nonlinguistic factors and structures are "grourgllegounds.” Though it is
groundless, it functions as the ground for muchwfthinking and speaking (Braver

11).
Relationship between the Language-Game and Form tife

Though we cannot consider the language-game anddblife as identical,
they are closely connect&d“And to imagine a language means to imagine a form
of life” (Pl 19). We cannot conclude from this statement thiagllage means form
of life. A possible interpretation would be that sannot imagine a language outside
the framework of human activities in which that dange is used. An extra
linguistic involvement in linguistic affairs is ekgated by the notion of form of life.
“The main focus of his interest was the connectietween linguistic expressions
and habitual actions — that is, actions hardlyasatibecause they seem so natural”
(Schulte 108-09). Language is developed in humamtegd, which becomes so

natural, that it is not noticed.

%5 Manuel Rebeiro, after having made an analysi$heftexts regarding form of life and language

games in Wittgenstein'®hilosophical Investigationsreached the conclusion that both these
concepts are in no way same. However there existsndeniable deeper connection between
them. See Rebeiro 200.
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Language-games are interconnected with daily difel the activities of
humans. In order to name something to be a langgage or language there
should be a connection between the linguistic esgpoas and action. “Here the term
“language-game” is meant to bring into prominenoe tact that thespeakingof
language is a part of an activity, or of a formlité” (Pl 23). The use of words or
the uttering of words itself is a part of an adgiviEvery utterance taken out of its
home has no meaning, or in other words utteranpartsof an activity or way of life
in which it is housed (Sutherland 296). The linkiween the concept of the
language-game and the kinds of usage is clear éwamples like giving orders,
asking, thanking etc. Every activity that strikesas natural goes to shape our form

of life and our language (Schulte 109).

Language-games are linguistic, but form of lifaison-linguistic aspect of
language. Language-games are woven into the ngoiitic aspect. A language-
game cannot be cut off from form of life. The udelanguage is done in the
background of form of life. Thus to imagine a laaga is to imagine a form of life
(PI' 7 and 19). Members of any community are guideddaye sort of agreement
among themselves because of form of life. Formfefrhakes it possible to behave
in a particular way, taking into account differasipects of life. It naturally involves
all aspects of life. Thus Wittgenstein hilosophical Investigationslaims that: "It
is what human beings say that is true and falsetlagy agree in theanguagethey
use. That is not agreement in opinions but in farfife" (241). Therefore, the
language-game and form of life in Wittgenstein'sutfht are inevitably bound

together.

92



Understanding and Participation

Rules and interpretations are grounded on conwemind customs of using
the language in which we are trained. Languagerhesaneaningful only when we
share the common form of life or certain customg@ eonventions. The agreement
in form of life gives the foundation for meaningfahguage. Within the patterned
framework, particular linguistic activities emerg#&/e should agree in some
fundamental orientations. Form of life, which isetiommon framework of all
activity, is the ultimate basis of all linguistiommunication and understanding.
“The common behavior of mankind is the system &rence by means of which
we interpret an unknown language?!(206). We start not with words but with
actions or reactions. Participation in a certaimmfoof life is needed for
understanding a language. Understanding a langomeges to master the rules or
techniques that are embedded in a certain forrifegftherefore, participation in the
form of life is fundamental in understanding lange®® Wittgenstein in
Philosophical Investigationsontrasts the human form of life with other forofs
life. Therefore understanding is a matter of skgaran common form of life. In
Wittgenstein’s later philosophical analysis, langgi@s an activity within the human

context. The meaningfulness of language considts use in different situations.

Understanding the language-game as system inablkeglound of form of

life in Wittgenstein's thought calls for the posiip of understanding, criticizing

6 This participation is that which enables us to ustiad a language. It raises a serious question

regarding translation from one language to anotQeine comes with radical indeterminacy of

translation and doubts whether sentences of a ggguooted in a culture radically different

from our own will have enough similarity to senteacof our own language to permit a

meaningful translation. We understand the meanfrggntences only when we understand their
systematic use by the speaker of the languageriougacontexts. The more we participate in the
form of life the more will be the accuracy of trateons. See Bolton 329.
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and justifying the language game. As we have sadiege the language game with
its autonomy in a limited sense can be understetbby participating in the form
of life which helps people to behave in certain sydgnguage-game with its own
rules and patterns based on the life of the comtyain be internally justified and
admits self criticism. 'Justifications are intert@lparticular language-games. Hence
criticizing a language-game from the outside camenébe a matter of rational

argument, but only of persuasio® 92, 262, 608-12}’

Now, Wittgenstein's position regarding the meahilmgss of religious

language and religious belief is to be examined.
3.2. Implications for Religious Belief

Wittgenstein never gave an exhaustive philosophacalysis of religious
belief. However, his philosophy, especially the aapts of language-games and
forms of life, has a bearing on religious belieferel we try to understand the
implications of his later philosophy for religiolselief. This is done from two
angles: one, from the changed understanding obgtyhy and the other, from the
revised view of the meaning of language. The céfarais here will be the distinct

language game of religious beliefs.
New Understanding of Philosophy and its Implicatios for Religious Belief

The nature, task and methods of philosophy areomapncerns in both
phases of Wittgenstein's thought. Philosophy, Wrgjein understands, has a

prescriptive function in his early philosophy. lhetTractatus he describes the

47 See K. C. PandefReligious Beliefs, Superstitions and Wittgens1éi.
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function of philosophy as follows: “Philosophy airas the logical clarification of
thoughts” TLP 4.112). “It must set limits to what can be thouygirid, in doing so,
to what cannot be thought. It will signify what oan be said, by presenting clearly
what can be said"TLP 4.114-5). Here the role of philosophy seems tarmee
prescriptive. It prescribes what we can say, whatoannot say. However, in his
later philosophy there is a drastic change in pgr@ach to philosophy. Here, the
role of philosophy is to describe the actual uséanfuage. “Philosophy may in no
way interfere with the actual use of languageait i the end only describe it. For it
cannot give it any foundation either. It leaves rgtreng as it is” Pl 124).
“Philosophy is conceived as a battle against thveitbement of our intelligence by
means of languageP( 109). “What is your aim in philosophy? — To shdwe flly
the way out of the fly-bottle”Kl 309). So philosophy has a therapeutic function.
Language consists of multiple uses, each withwa grammar or rules of use. By
‘grammar’ here Wittgenstein means not surface gramivut depth grammar.
Confusion and puzzlement occur when we use the genof one language for
another. “Language trespasses its limits or ‘gomsholiday,” when particular
expressions are used outside their proper domaiangre of application” (Stanesby
163). When rules are broken, philosophical problamd puzzles arise; it is solved
when the order is restored. This is done by desgyithe proper use of language in
its proper contexts where it gains its meaning.fdd&nt theories are viewed as

different therapies, and each medicine is usefdlifantful in its specific context.

Since the task of philosophy is to describe theawse of language, and

since no one can deny that religious languagead,ube task of the philosophy of
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religion is to describe the actual use of languageligion. It never enters into the
actual use of religious language, but it descrthesuse of religious language by the
believer. It does not prescribe what should begi@lis language, but it leaves the
different language uses of the believer as it éigion has a therapeutic function as
does philosophy. Different religious traditions diferent therapies; each one tries

to use it in specific context and gain its mearifhg.
New Theory of Meaning and its Implications for Relgious Belief

In Wittgenstein’s earlier philosophy, religion ameligious belief became
nonsensical by the introduction of the concepthef boundary of language, since
any attempt to articulate what is beyond the boupndé language is nonsensical.
According to the picture theory of meaning, a papon is meaningful only when
it pictures the facts of the world. In religioustpiage, there is nothing to picture;
therefore, it becomes nonsensical. However, inldtesr philosophy, Wittgenstein
had a totally different understanding of meanindpich he expounded with the
analogy of the language-game and the notion of goailife. Understanding of
language is seen as understanding the rules angamiwhich it is used in specific
contexts. As we have seen in the previous secti@gning arises from the use of
words in contexts. “For &rge class of cases - though not for all - in which we
employ the word 'meaning' it can be defined thias:rheaning of a word is its use in

the language”R1 43). Let us see some of the implications of thes new theory of

8 This function will be more clarified when we dewith the functionary nature of religious belief

— life guiding role of religious belief — in the xtesection. We shall also see the implications of
Wittgenstein's revised understanding of philosofbry theology under the title “Theology as
Grammar.”
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meaning — meaning as use — that is in sharp contrigis Wittgenstein's earlier

understanding of meaning as picture.

Variety of Uses

Meaning understood as use allows a variety of usesdifferent
circumstances. Language is not one tool serving purpose but a collection of
tools serving a variety of purposes (Wittgenst&ettel 322). The multiplicity of the
language uses legitimize religious language. Witsggin enlists the multiplicity of
language-games people play in I&ilosophical Investigationswhich includes

religious belief as a language-game among others.

Giving orders, and obeying them— Describing theeapgnce of an
object, or giving its measurements— Constructingobject from a
description (a drawing)— Reporting an event— st about an
event— Forming and testing a hypothesis— Presettiggesults of an
experiment in tables and diagrams— making up a/;stord reading
it— play-acting— Signing catches— Guessing riddlgkking a joke;
telling it— Solving a problem in practical arithneet translating from

one language into another— asking, thanking, cgrsgreeting,
praying. (23)
Though these examples do not explain what a laregggage is, they describe the
various situations in which people use languagdigiRas belief is one among

them. It describes how scientific — forming andtites a hypothesis, etc., is

distinguished from religious — thanking, prayingeefing, etc. This helps us to see
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religious belief as a language-game and to lookther sense of religious belief
within the language-game itself. This does not intpat some particular activities
are exclusively attached to certain language-garSexe it is the actual use of
words according to the rules in a specific contekich gives rise to meaning and
sense, the sense of religious belief is to be dooglly within that particular context
and rules. How religious belief is used and wheiie used determine the sense of
religious belief as a language-game. Meaning depewery much on the
weltenschauung a way of looking at the world. It is the worldvidhat determines
the criteria of meaning. Language is used diffdyeatcording to the worldview of

the people (Miller 130).

The sense and nonsense of propositions depergdiotindary, which is set
by language in th@&ractatus Any attempt to go beyond the boundary of language
will result in nonsense. It is the limit of langwathat dividesensefrom nonsense
As Alan Keightley rightly points out: “Iractatus nonsense appeared by crossing
of the external boundary. IRhilosophical Investigationsionsense is produced by
crossing an internal boundary without crossing dimpletely” (56). In his later
philosophy, Wittgenstein radically re-drew the ntdpanguage. So it is sensible to
speak of religious belief as a particular languggste. Logic is found within the
internal boundary of language game. The sense amsknse are found in the actual
use of language in the different contexts of ouedi Religious beliefs and assertions
make sense only in so far as they do not attempirdes the boundary of that

particular language-game. Thus, the multiple ustaofuage legitimizes not only
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religious language but also the variety of religidanguages. This also raises some

difficulties that will be discussed in the next plex.
Language-Game and Form of Life

Though the two important concepts of the langugayi@e and form of life
cannot be identified, there exists an affinity betw them. As we have seen in the
previous section, language cannot be imagineddmitbie human context. Meaning
is rooted in the context of human activity. Spegkai language is part of human
activity. When this theory of meaning is appliedatgion, the meaning of religious
language is seen to be rooted in religious praxti€he treatment of religious belief,
as a distinctive language-game, takes for grargédion as a form of life, which
Wittgenstein never identified though he is veryselao it when he said, “Why
shouldn’t one form of life culminate in an utterenof belief in a Last
Judgement?® What is important, as basis, is form of life foiitiyenstein. For he
says, “only in the stream of thought and life dora#gohave meaningZettel 173).
“A smiling mouth smiles only in a human faceP1(583). The significance of
something depends on the surroundings. Religiolisfdigas meaning within the
surroundings of religion’° We have a belief only in the background of a systé
beliefs. That system of beliefs is what we caligieh, which has become so natural
by way of practice. Wittgenstein cites that ithe fpractice which gives words their

life. “Practice gives the words their sens€\85). Therefore, a sense of religious

49 Ludwig Wittgenstein,Lectures and Conversations on Aesthetics, Psycfiotogl Religious

Belief, Cyril Barrett ed., (Oxford, Basil Blackwell, 197®8. The abbreviation.C will be
parenthetically cited within the text here after.

George A. Lindbeck argues that one can have igiael before one must have a religious
experience. See Lindbeck 37-38. Cited in Somrtiery5.

50
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belief comes from use, not from assertions. Raligibelief is grounded on religious
practices. Therefore, the search for the senseeligious belief leads to the

discussion of the situation in which it is used ao it is used and practiced.

Social Character of the Language-Game

As we have seen in the previous section, langumgés very nature is
communal. In Wittgenstein's later philosophy langeiais meaningful when a
historical community uses it. The individual istiated into training by which he
learns to use the language according to the ruldsuaderstand its meaning. Thus,
he masters the technique of understanding. Wittgensiews a child learning its
mother tongue as a language-game. “We can als& tifithe whole process of
using words in as one of those games by means ichvahildren learn their native
language. | will call these games “language-ganaesl’ will sometimes speak of a
primitive language as a language-gamef 7). The application of the language-
game to religious belief calls for a rethinking refigious belief. The evolution of
belief is something that is part of natural histdfgllowing the rules that determine
a game is a matter of mastering the techniques. mhastery is obtained by practice.
Religious belief, whatever may be the kind: thagkigreeting, praying, etc., has
become a part of life. It has become so naturalp say unnoticed. “You must bear
in mind that the language—game is so to say songetimpredictable. | mean: it is
not based on grounds. It is not reasonable (orasoreble) it is there — like our life”
(OC 559). This does not mean that a particular langrgegne, for example
religious belief, is associated with a definite sétpractices. It is true that the

language and the associated behavior make the miomtelligible. We start not
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with words but with deedsWittgenstein quotes from GoetheRaust “In the
beginning was deed'QV 31). Words are the gradual evolution in the evolgat of
action or practices. Religious belief taken as maglmge-game is a matter of

mastering through constant training, rather thasiamation.

Language-game of Religious Beliefs

Wittgenstein's attempt to illustrate the naturdasfguage by its relation to
the language-game and the understanding of langoyagis proper linguistic uses
leads to multiplicity of language-games and vaemetof linguistic meanings. The
innumerable language-games open up the possilmfitgonsidering the distinct

language-game of religious beliefs as a form ef lif

Wittgenstein did not explicitly argue for the dmt language-game of
religious beliefs in his published works. Howevére Wittgensteinians such as
Norman Malcolm, Rush Rhees, D.Z. Phillips and P®#anch applied the concept
of the language-game to religious beliefs and c@red that religious beliefs have
their own autonomy within the background of religioReligious beliefs, as
particular language-games, have their own rulesgaachmar and are used within
their boundary of religion. Such a use of languagghin the religious beliefs is
meaningful as a distinct religious language-gams. @Adistinct language-game,
religious beliefs are demarcated from ordinary digliand empirical beliefs. They
belong to different domains and calls for differamanings and justifications (K.C.

PandeyReligious Belief464).
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The language-game is the speaking part of the fafrfife. Form of life is
the larger border within which language-games fkiur Religious language is
understood as part of religious life. Within thegker setting of religious life and
activities, varieties of language games such aseravorship, prayer and miracles
take place. Religious language that is part ofjialis beliefs is formed in its own
rights with its own rules and regulations. Religideeliefs as a distinct language-
game and religion as a unique form of life, hawartbwn distinct criteria. Religious
beliefs are not subject to any criticism from odéstheir form of life. In order to
understand religious beliefs, one has to partakbaneligious form of life. It can be
criticized only from within. Religion as a distinfdrm of life has its own rationality
or irrationality criteria. This is normally undesstd as Wittgensteinian fideism and
was present even before Wittgenstein himself hgubsed his position on religious
beliefs in connection with his later philosophy.tWyénstein's application of the idea
of the language-game and form of life to religidaedief and religion comes only

later in hisLectures andConversationsvhich we will discuss later.

‘Theology as Grammar'

Wittgenstein has used a parenthetical remark ia BEhilosophical
Investigations'theology as grammar." This expression is to beewstdod in the
background of his later philosophy of language gr@immar that are associated
with the concepts of the language-game and fornif@f One could observe a
development of thought about grammar in Wittgenstéiom Tractatus to
Philosophical Investigations For Wittgenstein, philosophical inquiries are

investigations into the grammar of language. Gramnma Philosophical
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Investigationsreplaces logical symbolism dfractatus This change in approach is
not a result of a single leap. However, it is adged change in the significance of
grammar in the construction &hilosophical InvestigationsThe goal ofTractatus
was to set a limit to language and thought thrological symbolism. Wittgenstein
developed a calculus conception of grammar witlait®nomy of rules to establish
the limits of language and thought Rhilosophical Grammaand complimented it
in Big Typescript He developed an anthropological view of gramnhaoughThe
Blue and the Brown Booko Philosophical InvestigationgM.L. Engelmann,

Philosophical Developmerit2).

The concept of grammar is one of the key notionsis later thought. As far
as language is concerned, grammar is generallyciassd with the structure
(syntax) of language. However, Wittgenstein usesmgnar as associated with
meaning (semantics) in his later thought. For hignammar refers to an
investigation of content (semantics) rather thammfgsyntax). The concept of
language and grammar is best understood in relaticthe use of language in a
particular context (BakenVittgenstein's Metho®0). The concepts of grammar,
meaning and use are intimately connected. Gramesrithes the use of words, and
the use of words bring forth meanir®gQ 60). As opposed to tHegico-syntaticuse
of words of Tractatus Wittgenstein describes use as an activity of lepgawith
words in the context of extra-linguistic activiti€Bhe Logico-syntaticuse of words
is a narrow use of words representing the way alwould or could not combine
with other words in the sentence. However, the aobewords in a broader

understanding concerns the use of words in a péaticontext. It pertains to the use
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of language in the context of various human aatigif’l 23). Corresponding to the
two dimensions of use, Wittgenstein has distingeaishwo kinds of grammar i.e.

surface grammar and depth grammar.

Surface Grammar and Depth Grammar

In Philosophical Investigation§64, Wittgenstein describes the distinction
between surface grammar and depth grammar. Sudeaemar "consists of
obvious syntactic features of the sentence andvtires of which it is composed”
(P. HackerMind and Will434). It is how an expression grammatically appéabe
constructed on the basis of paradigmatic casesreake'depth grammar can be
made evident by a description of the overall usea aklevant expression, by a
surview of its combinatorial possibilities and inggilities of the circumstance of
its use and of its consequences” (434). Accordingheg syntactic form of an
expression corresponds to its surface grammardapth grammar corresponds to
the way an expression is used. Depth grammar evast in determining the
meaning; therefore, to know the meaning of a woednged to look at its use in a
broad range of sentences. Describing the use ekpression or its depth grammar
is describing how it can meaningfully combine witkher expressions in well
formed sentences. Surface grammar represents tiactigal form that different
expressions appear to share. Depth grammar repsedenaspect of the use of an
expression with combinatorial possibilities and osgbilities of words in
construction of sentences according to the rulegtgénstein's concept of depth
grammar emphasizes a wider domain of languagema)y integration of speech
with other human activities. A context-sensitive arcasion-sensitive aspect of

language use is taken into consideration in depimmar (Travis 100). Occasion-

104



sensitive grammar would specify occasion specities for the purpose of a
particular occasion of utterance, a correct usanoéxpression. Syntactic grammar
remains the same in two different utterances; hewethe occasion-sensitive
grammar can vary. Surface grammar is misleadingnd"Aow compare the depth
grammar, say of the word "to mean", with what usface grammar would lead us
to suspect. No wonder we find it difficult to knawar way about" Rl 664). Depth

grammar, which is the interest of philosophical @stigation, investigates the
various occasions in which the word or expressien used meaningfully.

Philosophers need to look outside the boundaryhef dentence to the way the

sentence meshes with our lives (Travis 109).

Surface grammar refers to all the formal gramnahtizles and depth
grammar refers to the circumstances and relatipssthat dictate language use
(Kripke 96). Depth grammar takes into account thaelinguistic context where
the speaker meaningfully expresses the statemergxdresses everything that
accompanies the statements when a certain pergwoaapes and uses them. The
subjective aspects of the speaker which are emdtbosiethe meaning of an
expression are treated at the level of depth gram8waface grammar is only the
explicit content and form of a sentence with itargmatical rules whereas depth
grammar is the context of an expression's use landole the sentence plays in the
speaker's life. The sentence can have multiplioftypccasion-sensitive grammars
depending on the occasion in which it is used. Bbeugh the surface grammar
remains the same, occasion-variant grammar maydweyto the change of context.
The two different types of grammar identified by tiyenstein are mainly the

grammar that describes the use of words in theezbmf sentences, and the
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grammar that describes the use of words in theegbrdf particular activities on

different occasions.

Language, Grammar and Essence

The basic concept of grammar in Wittgenstein & the rules which govern
the use of words constituting meaning. Grammageineral, is identified with "rules
for the use of a word'RG 113). In the analogy of the language-game, Wititgn
maintains that the rules of a game are the granofrtiiat game. For example, in the
game of chess, its rules permit certain moves aakkenshess intelligible. Likewise,
grammatical rules permit moves in the languageraale it meaningful. Grammar
consists of a set of rules and that directs theotitenguage, thereby determining the
meaningfulness of the language. The different setales are based on conventions
having their basis in the form of life. Grammaticales are conventional. "Grammar
consists of conventions'PG 138). Grammar and the grammatical forms of our
speech provide the framework for the use of languagvarious contexts. These
grammatical forms have their origin in conventiohigiguistic rules are given along
with the form of linguistic behavior. These rulemvk no grounds to justify they are
given and is like our life. Grammar is not someghihat is abstract in Wittgenstein's
conception. It is very much situated into life gmactice. Grammar is not arbitrary
(Forster 7). It is there like our life, and we hanechoice. "When | obey a rule, | do
not choose. | obey the rule blindlyPI(371). Grammatical rules are not arbitrary in
the sense that my reason has no role in choosenguté. It is there like our life and
part of our practices. "I have exhausted the jgstifons. | have reached bedrock
and my spade is turned. Then | am inclined to 3&ys is simply what | do"FI

217). | am acting without justification. "My reasevill soon give out. And then |
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shall act without reasonsP|[ 211). Reason and justifications have no place at th
normative character of rule following (WilliamBJind Obediencel90). However,
grammar is arbitrary and autonomous in the senat ithis independent of the
reality. Grammatical rules are not justified by tleality and are not accountable to
them (P. HackerWill and Mind 435). Arbitrariness points to the dynamism that

grammar constitutes the way we encounter the world.

Grammar iessentiafor Wittgenstein in describing language; an inquiiryp
the grammar is inquiry into the essence of langu@geording to Wittgenstein,
grammar expresses the essence. "Essence is exphegsgrammar” Pl 371).
Human beings have an inherent "craving for gengtal(BBB 20) claims
Wittgenstein. There is a natural disposition of lamnbeings to seek the essence of
things. However, Wittgenstein maintained an angieesialist position during the
later stage of his philosophy. FPhilosophical Investigationdhe mentions different
language games, but nowhere has stated what tkacessf a language-game is.
There is nothing common to all but only similastiezhich he portraits as family
resemblance (66). Then what does it mean when ®vistgin claims that grammar
expresses essence? How does grammar express @sklenisenot holding on to an
independent essence in the world in the sense ofensals. Language for
Wittgenstein, at this stage, has a self-referemaiire>* He makes it clear that the

essence of language, that is, its function ancatsire, is not hidden from u®l92).

*l Heidegger language had a non-metaphysical apprtodanguage. Language is not considered as
a tool but the essence of language is in its cortortge. Heidegger’s philosophy about language
is theessencingf language. Language is neither merely an insggninfior conveying a prior
thought nor a tool for expressing calculative thaugFor Heidegger, language is not merely a
system of signs subject to the control of humarn. wHuman speech is activated at listening to
the speaking of language from the perspective ofgh&Vhen we are listening to the 'saying' of
language we let something to be said to us. "Laggus the house of being. In its home, man
dwells." See HeideggeBasic Writings220. We speak in so far as we listen to the spegai
language. We attune to the tune of the primordafirey of Being through language. See
Puthenpuracke221.
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It is there in our linguistic practices and aciest Instead of denying reality outside
to interact, Wittgenstein claims that reality has semantic content outside of
language. The essence is linked to everyday theugihd linguistic practices. In
Wittgenstein's attempt to liberate language from mhetaphysical concept, he
brought language back to its original home. "WAvatdo is to bring words back
from their metaphysical to the everyday usel' {16). Here Wittgenstein brought
back language from the metaphysical to the prddiieaain. Grammar is not a way
of uncovering an essence that is hidden in theofis@nguage; however, grammar
itself is the essence. This essence is seen ilatigglage-game and precise varieties
of language games. The grammar that expressesseaa is found in the use of

language within everyday human existence.

Grammatical rules have both arbitrariness andarbitrariness. Grammar is
in a sense arbitrary (Forster 21). The arbitrasnglsgrammar is more associated
with the conventional understanding of grammairs lthe grammatical variety that
makes grammar arbitrary. These various grammar$®eanixed in the utterance of
another sentence. If a sentence is grammaticalhows its utterance in two
different instances have different grammars andramice of the same in a third
context may have an indeterminate grammar betwéen earlier utterances.
Therefore it is difficult to prescribe a unique igmaar for each utterance. Language
can be grammatically fluid since certain gramman change over the course of
time (Citron, "Simple Objects" 22). "Language-gadues change with time'OC
256). This change takes place at the level of qunimemation. "If | have made the

transition from one concept-formation to anothlee, old concept is still there in the
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background” RFM IV 30). The arbitrariness of grammar is understooterms of

variety, fixedness, indeterminacy and fluidity.

Language, Grammar and Theological Expressions

Wittgenstein's claim "Grammar tells what kind object anything is
(Theology as Grammar)'P{ 373) is to be seen in an interpretative manndhén
background of the stated claim that grammar expsesssence. Looking at the use
of words within its surroundings is the best wayital what something is. When we
look at the nature of something, we have to pagnétin to the usage of words in
the human form of life. The application of this gmaar model to theology is seen in
this parenthetical remark. Theological discouriks,god-talk, are brought down to
their 'original home' which is the religious praes, rituals and human existential

situations. The grammar of theology is the gramafgractice for Wittgenstein.

A grammatical investigation reveals what kind dfjext something is.
Considering 'theology as grammar,’ as a parentiggmark, points to broader and
deeper understanding of language. Especially ialtiggcal language, one considers
what lies around it. Wittgenstein's remark, "Howrdgare understood is not told by
words alone (theology)'Zettel144) is to be read in this context. The kind gkeots
used in theology is to be understood from a granmalainvestigation which is in
the broader perspective. The kinds of objects @natused in religion and religious
beliefs are to be understood in its grammaticalasibn. Grammatical remarks such
as, "What is God?" or "How does God communicatag"to be looked at by how
they are usedZgttel 717). "The various uses of 'God' (the various gransnor

grammar of the word) will indicate what people @rpeople) mean by it. The
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description of the uses of '‘God' also involves m@gldonnections, finding links, and,
above all, looking at what people ,dbow they act in the surrounding and
circumstance in which the world is uSedM.L. Engelmann, Philosophical
Developmeng64).Concepts like God, love and sacrifice used in thgplare to be
understood in the context of its use in celebratidastivals and conventions (Bell,
"Theology as Grammar" 310). These concepts are usadparticular way by the
believer, and gain meaning. These words gain mgamat because of any object
referring to it outside language, but because thesels are related to the people
who use them individually or collectively. The gnawar of language is autonomous
in the sense that it is independent of any realitiside language. "A grammatical
rule does not stand in a relation to reality sudt tve can give rule and reality and
then see whether they agree or not" (Wittgensteattures 1930-32 86). The
grammar of language is not molded after the strecti a language independent
reality (Medina 52). The autonomy of language igafation to the object not in
relation to individuals or the community that uséem. According to Moore
Wittgenstein in his lecture on religion in 1933 csaiLuther said: "Theology is
Grammar of word of God". / This might mean: An istigation of the idea of God
is a grammatical one" (qtd. in Citron, "Religiouanguage Game" 22). However,
Moore later circled the "of" before God in his mat&ither usage ends up in the idea
that the grammar of the word 'God.’ It is gramnaticsage that reveals the meaning

of the theological expressions i.e. God, soul €itrgn, "Religious Language” 23).

Objects used in theology like God, soul are &fral which the grammars of

theological expressions describe (Bell, “TheologyGaammar” 311). These objects
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are of a special kind which requires no evidencesropirical support. Grammar
which expresses the kind of objects in all religioutterances is not uniform.
Grammar of religious utterance is complex, variams] mixed. The analogy of the
language game and form of life are used for the@gae of showing the complexity
of language and its close relationship with peoplal their lives (Ashford,
"Wittgenstein's Theologian” 360). Wittgenstein attuced the concept of family
resemblance in the later thought to deal with tagety of grammars of sentences
and to reject the grammatical uniformity. For Wattgtein, a given expression is not
always used in the same way, but rather in variwags. "A word has meaning
someone has given to it. There are words with s¢edrarly defined meanings. It is
easy to tabulate these meanings. And there aresvadrdhich one might say: They
are used in a thousand different ways which gragluaérge into one another. No
wonder that we can't tabulate strict rules for rthese” BBB 28). Wittgenstein's
remarks that "If we look at the actual use of adyavhat we see is something
constantly fluctuating..... If for our purposes wesh to regulate the use of a word
by definite rules, then alongside its fluctuatingeuve set up a different use by
codifying one of its characteristic aspect® 77). Thus, for Wittgenstein, the
meaning of a word depends on the grammatical yadatutterances in which it is
used. The grammatical variety of meaning of a wmidgs forth the indeterminacy
and fluidity characteristics of the grammar of laage (Citron, "Simple Objects"

30).
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Wittgenstein's remarks on the varieties of thergnar of religion state that
the word God has been used in multiples ways. Tisare uniform grammar for the

word God.

| have always wanted to say something about granwhaathical
expressions, or e.g. of ‘God'. / ... / Now: ussewith a word as 'God'/.
It has been used in many different ways: e.g. somest for
something very like a human being - a physical body There are
many controversies about meaning of '‘God’, whichlcche settled
by saying I'm not using the word in such a sengbatsyou say. (qtd.

in Citron, " Simple Objects" 30-31)

The use of any word like God does not have a umifgrammar within
religious setting. Varieties of grammatical usagakenreligious utterance complex.
These grammatical usages are not only various|batmaixed and indeterminate. It
is not a singular set of rules that govern anyi@adr linguistic usage within
religion. The grammatical usage of religious uttem belongs to complex
grammatical categories. The expression, theologyasmar, has a broad meaning
understood in the context of the grammatical amalgé language and the new

understanding of meaning as use (Citron, "SimplE@§’ 31).
3.3. The Nature of Religious Belief

The search for the nature of religious belieljpmose, is all against the very
philosophy of Wittgenstein. He was a critic of edgdism, as we have seen, one

cannot identify a common property for differentigans. “... Butlook and see
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whether there is anything commonath — for you look at them you will not see
something that is common to all, but similaritisdationship and a whole series of
them at that” Pl 66). At the same time, looking at how believerge wsligious
language enables Wittgenstein to describe someés atharacteristic features. This
material is found in a series of lectures Wittgeimsgave at Cambridge in 1938. The
lecture notes are not available to us; however, nbes taken by some of the
students are at our disposalittgenstein did not check the accuracy of theespt
but they are the most complete source availableston Wittgenstein’s views on
religious belief. Wittgenstein recognized that tleeluctionist approach failed to
feature the distinctive character of religious ékliwittgenstein points out the
logical distinctiveness of religious belief thatstiguishes it from other areas,
especially the scientific. The content of thectures on Religious Beligfan be

summarized as follows:

Religious belief is an unshakable commitment thates one’s life
and is not based on evidence or arguments; itasnmensurable
with atheistic thought in the sense that the assertof believers and
nonbelievers do not contradict one another; andoa@ih religious

belief is not reasonable it is not unreasonablar{i 369)

Let us consider each of these in detail. Anothgrartant source we could

rely on is the philosophical notes that Wittgenstkept from the years 1929 to

2 This is compiled and edited by Cyril Barrett frowtes taken by Yorick, Smythies, Rush Rhees,
and James Taylor and it is titled laectures and Conversations on Aesthetics, Psgglgand
Religious Belief
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1951, with significant remarks on religion. A selen of it is published under the

title Culture and Value

Religious Belief as an Unshakable Commitment

Religious belief is absolute, unlike hypothesespinion. It is absolute in
the sense that it is not dependent on anything lisatself. It is a commitment
which is not shaken by any contrary evidence. He,s&ery intelligent and well
educated people believe in the story of the creatidhe Bible, while others hold it
as proven false, and the grounds of the lattemaalé known to the former” @C
336). It is not the intellectual and rational basiat makes the belief firm. Even in
the face of good evidence to the contrary the betistill holds the belief — that is
what he calls firm belief that can make a diffeeenin our lives. This is

characterized ilhecturesas ‘unshakable belief.’

For Wittgenstein, religious beliefs are not mattef empirical fact. They
neither can be justified by an appeal to evidengescan they be criticized on the
ground of non-supporting evidences. For example,ridigious utterance, ‘There
will be a last Judgment Day’ should not be appredchs one that will occur in
future as if one approaches an empirical belieke Ofters such a religious statement
to express his commitment to a certain way of geéimgs and a certain way of
living. Thus, suppose somebody made this his glindefor this life: believing in

the Last Judgment. Whenever he does anythingisthisfore his mindL(C 53).

Religious belief can be seen as a passionate domemi to a system of

reference. A system of reference is a system ofejuis, and concepts play a vital
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and fundamental role in the life of a religiousieeér. “It strikes me that a religious
belief could only be something like a passionatenmitment to a system of
reference. Hence, although itlselief it's really a way of living or a way of
assessing life. It's passionately seizing holdthe$ interpretation” CV 64). This

passionate commitment to a system of conceptsvesd distinctive way of leading
one’s life (Child 223). Religious belief involves distinctive set of religious
concepts in describing and thinking about the warlid life. It is a commitment to

those concepts to lead life in a certain way.

Certainty is considered as one of the characdiesistf religious belief, and
this is not one of intellectual certainty but ovéoand trust. Commenting on the
entries inCulture and ValugCyril Barrett compares the certainty of religidaedief
to that of mathematical propositions. Howeversiaiso different: The certitude of a
mathematical proposition depends on its intrinsgidal structure, whereas religious
belief lacks such intrinsic logical structure angtriesic support Ethics and
Religious Beliefd.82). It is a matter of heart and soul. The geen@ss of religious
belief is not weighed by the intellectual calibleut by action which the believer is
prepared to perform on account of the belief. Thare many entries of

Wittgenstein's to substantiate this. Let me cite ohthem,

... SO0 we have to content ourselves with wisdom gretw@ation.
...But if  am REALLY to be saved, — what | needcirtainty— not
wisdom, dreams or speculation — and this certamtgith. And Faith

iIs what is needed by mwyeart my soul not my speculative
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intelligence. For it is my soul with its passioas,it was with its flesh

and blood, that has to be saved, not my abstraad.nfV 33)

A significant element here in Wittgenstein's rigigs thought is that religion
is a realm of passion rather than intellect. Rehgsprings from emotive lives and
passions not from speculative mind. A similar oitatcan be seen as "wisdom is

cold and to that extent stupid (faith on the otiend is a passion)C{ 56).

Though unshakableness is considered as one ofchieacteristics of
religious life, there is room for doubt. The manonbelieves in the Last Judgment
acknowledges that this is not a well-established faelief is possible where doubt
is permissible. In fact, his religious belief majtemate with doubt. This is
something that differentiates religious belief frempirical belief. Religious belief
is unshakable in the face of doubt even to thengxaé alternation (Putnam 145).
The firmness and steadfastness in belief do noerkpn the grounds. This

commitment could be further explained by the grdesshess of religious belief.

Religious Belief as “Groundless”

The search for a foundation or ground is somethiay fundamental to
human beings. The apologists were in search ohsfieeevidence and proofs for
religious belief about which they were questionkd Wittgenstein’s philosophy,
religious belief is groundless. Religious beliefe aot factual beliefs; they do not
represent how the world was, is or will be. He kiirthat it is misconception to
justify religious beliefs that are supported byfiignt evidence or can be criticized

for lack of sufficient evidence. According to Widtgstein, trying to justify or
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criticize religious beliefs on such grounds is trdus (C 58), ridiculous ILC 59),

and repellent or repugnant (Child 223).

First of all, religious beliefs are not based ary &cientific or historical
evidence. We don't talk about hypothesis or aboigh hprobability or about
knowing (C 57). Religious beliefs are not factual beliefsyeger, religious beliefs
involve certain factual beliefs: beliefs about tbecurrence of certain historical
events. World religions including Christianity rest certain historical facts: the

birth, public life and ministry, death and resutiee of Jesus.

Wittgenstein’s response to the acceptance offiisidacts in any religion is
not sufficient for religious belief. He commentatiChristianity does not rest on a
historical basis. Religious beliefs associated v@ffristianity are not treated like

historical or empirical propositions.

Christianity is not based on a historical truththea, it offers us a
(historical) narrative and says: now believe! Buit, nbelieve this
narrative with the belief appropriate to a histafioarrative, rather;
believe through thick and thin, which you can déyas the result of
a life. Here you have a narrative, don’t take thme attitude to it as
you take to other historical narratives! Make auiifferent place in

your life for it. (CV 32)

The fundamental attitude that a Christian adoptaigh Biblical narrative is one of
passion and that is different from a historicalrative that is tentative. Any new

evidence may falsify or change the adopted hisbritarrative. This type of
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falsification is out of range with Biblical narreéis. The believer believes through
thick and thin. Wittgenstein's more mature view refigion is not in any way
connected to speculative beliefs and historicaht/€Clack,An Introduction53).
For Wittgenstein, historical narrative seems t@abeoccasion for believing. Later in
Remarks on FrazeWittgenstein urges that religious ceremonies ave to be
discussed and explained as if they were based siarigal narration or scientific
discourse. They are expressions of deep persomdinds, social events and

existential concerns (Harre 221).

Someone could adhere to a Christian belief whileepting the historical
occurrence mentioning the Gospel as false. In éise of belief in the Last Judgment
Day would possibly involve some factual componemgolving some sort of
empirical belief about the occurrence of a futuventd. However, Wittgenstein
would hold the view that a belief in the Last Ju@égmis not about the nature of
reality or the occurrence of past or future eveRtther, belief in the Last Judgment
is an expression of a commitment to seeing theduarl particular way and leading

one’s life accordingly (Child 225).

Queer as it sounds: The historical accounts inGlospels might,
historically speaking, be demonstrably false artdogéief would lose
nothing by this: not however, because it concasng/érsal truth of
reason'! Rather because historical proof (the hestbproof game) is
irrelevant to belief. This message (the Gospelseiged on by men
believingly (i.e. lovingly). That is the certainty characterizing this

particular acceptance as true, not something @3¢32)
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The gospel may be historically false; however, likbef in the gospel truth
will remain the same. Wittgenstein is not assertnglenying the historical truth of
gospels; however, his claim is that historicaltisuaire irrelevant in religious belief

(Hodges and Aikin, “Possibility of Religion” 4).

The total character of religious belief is not thesult of good evidence.
Religious people often claim to base their beliefcertain evidence, thereby leaving
open the possibility of testing the truth of thegtigious belief. Wittgenstein seems
to overlook this claim of the believers. Howevee,wanted to show the differences
between the way evidence is used in scientific thggs and in religious belief.
Empirical evidence does not provide an adequatangtdor religious belief, since
even a non-believer could uphold the empirical ena® for a belief though he
himself doesn’t share the religious belief. Wittgiin says that if one believes in
the forecast or predictions made for the futureessvyears in advance this belief
would not be held as religious beli&f 56). A believer will hold a religious belief
in spite of the absence of any strong evidencehersame and this, according to
Wittgenstein, could be termed as the firmest kifdaief (LC 57). It would then
appear that people are not reasonable enough eggrd to religious belief. It is
reasonable in one sense and not reasonable inesrsgthsel(C 57-58). When we
make a religious assertion, it is not reasonabl¢hé sense that it is not like a

hypothesis, which may be rejected after criticaluioy.>® The believers do not

3 The criterion of demarcation between science methphysics was empirical verification for

Logical Positivists. Karl Popper finds this critemi is not adequate and suggests another.
According to him, it is testability, or, in his owrersion, falsifiability;i.e., refutability is the
criterion of demarcation. But we have to keep imanhe never advocated a sharp distinction
between science and metaphysige PoppeRealism and the Aim of Scient®9. This can be
viewed as the influence of Wittgenstein.
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reason their belief as the scientists and hister@dm with regard to their theories.

The rationality of religious belief is to be chedkeithin the language-game.

Wittgenstein puts an end to the rational challetmeeligious believing.
Religious believing is not epistemic (Hodges ankiii“Possibility of Religion” 5).
It is not because he has sufficient reason to elmther, it regulates his life.
"Indubitability is not enough in the case. Evethiére is as much as evidence as for
Napoleon. Because the indubitability wouldn't bewgh to make me change my
whole life" (LC 57). The rationality of religious belief will besdlt with in the last

part of this chapter.

Secondly, in Wittgenstein’s opinion, this type groundlessness is not an
exclusive feature of religious belief. There ardiary everyday beliefs that are
very fundamental to our understanding and knowledgrirselves and the world in
which we live, which is not so well, establishedafitt, Ethics and Religious
Beliefs 179). Here, Wittgenstein is making an importaniigdgophical point that
what we consider a ground of beliefs is based anesioing more fundamental,
namely, a whole system of beliefs, which is taken dranted. InOn Certainty
Wittgenstein examines the notion of a ground ofdbeBelief is bound to a system
or grammatical framework. “When we first begin telibve anything, what we
believe is not a single proposition; it is a wheystem of propositions” (141). The
belief is within the context of a system of belied®d it is the whole system that
forms the ground of particular beliefs. This systiéself is not based on grounds; it
is there, like our life. "You must bear in mind thhe language-game is so to say

something unpredictable. | mean: it is not basegronnds. It is not reasonable (or

120



unreasonable). It is there — like our life" (55Bhere are more entries on this regard
in On Certainty,which substantiate this point. “Knowledge is i thnd based on
acknowledgment” (378). “I really want to say thdaaguage-game is only possible
if one trusts something” (509). What is acknowletiged what is trusted is taken

for granted. What is taken for granted is not gomdhon something else.

Groundlessness does not mean foolishness; it nibah# is not based on
any scientific evidence. One does not believe almteamong the believers in the
contexts of the belief system and its form of lifthe so-called ground is the
common or shared form of life. It is groundlesstle sense that we cannot go
further than this common form of life to find oubrse external evidence. This
system of beliefs does not rest upon any evidentet lis there like our life (Bell,
“Theology as Grammar” 310). “The end is not ungbeoh presupposition: it is an
ungrounded way of actingQC 110). The ground is the way of life. This is what
Dallas M. High qualifies as “indwelt belief” — befiembedded in action, practice or
life ("On Doubting” 257). This indwelt belief systeas such is not brought into

guestion and justification because belief cannaddparated from life.

Philosophers of religion were in search of prdofsthe existence of God in
a certain era of history. Wittgenstein emphaticaéljects such considerations. For
him, this is the wrong way of posing the problerar Rim, that God exists or not, is
not the problem, but what is important is what isamt by the word ‘God.” “God’s
essence is supposed to guarantee his existencat-thidreally means is that what

is here at issue is not the existence of somethi@y’82). The believers believe not
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on the basis of the proof for the existence of @Qbtheir faith is based on proofs,

then it is not true religious faith.

A proof of God'’s existence ought really to be sdmreg by means of
which one could convince oneself that God existg. [Bhink what
believerswho have furnished such proofs have wanted tosdim i
give their ‘belief’ an intellectual analysis andufadation, although
they themselves would never come to believe assaltref such

proofs. CV 85)

It is the believers who try to give an intellectémlindation for religious belief. They
try to give foundation to what they believe in jtisation. Religious belief itself is

not an outcome of any intellectual enterprise.

Religious discourse is to be neither explainedjustified. Explanation is a
matter of theories. "Theory steps beyond the limftexperience, either into realms
we cannot observe or by way of making referencentities of which we have no
direct experience. Theory explains by reason offéicé that the postulated entities
account for what we do experience" (Harre 231). elaw, in religion, use of word
God does not intend to postulate existence of agipgothat is beyond human
observation. That is why Wittgenstein repeatedbisied that Christianity is not a
set of doctrines and that the doctrine of predasibn is not a theory. If we consider
the doctrine of predestination as a theory it wdaddtelling us something beyond
human practices. Religious discourse neither jestifnor explains religious
practices. To adopt religious talk is to express®ss commitment to a certain way

of life (Harre 231).
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Influenced by Tolstoy? Wittgenstein has brought about the nature of
religious belief with the metaphor of a tightropelker. “An honest religious
believer is like a tightrope walker. He almost leaks though he were walking on
nothing but air. His support is the slenderest imalgie. And yet it really is possible
to walk on it" CV 73). As in Tolstoy's dream, the image of suspensadbrought
up. The support for an honest religious thinkethis slightest rope or a suspended
rope. The believer is somewhere in mid-air notisigiitly based on ground. This
image is invoked to present a religious believes@®eone who tries to reconcile
between the passion of faith by which he makesctmmitment through constant
practice and the intellect's quest for foundati®his image is brought forth by
Wittgenstein to insist that religious belief is notbe conflated with other kinds of
beliefs especially that of scientific and empirioaks. Religious belief is considered
as groundless or having no foundation on histoegadence and empirical evidence

(Burley, Religious Forms of Lif&8).
Religious Belief as Picture

Wittgenstein explains the normative function ofligieus belief by
considering the role of pictures in life. In therles phase of his philosophy,
language is conceived as a picture of the reditgpositions, as pictures of state of
affairs, are static; they are idle pictures. Howeve his later philosophy,
Wittgenstein describes the dynamic role of picturesur life and language. He

says: “One wants to say that an order is a piatfitbe action which was carried out

*  |eo Tolstoy recalls a dream where he is lyingadred, little by little collapsing beneath him and

finally supported by a single rope, with a abyssoweand nothing but empty sky above.
Religious believer looking at the sky is ignorinaskless bottom. See Burl@gligious Forms of
Life 56.
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on the order; but also that it is a picture of #t#ion whichis to becarried out on
the order” Pl 519). Here we can see the close connection bettheepicture and
the action to be carried out. A religious beliekdén as picture, is a call to live by it
and also to interpret the religious teaching inliplet of that picture. Therefore, the

picture has a normative value.

It is correspondence that makes language a pictirereality in
Wittgenstein's earlier philosophy. Later, when Beauthe technical term "picture” to
describe religious belief, he presupposes no qooregence; it may not refer to any
object or person. A corresponding reality is notegessity in the case of religious
belief. What is important is the picture itself,dathe role it plays in human life.
“The whole weight may be in the picturd”§ 72). When Wittgenstein uses the term
picture for religious belief, he does not refeithe referent but to the meaning. For
example when we say “God,” we do not look for tekerent behind the word “God”
or we don't look for the proof for the existencetbé referent, but we look for the
meaning of the word “God.” He also says that themrey can be arrived at by the
role it plays in the life of the believer. Philosophical InvestigationgVittgenstein
brings forth his idea of a picture. "A picture sethe itself is what I'd like to say, that
is it's telling me something consists in its ownusture in its own forms and
colours” (523). This very same thought is found.@ttures A sentence expressing
a religious belief is that ‘It says what it sayshy\séhould you be able to substitute
anything else?L(C 71). A religious picture expresses itself. Thisugot is further
carried out inRemarks on Frazewhile considering religious belief as expressive

(Burley, Religious Forms of Lifé1).
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Wittgenstein understands religious belief as betagable of controlling
human life in the sense that it is able to changgsowhole life. A particular belief

may be a guideline for life; it somehow regulateslifie. An example will clarify it.

Suppose somebody made this guidance for thisbdééeving in the
Last Judgement. Whenever he does anything, thisftee his mind.
In a way, how are we to know whether to say heeliek this will
happen or not? Asking him is not enough. He wiblgably say he
has proof. But he has what you might call an unshkkbelief. It
will show, not by reasoning or by appeal to ordingrounds of
belief, but rather by regulating for all in hisdif (Burley, Religious

Forms of Life53-54)

Wittgenstein considered religious belief as usingcure to regulate one’s
life. The picture is always present there to guatee’s thinking. This picture
constitutes the framework for what makes sensasoéxperience of life (Keightley
52). A belief becomes religious, therefore, whehas control over the life of the
person who believes it. In the Last Judgment, aréutlivine retribution is what
Wittgenstein calls a picture before a believer'sdrgontrolling his actions when one
is tempted to do something evil. Wittgenstein'sarstanding of religious belief has
gained a moral character. Religious expressionsesgsme sort of moral purpose
recommending a commitment to a particular wayfef(Clack,Wittgenstein, Frazer

and Religion71).

Wittgenstein used the technique of employing thetupes of God. The

picture, 'god created ma'q 63), is not a description of any state of affalidhat
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talk of God is in some manner expressive of feslingttitudes and emotions”
(Clack, Wittgenstein, Frazer and Religid@Y). The function of the utterance of faith
is to express existential attitudes of life andirtipgactical use in guiding human
actions. According to Wittgenstein, religious betlis upholding certain pictures
which help to give orientation and guidelines heians and attitudes. Commitment
to such a picture is founded on passion not irlledeand systematic understanding
is insignificant (Hoyt 39). In talking about thdeliguiding role of religious beliefs,
Wittgenstein makes an important point that religiemore a matter of praxis than

merely a matter of intellect. This will be examiriadnore detail in the next section.

Religion is a Matter of Praxis

Religion is not a set of doctrines. It is not d& o€ theories about what
happened or what will happen to the human soul réiner a description of what
actually happens to the human soul. Even in hisrlatage of philosophy,
Wittgenstein could well imagine a religion that wathout doctrine just as he
advocated some type of speechless faith in théeeathase. Cyril Barrett quotes a
reported conversation in Schlick’'s home on Deceniferl1930, fromWittgenstein

and Vienna Circldy Wiener Kreis as follows:

| can well imagine a religion in which there are doctrinal

propositions, in which there is thus no talking.vidosly the essence
of religion cannot have anything to do with thetf#ltat there is
talking, or rather: when people talk, this itsalfpart of religious act

and not a theory. (qtd. in Barrefithics and Religious BelidiB6)
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Religious talk, insofar as it is considered agielis act, can be accommodated in
the philosophical understanding of Wittgenstein.alVis important for him is not

the word but the role of the word in the life oétheliever. It is practice that gives
the word its meaning. Wittgenstein, in his underdiag of meaning as use, is also
consistent in its application to religious beli@fhe pragmatic understanding of
language is also applied here with regard to maligibelief. What is important is not
the word or sound but how it is used and applieceweryday life. Religious

language is part of religious activity; therefobeing a religious behavior it gains

meaning. Actions speak louder than words.

Certain readings fromCulture and Valuewhich are not sufficiently
elaborated invite us to see religion as a way fef i way of acting rather than a
theoretical account of the world. “I believe thakeoof the things Christianity says is
that sound doctrines are all useless. That you havehange your life. (Othe
direction of your lif¢" (CV 53). Though Christianity is mounted with doctrireexd
sometimes well established ones, penetrated istbeart, it is a way of life rather
than an offering of theoretical explanations. Pextetl into the depth grammar,
which Wittgenstein brought out iBhilosophical Investigationgeligious language
does not give a description and explanation of swgtaral entities as natural
science describes and explains the natural enéitidsacts. Religious assertions are
not fact statements (ClacWittgenstein, Frazer and Religid®b). The significance
of religious expression is not its referent buffutsction in a person's life. "The way
you use the word 'God' does not show whom you mehnt, rather, what you

mean" CV 50). The words used in religious utterances mdgr i® someone or
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something; however, the use of those words and dfieeicts in practical life is what

matters.

The predestination accour@V 30) is not an explanation of the will of God
or the destiny of human kind; rather, it is expres®f the human 'sigh’. The talk of
creation is an expression of wonder at the wolldsdmeone who believes in God
looks round and asks 'Where does everything | seegeedrom?”, “Where does all
this come from?”, he inot craving for a (causal) explanation; and his qoestets
its point from being the expression of a certamvorg. He is, namely, expressing an

attitude to all explanationsC{ 85).

Wittgenstein expressed powerful remarks on religioeremonies and rituals
in his Remarks on Frazefolden Bough® He criticized Frazer's essentialism that
attempted a universal explanation to different weneies and rituals. Frazer
explains the modern European fire festivals indame manner that he explains the
ancient Celtic festivals, assuming that there ie anderlying reason for all these
festivals. However, Wittgenstein observes that éhean be similarities among
different fire festivals performed at different gs1 “Besides these similarities, what
seems to me to be most striking is the dissimylarftall these rites. It is multiplicity

of faces with common features which continually eges here and theré®

®  The Golden Boughas first published in 1890. Frazer describes itals and ceremonies of

early and pre industrial societies. He conceivegimaeligion and science as different systems
of understanding and manipulating the natural wob@velopment of human thought from
magic to religion and then to science is describext. This book was widely known and read
during the first half of twentieth century. See I8230.

Ludwig Wittgenstein, Remarks on Frazer's Golden Bough, in WittgenstejrPhilosophical
Occasions: 1912-1951(Indianapolis: Hackett Pub. Co. Inc, 1993) 14BbAviation RFGF will

be parenthetically cited within the text hereafter.
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Religious Belief and Rationality

The rationality of religious belief is a puzzlimgiestion in Wittgenstein’s
philosophy. He seems to play down the role of reasaeligious belief. It is not a
guestion of rationality or proofs. He is holdingreore pragmatic criterion than a
rational criterion for religious belief. The imparice of religious belief is not in the
proof and reason, but in the way it regulates ousl (Karuvelil, “Epistemology of
Religion™ 122). Wittgenstein was impatient with pfe for the existence of God. He

maintains that although religious belief is nots@aable, it is not unreasonable:

They base things on evidence which taken in one wayld be
exceedingly flimsy. They base enormous things adkiidence. Am

| to say they are unreasonable? | wouldn’t calhtherreasonable. |
would say, they are certainly natasonable that's obvious.
‘Unreasonable’ implies, with everyone, rebuke. Intvéo say: they
don't treat this as a matter of reasonability. Amgyovho reads the
Epistles will find it said: not only that it is noéasonable, but that it
is folly. Not only is it not reasonable, but it coét pretend to belLC

57-58)

The terms not being reasonable and being unrebksonge not so clear in
the above statements. The term being unreasorsahbléerm of rebuke. Here reason
is relevant but not taken into account. Howeveindp@ot reasonable is not a term of
rebuke since reason is irrelevant. Religious bediefot reasonable in the sense that
the question of evidence is not relevant in religitelief. “If there were evidence,

this would destroy the whole busineskC(56). In that sense, religious belief is not
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rational or reasonable. However, being not readerddes not mean it is irrational.
Rationality and historical evidence play little @ah religious belief; therefore, they
cannot be called to rebuke. In order to supporivtbe that religion is not a matter
of reason, he refers to St. Paul. Therefore, bétiethe word of the cross is not
unreasonable (M. Martin 379). Religious belief & reasonable in the sense that it
is not grounded on reason or scientific proofgg ot unreasonable in the sense that
it finds its reasonability in a particular languagame, which is founded on a
particular form of life. Rationality is found onlyithin the game, and the language-
game, as such, is not called for justification. tgéhstein notes again that “if the
true is what is grounded, the ground is tmog, nor yet false” ©C 205). The ground

itself is not called for justification.

Theologians and teachers of religion offer prdwisthe existence of God
and give evidence for the truth of their beliefoawéver, Wittgenstein ihectures
says that people who say that they hold their ialig) beliefs on the basis of
evidence does not show that they H€ 60). Though they offer proofs, it is not on

the basis of any of these proofs that anyone dgtbalieves.

A proof of God’s existence ought really to be sdmreg by means of
which one could convince oneself that God existst Bthink that
what believers who have furnished such proofs heaeted to do is
to give their belief an intellectual analysis amdiridation, although
they themselves would never have come to beliexerasult of such

proofs. CV 85)
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As for Wittgenstein, reason that is used in religi belief by theologians
looks entirely different from the normal reasonttis applied in empirical and
factual beliefs I(C 56). The fact that believers can give reasongherbeliefs they
hold does not mean that their beliefs can be testedriticized on the basis of
standards of justification that are used in othedielis. The fact that people can come
to religious belief through experience does notverdhat it is supported by

evidence.

One can see this distinctive character of religitnelief from a holistic
framework in the later philosophy of Wittgenstethat is, in the light of the
language-game. In that sense, a scientist in tmeulation of a hypothesis plays a
language-game which is different from the game quapy a believer. Religious
belief, when taken out of its home, is blundestiays into a foreign system or game
where scientific reason rules. “Whether a thing aisblunder or not” says
Wittgenstein, “it is a blunder in a particular sst Just as something is a blunder in
a particular game and not in anothdrC(59). It appears, however, that the tone of
his whole discussion sounds as if he doesn’'t agrtethose who suppose religious
belief to be unreasonable. Those who dismiss aelgybelief on the basis of its not
meeting the requirements of scientific proof ane,fact, making blunders by

equating believers and scientists (Keightley 53-54)

Wittgenstein agrees that experience can lead petplreligious belief;
however, this experience is not the same as serseption. The experiences that
can lead people to religious beliefs are not sgnperceptions. “Life can educate

one to a belief in God. Experiences, too, are \hiaig this about; but | don’t mean
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visions and other forms of sense experience whindwsus the existence of this
being’, but, for example, suffering of various sorthese neither show us God in
the way a sense impression show us an object, mtined/ give rise to conjectures

about him, Experiences, thoughts, - life can fdhie concept on us'GQV 86).

There is a danger of reducing religion to mereessiftion, when we treat
religious belief a matter of evidence in the lifesoientific hypothesis. This would
be contrary to the ideals of religious belief intiy¢nstein's understanding of the
subject [C 56). Wittgenstein does not allow any attempt teatrreligion and
science as belonging to the same mould. He makesat by making an explicit
reference to Scarlet O’Hara’s attempt to do so symposium I(C 57-59). Father
O’Hara has reduced religious belief to the scientifould. His attempt to bring out
the relation between science and religion is soimgtbraiseworthy today, where we
talk much about the relationship between scienckrahgion. However, the point
Wittgenstein wants to communicate is that religitwedief transcends science and
history (Barrett,Ethicsand Religious Belief491). The rationality and irrationality
of belief depend very much on the system of beliefa/hich it is related. Religion
and science form two different systems. The semgk jastification of religious
belief is to be sought only within the religioussegm of belief and not in the
scientific system that would be blunder (Risjord7R4As far as meaning and
justification are concerned, religious beliefs different from ordinary or scientific
beliefs. The meaning of empirical or scientificibfd is empirical while the meaning
of religious beliefs is spiritual and in a totatifferent realm. For example, a belief

that the cat is on the mat is an ordinary beliefcwican be empirically verified
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where as belief in the existence of God is totailya different domain which is
spiritual and may not be verified empirically. Evére belief that the existence of
love between two people is in the emotional domairalso in another domain.
Religious belief has more of a life impact or isrmanorally oriented. Belief in the
existence of God or the immortality of the soul hagreater impact on the believer.
Any belief remains baseless with lack of evidenoe jfistification. However, the
nature of belief differs from context to contextiéBe examples show that their
evidences are different especially religious bslighich are our concern here. They
have their own peculiar evidences whose ratiorsalifferent from the rationale of
ordinary beliefs (K.C. PandeWeligious Beliefsl59). Believers’ reason for their
belief, but it seems to be unreasonable to nonleise Wittgenstein construes this
in Lectures "You may say they reason wrongly. In certain sageu would say,
they reason wrongly, meaning they contradict usther cases you would say they
don't reason at all, or it is an entirely differdand of reasoning”{C 58). The
nonbeliever applies ordinary criteria to religicasdiefs and thinks that the believer
commits a blunder. However, Wittgenstein maintdimst blunders are reasonable
and are related to the context or system to whiehréference is made. "Whether a
thing is a blunder or not - it is a blunder in atgalar system. Just as something is a
blunder in a particular game and not in anothem ¥ould also say that where we
are reasonable, they are not reasonable -meangygdibn't use reason herd’q
59). Thus belief has different meanings and difiereasonableness in an ordinary
context and in a religious context. Wittgensteiairals a distinctive reason which a

believer holds for religious belief make religiobslief demarcated from ordinary
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belief. This claim is further elucidated in the aission of incommensurability of

religious belief.

Wittgenstein's approach to religious beliefs isaclwith no affiliation with
scientific approach. For him, religious belief i3 way justified or supported by any
types of scientific reason. The rejection of sdfeninvolvement in religious beliefs
can be viewed in two different approaches of Witidein. First of all, he criticizes
Father O'Hare, inLectures on Religious Beljefor his rational justification of
religious beliefs, and secondly, he criticizes Erator rejecting religious belief for

lack of scientific evidence and foundation.

Wittgenstein, while criticizing Father O'Hare, Ha®ught up the distinction
between religious beliefs and superstition. Thouggth religious beliefs and
superstitions have some basic factors in commagy Hre distinct at their core.
Religious belief is based on awe, fear and terrbilevsuperstition is based on
reasoning and evidence. Together with Kierkegaafittgenstein maintains that fear
is a factor in religious beliefs. This feeling &faf is the outcome of the awe and
distress of the believer. "Christian religion islyofor the one who needs infinite
help, that | only for the one who suffers infindistress. Christian faith - so | believe
- is refuge in this ultimate distresCV 52). Superstitious beliefs also have the same
fear underlined; however, they are distinguishednfreligious beliefs because they
look for evidence and scientific support for théuadization of certain beliefs as in
the case of belief in the Last Judgment after ardreNhen one looks for scientific

proof and evidence for religious belief, it beconseperstition. Wittgenstein in his

134



Lectures and on Religious Beliefiticizes Father O'Hare for justifying religious

beliefs with rational support and making it supémsts.

In 1948, Wittgenstein described the differenceMeen superstitious beliefs
and religious beliefs as following. "Religious failand superstition are quite
different. The one springs from fear and is a sdra false science. The other is
trust” (CV 82). This shows that later in his career Wittgeinstead brought the
element of trust into the picture of religious bé&i differentiating them from
superstitious beliefs. Suresh Chandra, one of éadihg Wittgensteinian from the
East, holds the position that Wittgenstein had gkdnhis viewpoint regarding the
basic features of religious beliefs and supersigtibeliefs. Fear, awe and reverence
have special significance in the life of a belieaad can be seen as the basis for
religious beliefs, whereas the basis of supersstigeliefs is evidence and reasoning.

It is the attitude of the believer that makes agbsluperstitious or religious.

The task of philosophy is to describe the funatigrof religious beliefs in
the life of the believer. It does not engage irti@ding and justifying religious
beliefs. Wittgenstein is not much unimpressed whtbse who see religious belief as
matter of reason or evidend8\( 59). He insists that genuine religious faith igeo
(CV 33) what Kierkegaard calls passion. Wittgenstdantifies true religiosity with
love and passion rather than involvement of reablisi.understanding of religious
belief as love, trust or passion is mostly seerannection with his rejection of
religious beliefs as theory or reason. Wittgenstdams that Christianity is neither
a doctrine nor a set of theories but a descriptibsomething that actually takes

place in human lifeQV 32). Predestination is not a theory but arisesfpersonal
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suffering CV 30). A believer who looks around and asks whemryghing | see
comes from is not craving for a causal explanatienis expressing an attitude to all
explanations@V 85)>" By putting Kierkegaard's notion of passion inte #tene of
genuine religious belief, Wittgenstein's intereg not in the subjective
phenomenology of religious belief, but rather ia tiroader role that religious belief
plays in the believer's life. Here Wittgensteintslerstanding of genuine religious
faith as passion or love has some indubitable chenatics such as genuine
religiosity not founded on reason or empirical evides. Such religiosity demands a
total commitment resulting in the profound exisi@nttransformation of the

individual (B. Plant, "Passion and Fundamentali3).

Wittgenstein's view on miracles is also worth nmanhg here. Miracles are
those events which cannot be explained by scidndas Lectures he sees miracles
with reference to a feeling of wonder. At this womas moment, there are no facts
involved; they are inexpressible. A scientific exqtion is not possible for a
miraculous event, since science cannot explain lateswvalues like ethical and
religious ones. "All | have said is again that vanmot express what we want to
express and that all we say about the absolutecolmas remains nonsensd’H

44). An expression and explanation of the absalabge of a miracle is nonsensical.

Later inRemarks on Frazeiittgenstein criticizes Frazer who accounts for
magic and miracle on the same level as both anestgae natural laws. For Frazer,
savages did not have knowledge of the natural lamtime abstract idea of God as

the modern man has. Therefore, they erroneousiguvael in miracles and magic

*"  See B. Plant, "Wittgenstein, Religious "Passiand Fundamentalism" 280-283.
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brought about by a magician. For Wittgenstein, giguprimitive people did not
have knowledge of the abstract laws of nature; they an understanding of nature
and its happenings and also of the involvementwhe interventions in nature. He
rejects any scientific scrutiny in the case of maand miracle. Further, iGulture
and Valuehe holds the view that miracles are caused by @od,he emphatically
rejects any intervention of "god man" in miracl&4-62). He is not impressed with
"god man" performing miracles. Wittgenstein endsraespiritual explanation of the
happening of a miracle as it is brought by someeswgtural entity. However, he
rejects human interference in the occurrence ofurabtlaws. All human
interferences can be explained and expressed; leowexiracles cannot be
explained. He admits supernatural interventionatural laws, and he marvels and
wonders at such occurrences. When one is ablente cwit of the scientific mode of
thinking and scrutinizing, one would be able to denat a miracle. An attempt to
bring "god man" into the picture will make miracieso superstitious beliefs (K.C.

PandeyReligious Belief245-247).

Incommensurability of Religious Belief

Wittgenstein's claim that a religious believer amdhon believer do not
contradict each other can be observed throughautidutures. For example, the
person who believes in the Last Judgment and treopeavho does not believe it do
not contradict (C 55). The disagreement between believers and wvees results
from the use of different pictures. The essentitiégbnce between them is that the
believers use the relevant pictures with the releeannections, and the unbelievers

do not. They do not contradict one another sinagdradiction is possible only if
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both use the same picture with the same meaninge ilolding opposite beliefs.

Wittgenstein puts it like this: Suppose someorik @1d he says:

"This is punishment,” and | say: “if I'm ill, 1 dodn think of
punishment at all.” If you say “Do you believe tbpposite?” — you
can call it believing the opposite, but it is eelyrdifferent from what
we would normally call believing the opposite. Hirik differently, in
a different way. | say different things to mysdlfhave different

pictures. LC 55)

The disagreement between the believer and nownkelis not merely a
matter of regulating or not regulating life on thasis of a picture, but also having
different interpretations of life and the world. Afhthe theory of meaning as use is
taken seriously, we come to know the meaning oftwNédtgenstein says about
difference in meaning by a believer and a non-keleWhen one says, “I believe in
the Last Judgement,” it has a meaning which isfft from another person who
says, “l don’t believe in the Last Judgment.” Thidioary use of these words is part
of their conceptual framework. They have differenhceptual schema. The non-
believer has no religious thoughts in him. Bothidadr and non-believer have

different ways of thinking (Clackin Introduction71).

These different ways of thinking are very mucheategent on the believer's
and non-believer's training or how they mastered tise of the picture.
Wittgenstein’s concept of religious belief as "sganate commitment to a system
of reference" CV 64) is very often compared to a system of conoejat system of

measurement. There exist different systems for areasent of length or distance.
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One of the systems can be simpler and more comvietlian the other; however,

Wittgenstein would insist that it is a mistake konk that one of these systems is
right and others are wrong. If one person beliengbe Last Judgment and another
does not, they employ different sets of concepisceSthese two people employ
different world pictures and are committed to dedént system of concepts, one of

them cannot be right and other wrong (Child 227).

In Wittgenstein’'s example of ‘God’s eye sees efleng,’ its meaning
depends on the conclusion we draw from this pictlihe sharpness of God’s eye to
see every hair of man will not seem silly to théeaeer, but he would find it silly to
talk about God’s eyebrows, since he is trained sualay. This is the way he uses
the picture (HudsorLudwig Wittgensteirb2). However, it may be ridiculous to an
unbeliever since he is trained in a different wBgth the believers and unbelievers
are on entirely different planes. Hence, there @s point in saying that they
contradict one another. In other words, they amgipf two different language-
games. Though there are many authors who turn stgdiiitgenstein on the point
that an unbeliever cannot contradict a believego#s along with the notion of the
language game ifPhilosophical InvestigationgM. Martin 378). If we want to
understand the words that occur in the statemenbna person, we have to
participate in his form of life. The believer anblet nonbeliever both fail to
participate in each other’'s form of life, and tHere, are not contradicting each

other (Chaturvedi 180-81).

Wittgenstein has introduced the notion of “seesmsj in Philosophical

Investigationg193-214).This notion has a close connection with religioedb as
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a picture and the incommensurability of religiowdidf — the religious belief of a
person cannot be compared or contradicted by anpérson who does not hold that
religious belief. Wittgenstein distinguishes betwéle two uses of the word ‘see.’
The first one is seeing what is there, and thersgone is seeing a likeness between
two objects. This he calls noticing an aspect. Tdifferent types of seeing are
involved here: seeing after noticing an aspect se®ing before noticing the aspect
(Budd 2). Drawing our attention to the famous dualbit figure, he illustrates this
likeness. “Seeing as” presupposes a seeing. fiisteenologically a relevant matter
that “seeing as” is a perception since there isliement of thought in it. Religious
belief, taken as picture, has a noticing aspecerothan what is pictured. For
example, the creation story depicted by Michelamgaehs an aspect of Divine
creative energy other than what is just seen. TibdicBl stories also have these

types of aspects (BarreEthics and Religious Beliefs34-135).

The logic of “seeing as” is very much connectedhweligious belief in
Wittgenstein, though it is further developed by @oHick (Heaney 189). The
capacity to be struck by a change of aspect umdethe possibility of human
language, so too, aspect blindness. As humanganed to learn different aspects
of the world through perception, likewise they miearn to overlook aspect
blindness. Both aspect seeing and aspect blingmessatural to humans (Day 206).
What Wittgenstein calls aspect blindness is somgthiery relevant for our
discussion. Somebody may see a divine or a supeahaaspect behind every
picture or story. He sees religious significanaeeeery event that takes place in the

world. However, someone else, for example a noebedj may not see this aspect.
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Two persons see the same picture or world in tWizrént ways. Who actually
suffers from aspect blindness? Can we blame théel@ver for not seeing the
aspect which the believer sees? He may be incapdldeeing what the believer
sees due to a variety of reasons — upbringingwhig of life or context. Both are
justified on account of the disagreement betweemtfBarrettEthics and Religious
Beliefs 143-144). The noticing aspect very much dependiawm he is trained to
see. It depends very much on the worldview he Hlas. worldview is the result of

training and social life (Miller 132).

Symbolic and Expressive Nature of Religious Beliefs

Philosophers of religion interpreted Wittgensteithought about religion
focusing around the language-game and form ofelfen before some of his notes
on religion were published. Wittgenstein's "RemawksFrazer'ssolden Boughis
crucial for an understanding of his philosophy eifigion, along withCulture and
Value and Lectures and Conversations on Aesthetics, Psyciiotogl Religious
Belief Wittgenstein, after reading James George Frateolslen Boughwhich
accounts for myth, magic and religion, wrote a eserof comments on it. He
criticized Frazer's explanation of myth, magic aetigion and offered his own
conceptual account of myth, magical and religiotecfices. Here is an attempt to
expose Wittgenstein's thoughts on religion basedthisrcriticism of Frazer. Frazer
had a conceptual and instrumental view of religgdong with magic and myth
where as Wittgenstein exposes a more symbolic apessive nature of religion.
His comments on Frazer elaborate the symbolic eatfireligion and the spiritual

attitude towards lifeexpressed in these symbols. These symbols which are
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expressive are without explanations especially néifie The symbolic and

expressive nature of religion brings us the comsmntual nature of human beings.

As we journey through Wittgenstein's insights retigion from Tractatus
where it is non-sensical to speak about religionPtolosophical Investigations
where religion is meaningful only within the linaf the language-game, we come to
a broader understanding of religion as symbolic expressive and the common

spiritual nature of human beings.

Frazer in hissolden Bougtexposes his positivist view of historical progress
Primitive people approached life by reasoning alitsuinderlying causes and trying
to manipulate and influence them. This proces®a$oning is done by myth, magic
and religion. These practices, according to Fraaes, faulty ways of reasoning.
"The views of natural causation embraced by thegawmagician no doubt appear
to us manifestly false and absurd; yet in their they were legitimate hypothesize
though they have not stood the test of experiellEedzer 62). Such reasoning is
done by scientific theories in the modern era. Mythgic and religion are carried to
the modern era because of the superstitions op#ople. Frazer had a positivist
stand on myth, magic and religion; they are affitlsé stage of the human search for
knowledge, philosophy is at the second and scienaethe final stage. Wittgenstein
was struck by Frazer's crude assumption that thgiaes activities of ancient
people were primitive forms of scientific endeavonisguided attempts to influence
the outcome of natural events (Burlegeligious Forms of Lifel2). However,
Wittgenstein has a strong criticism on this point aoncludes error and progress

are not features of magic and religion but of sogeriThe distinction between magic
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and science can be expressed by saying in scibece s progress, but in magic
there isn't. Magic has no tendency within itselidevelop” PO 141). Science and
technology, which are based on instrumental pracimellect and reasoning tend
towards progress and development. Religion, magicrayth are not of this kind.
One prays not because the prayer is based on armptbgory, nor does one abandon
an old prayer due to lack of explanation. For Viistein, religion, magic and myth
are beyond intellectual reasoning and conceptualaeation that calls for

development and progress.

Myth, magic and religion are expressive and symhbahey emerge from
cultural rituals, metaphors and symbolic narrativ&sice they are expressive, they
differ from instrumental practices such us cookindpuilding huts. Being symbolic,
they defer from non-symbolic expressive practicesch as playing music. As
symbolic and expressive, they are more akin toaligtic practices and these
symbolic and expressive practices cater to the huspait. The conceptual features
that make these practices spiritual are the pranatf an attitude of wonder at the
mysterious nature of life, the manner in which tlegpress symbolic actions, poetic
language, powerful images, and finally the deepstertiial concerns of human
beings. These features make myth, magic and raligi@nsforming them into

inspiring a spiritual attitude towards life (Luriduman Spiritl61).

Wittgenstein places prime importance on actionheatthan doctrine
concerning the spiritual nature of religious preesi. Waismann records

Wittgenstein's remark regarding his view on religio
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| can well imagine a religion in which there are doctrinal

propositions, in which there is thus no talkingvoisly, the essence
of religion cannot have anything to do with thetf#ltat there is
talking, or rather: when people talk, then thislitss part of a
religious act and not a theory. Thus it also dagsmatter at all if the
words used are true or false or nonsense. (Waisn@amversations

117)

There are other occasions where Wittgenstein glyargues that ritualistic
practices and deeds gain priority in religiousdfsli InCulture and Valugwe learn
"the origin and the primitive form of the languaggme is a reaction; only from this
can more complicated forms develop. Language -ntw@say - is a refinement, 'in
the beginning was the deed™ (31). While quotingetBe, Wittgenstein is not simply
referring to the historical origin of the developmhef language but, what lies at the
bottom rather than how things were in the beginnipat lies at the bottom is not
propositions but actions (Cockburn 307). "Givingwgnds, however, justifying the
evidence, comes to an end; - but the end is ndainepropositions striking us
immediately as true, i.e., it is not a kind of sgeon our part; it is our acting, which
lies at the bottom of the language-gam@&C(204). What lies at the grounds is
acting and reacting not propositions even in religi beliefs. Wittgenstein is
offering primacy of acting and reacting in religiobeliefs over and above language

that is used in celebrations.

Wittgenstein here is imagining a pure ritualistype of religion not

supported by doctrinal propositions. Doctrinal pijles are often theological
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worldviews to support the rituals practiced. Witigein imagines a religion without
such theological and metaphysical support to tivals. The language used in rituals
is not part of doctrinal principles; however, itssgmbolic and expressive which is to
be distinguished from the language used to asoett@ological claim. Therefore,
there is no reason to find foundations for religiquractices on any doctrinal or
theological propositions, since they are expressiand promotions of a personal
spiritual attitude towards life. Wittgenstein istriotally eliminating theological
principles from religious practices; however, hekesaa clear distinction between
the language used in religious practices and thgulage used in doctrinal principles
to assert those rituals. Religious practices avalistic, and they are symbolic. The
expressive use of symbols is an important chaiatiteiof religious practices as
distinct from the instrumental use of signs (LuHeiman Spiritl61). Wittgenstein's
point here is that rituals are not based on anyegmdheory or beliefs. However, one
can well understand a ritual in terms of a thedia¢k, Wittgenstein, Frazer and

Religion134).

The key to understanding Wittgenstein's accountitaéls lies in his idea
that they are rooted in instincts. The natural asspon of human beings to react in
an expressive way and to create and observe ritumi€an symbolically express the
existential concern of human beings serves asdhediation of religious symbols.

Wittgenstein describes

When | am furious about something, | sometimes teaground or
a tree with my walking stick. But | certainly dotnoelieve that the

ground is to blame or that my beating can help fangt 'l am
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venting my anger'. And all the rites are of thisckiSuch actions may

be called Instinct-actions..REGB137-138)

Wittgenstein stresses the spontaneity of ritutibacas the natural behavior
of a ceremonial animal. This particular passageatetl some misunderstandings of
Wittgenstein's thought about rituals. Some redudesl thought to a mere
expressivist account ascribing no meaning beyoadg#tondary function of venting
emotion to rituals. "Wittgenstein's point is noatlall rituals are automatic or of one
kind, but that all meaningful rituals have somei®@sour natural way of seeing and
reacting to the world. Ritual and ceremony - alavith song, dance panting and
countless other forms of expressions are naturgswéaresponding to aspects of the
world that are meaningful and important to us" (Hby6). A meaningful ritual is
one that brings new and significant aspects ofdifie the world to light, and thus

helps a person to reorient his own life.

Religious rituals come out of the natural inclinatto express our concerns,
not out of reasoning about cause and effect. Theyceeated in relation to the
primitive natural expression of human existenti@naerns. InPhilosophical
Investigation3Nittgenstein expresses a similar concern regarsimgation words as
they are connected to primitive natural expressiohssensations. "Words are
connected with the primitive, the natural, expressiof the sensation and used in
their place" Pl 89). It is the cultural community that creates titgals. Human
beings have a natural disposition to create andrgbgituals that can express their
everyday concerns. Hence, humans create symbealatipes that can express their

concern as for instances, anger, friendship etcright ritual can evoke in a
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participant spiritually edifying way of birth, démtsex, love, other infinite number
of occasions that are deeply important to humangg#hstein is not bringing forth
a formula for distinguishing meaningful rituals fno meaningless rituals. The
meaning of rituals depends on the apt use of Witigenstein's broader context of

his later philosophy (Hoyt 180).

By including the natural inclination and dispasitifeature into the rise of
religious rituals, Wittgenstein wanted to confrdfrazer's claim that myth, magic
and religion are practices based on theoreticaliasttumental ways of reasoning.
Wittgenstein ruled out Frazer's claim that religiodtuals arise from erroneous
reasoning which is overcome by science in the hcgtbadvancement. The practices
based on theoretical reasoning are not symbolic exglessive according to
Wittgenstein. He labels such an explanatory thempinion. Opinion is not the
foundation of any religious practices but attitud&§o opinion serves as the
foundation for a religious symbol. And only an dpimcan involve an errorRFGB

123).

Primitive people did not act from opinions butrfrattitudes. Even though
they had opinions and sometimes acted upon theseethractices are not symbolic
as in the case of religious rituals which are syiakend expressive. "l believe that
the characteristic feature of primitive man is that does not act from opinions”
(RFGB 137). The primitive form of language games is hased on theoretical
reflections or opinions. "The origin and the prinvetform of the language-game is a
reaction; only from this does the more complicdtath grow. Language-l want to

say-is a refinement, in the beginning was the d¢ew31).
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Wittgenstein makes a clear distinction betweemiopi and attitude. "What
is the difference between an attitude and an opthlovould like to say: the attitude
comes before the opinion" RPP 38)>® Opinions come out of reasoning and
reflections. They are rational and based on goadaming. One could be able to
give solid philosophical or rational explanationaio opinion that one holds. People
may differ in opinions according to the rationakehind them. They are open to
discussion and debate. However, attitudes pertaififé and concern living
experiences. "Attitudes are related to ways of gpend experiencing various
aspects of things, to desires, feelings, concédilkes and dislikes. They are ways in
which we grasp the meaning of things that make wipliges in a very personal,
basic, immediate, and non-inferential fashion" {EuHuman Spiritl76). The rich
content of attitudes can be expressed in beliets aatompanying feelings and
thoughts. "Isn't belief in God an attitudd?RP 38). Faith in God, that pivotal part
of religion and religious belief, can be meaninbfulnderstood as an attitude. This
attitude of belief in God is supported later byiaaal thinking and theological
formulations. Attitude and opinion are mostly rethto one another in human life.
Wittgenstein wanted to show that religion alonghwitagic and myth arises out of
attitudes concerning human life not from opinioRaith in religion is to have faith
in what religion symbolizes through ritual practcé his faith has the ability to
transform existential concerns into inspiring gpal concerns. The effect of faith in
spiritual or religious practice is different fronaith in instrumental practices.

Wittgenstein points to this difference; "l read amgaimilar examples of a rain-king

% Ludwig WittgensteinRemarks on the Philosophy of Psycholagy. G. E. M. Anscombe, Heikki
Nyman and G. H. Von Wright (Oxford: Blackwell Pudiiers, 1980) 38. AbbriviatioRPP will
be parenthetically cited within the text hereafter.
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in Africa to whom the people prayhen the rainy period comeBut surely that
means that they do not really believe that he cakenit rain, otherwise they would
do it in the dry periods"RPP 137). "Kissing the picture of one's beloved. Tisat
obviously notbased on the belief that it will have some sped@ffect on the object
which the picture represents. It aims at satisbacéind achieves it. Or ratheraims
at nothing at all; we just behave this way and thenfeel satisfied"RFGB 123).
The point Wittgenstein makes is that religious pcas are immune to error, since
they are different from other kinds of culturalsmcial practices which may have an
instrumental purpose. Religious practices are gwpiritual, and they do not have
any instrumental purpose. That is why people haldt@ the primitive ritualistic
practices even when it does not fulfill any instental purposes (Clack,

Wittgenstein, Frazer and Religi@®2).

Wittgenstein, commenting on Frazer's intellectiaj rationalistic and
scientific approach to the ritualistic practicetaims some sort of emotive and
expressive aspect of ritualistic practices. Somthefreadings from his remarks on

Frazer allude to this claim.

Burning an effigy. Kissing the picture of one's dvadd. That is
obviously not based on the belief that it will haagme specific effect
on the object which the picture represents. It aamnsatisfaction and
achieves it. Or rather, it aims at nothing at @& just behave this
way and then feel satisfied. But | certainly do hetieve that the

ground is to blame or that my beating can helplangt | am venting
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my anger. And all rites are of this kind. Such @t$i may be called

instinct-actions. RFGB 123)

There is no instrumental purpose behind the acbuwhing an effigy or
kissing the photograph of a beloved one. They sirsptisfy an urge or instinct. In
that sense, they are non-cognitive. These analadtjas Wittgenstein uses are
parallel to the formation of pain behavior as helaxs how human beings learn
meaning of the word pain. "Here is one possibilityards are connected with the
primitive, natural expressions of sensation andlusdheir place. A child has hurt
himself and he cries; then adults talk to him aath him exclamations and, later,
sentences. They teach the child new pain-beha@ir244). Crying out in pain is
non-cognitive. If one genuinely is in pain therg ttrying is not purpose directed. In
a similar way, we shout ‘come here'. The langudg®im is said to develop out of
instinctual, non-linguistic behavior. Similarly,edanguage we use in religion - the
expression of religious beliefs, is an extensionestain primitive reactions that is to
say a natural expression of wonder or fear (Mcghé8). The kissing of a
photograph of a loved one is an expression of lawd burning an effigy is an
expression of hatred. These acts are not purpasendsind do not to have any effect
on the person in the case. This is as opposedetangirumentalist understanding
where burning an effigy for example is to effectngoharm to the persons involved
(Burley, Religious Forms of Lif@2). The satisfaction derived from the performance
of the rituals does not arise from the belief. Thetion affects the objects

represented in it.
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Yuval Lurie, while commenting on Wittgenstein'snaks on ceremonies

and rituals irPhilosophy of Psychologynakes the following statement:

Myth, magic, and religion are inspired symbolic eegsions of
existential concerns, promoting and enriching sthasgpiritual
attitudes toward life. They manifest our common harmmature,
which gives rise to such concerns, as well as aiural human
tendency to channel these concerns into expressiuals that
transforms them into inspiring spiritual attitudesvard life. Human

Spirit 179)

Anthony O'Hear asserts that Wittgenstein emphadizesxpressive and emotive
aspects of primitive religion as religious beliaiscompany ritualistic practices that

express and evoke deep needs and emotions (11-12).

The expressive and symbolic interpretation ofgrelis rituals leads to an
non-cognitive understanding of religious beliefWittgenstein. Religious rites are
expressive and celebratory, none of which are pmed to bring out anything. The
theological function emphasized by Frazer is s here in Wittgenstein's
explanation. Wittgenstein urges us to see thagioels rites need not be understood
as purpose-driven at all. The rituals express soimgt however, what is expressed
cannot be logically separated from the ritual fts&Vhat is expressed in the
celebration of rituals cannot be described withefiérence to the form of the ritual

itself (Burley,Religious Forms of Lif0).
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Towards a Common Spiritual Nature of Human Beings

Wittgenstein's criticism of Frazer on the concepnature of religion as it is
based on reasoning and theoretical foundation pgoirdnother important aspect:
There is a common underlying spiritual nature tenho beings in all cultures.
Wittgenstein imagines a religion without doctrineewever, he could not imagine a
culture without some sort of religion. In every toug, there is a common spiritual
nature that inspires humans to perform symbolic expiessive practices that relate
to existential concerns without being founded oy @neoretical principles, adapted

in the course of time to support such practice.

Frazer traces several religious practices alondp wiyths and magic in
several cultures in the ancient world due to hisébrinfluences. Wittgenstein, by
criticizing this historical explanation to variodgials in different cultures, describes
that these cultures manifest a common spirit. thies common spirit or spiritual
inclination that enables human beings to create @adtice religious rituals and
give expressive meaning to them. In many differanltures, human beings give
symbolic expression of common existential concdahrsugh religious practices.
"All these different practices show that it is r@otjuestion of the derivation of one
from the other, but of a common spirit. And one Idouvent (devise) all these
ceremonies oneself. And precisely that spirit frefich one invented them would

be their common spiritRFGB151).

Wittgenstein criticizes Frazer's attempt to trdlce similarity of different
rituals due to historical influence and the failtweacknowledge the common spirit.

These practices derive from the common spirituaiunea manifesting human
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existential concerns (Luriéjuman Spiritl88). Our understanding of the expressive
meaning of religious rituals can be articulated nreaningful and expressive

language.

'‘Man as a ceremonial animaRKGB 129) has a mysterious life which is
brought about by the symbolic and expressive stuBhe common spiritual nature
of human beings has to be understood by the véiyhed performs the rituals and
makes research about the common spiritual natune. fdcus should be on the
primitive nature of the self with its instincts andyes instead of primitive distant
societies. Wittgenstein's method seems to redueeitifamiliarity between oneself
and an alien culture by prompting us to see thdaicepractices performed in other
cultures stem from the same primitive urge andnosiout of which certain rituals
are practiced in our own culture. Foreign culturel aituals originated in other
cultures are made more familiar and understand&aleing our humanity reflected
in rituals and practices of other people help ussée the familiarities and
strangeness and ultimate inexplicability of our dwman nature (Burleyreligious
Forms of Life25). Wittgenstein's purpose is to show that péspbehavior is
manifested through its religious beliefs which aepressed in the practices
ceremonies. The communal religious practices makeifest the values, ideals and
concepts which lie at the heart of their culturgu&s are mirrors that reflect human

nature (Mcghee 111).

Conclusion

Wittgenstein, in his later philosophy, has develbp new theory of meaning

- meaning as use is sufficiently supported by desiof the language-game, family
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resemblance and form of life. Language is comp#&veal game which is played in

accordance with certain rules and a patterned ofidese rules are mastered by
constant practice, and it is very much embeddedhily life. Language-games are
based on the form of life which provides ample eahfor any game. The rules of
all language-games are meaningful within theirrimié boundary. Since they have
their own patterned order and social nature, theybgyond individual freedom

either to create or choose the rules to be apphede reconciliation is attempted
between the language-game as a rule-bound ac#imdythe role of human freedom

within the language-game on the basis of formfef li

Rules are not abstract, transcending the orditiéeyexperience of the
individual. Rules are closely related to experierfttecan seem as if the rules of
grammar are in a certain sense an unpacking oftbomgewe experience all at once
when we use a word" (qtd. in Park $2)Rules are very much permeated with the
concrete life experience of individuals in the digt community. Communal context
and cultural background provide ample room for ned@ation of the rule and the

application of rule-following.

According to Wittgenstein, language-games arequlagccording to specific
rules. Each game has its own rules, and individoalsot change or manipulate
such rules. For any understanding of the gamerules of the game should be
mastered. If such is the case, the language-ganeelay in our lives are
determined by a certain set of rules, and humagdém is questioned to a certain

point. The role of rules in the language-game i@strhuman freedom in rule-

% See WittgensteirPhilosophical Grammat 2.
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following. However, the rule itself is restrictenlits own boundary of the language-
game. Rules are valid only within the boundary atrelanguage-game. The same
type of restrictions is applied to human freedomleR in it are not meaningful since
rules acquire meaning only when it is used by imllials in its proper context. In
Wittgenstein’s philosophy, meaning is not somethagtract which is determined
by some abstract rules, but it is the applicatibrthe rules that is important in
determining the meaning. The agent of applicat®omhe individual; therefore the
individual plays a vital role in determining meagumhe meaning is guarded by the

historical community of users of which the indivadus a member.

Wittgenstein’s philosophy is an attack on the esakst view that essence
precedes existence. In the essentialist view, a sl conceived as something
abstract, and the application of a rule is somethioncrete. The application is
controlled and directed by the abstract norms atebr This Platonic essentialism is
guestioned by Wittgenstein in his interpretationrate-following as one activity.
The Platonic idea of internalized mental strucsedetermining and justifying our
linguistic action is refuted here (Crary and Re&db8). Wittgenstein sidelines any
concept of the abstract idea of rule or any mesttalcture which can determine our
linguistic activity by removing the gap between thmele and application.
Wittgenstein’s understanding of rule-following is attack on Platonic idealism and

essentialism.

At a certain point, Wittgenstein's idea of freedomatches Sartre’'s
understanding of consciousness as self consciosisth@ays self-creating and self-

determining. It can have no essence precedingxisdemce. Sartre’s principle that
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existence precedes essence became the hallmarkisterifialism. Man exists,
encounters himself and defines himself. Man is ingttbut what he makes of
himself Existentialism and Humanisr®8). Though Wittgenstein never uses the
formula existence precedes essence, he maintarsathe idea in his philosophy of
language at the later stage. The essence of laaguagay transcends its existence.
The meaning of language is never determined bybatract essence but by the use
of words in the concrete life of the individual. dugh a rule does not transcend the
action of it, an application by an individual islpm the medium of a community of
other would-be rule followers that an individuadistion can be a rule -following at
all. There is no supra-concept outside the langgmagee to determine its course of

action — existence.

The understanding of rule and following as onevagt emerges from
Wittgenstein’s insight into the meaning of language use in his new theory of
meaning. The concept of abstract meaning is brodgin to the realm of concrete
life — form of life. The new theory of meaning isppunded on the basis of the
language-game which is founded on form of.lifee idea of form of life has come
to the center in solving the problem involved iterfollowing. In following a rule,
the fundamental thing is not a transcendent rulehvbletermines one’s action, but
the fundamental in rule-following is one’s actidts meaning does not transcend the
use, the rule does not transcend the action. Theidual plays a vital role in action.
It is not the internalized mental structure thatedaines human action; the human
action itself determines its existence. If all stegre already taken, there is no

freedom for the individual. However, in rule-follovg humans are condemned to
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freedom. The decision or choice and implementatios one. It is impossible to
have an intermediary between rule and followingciBlen and implementation are
made possible by Wittgenstein's concept of forrifef Therefore, there is scope for

individual freedom in rule-following in his concept the language-game.

Wittgenstein’s new understanding of meaning as has far reaching
implications in religion and religious belief. Timeaningfulness of language does
not depend on the referent but on the actual use infthe human context. The
variety of language uses makes religious languaaggtirhate, and the social
character of language makes clear the role of itrgimn religious belief. The
characteristic features of religious belief candmenmarized as follows: It is an
unshakable commitment devoid of evidences and aggtsnand it is reasonable
only within its framework and grounded on the rigligs form of life. The rituals that
are part of religious beliefs are symbolic and egpive. The existential concerns of
human beings reveal a common spiritual nature @rmghls to understand other

religions and cultures as mirrored in our own huityan
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CHAPTER FOUR

TOWARDS A MEANINGFUL TALK ABOUT
RELIGION

Introduction

An investigation into the philosophy of Ludwig \igénstein makes it clear
that he was not an acknowledged follower of angl#sthed religion. When it came
to participation in any organized religion, his ksevere too stiff to kneel and pray
(CV 63). At the same time, he was not totally aliemeiayion or religious belief. In
his own words, "I am not a religious person, butould not help seeing every
problem from a religious point of view" (Drury, "8@ Notes" 79). Wittgenstein
was never exclusively concerned about the studselggion. In fact, an exclusive
study in this field is not possible in the largentext of his later philosophy, since
religion is a feature of human life that cannot $eparated altogether. What
Wittgenstein brought to the study of religion wasvibrant attentiveness to the
religious use of language and the need for consiglehose uses in their proper
context. Wittgenstein was trying to liberate redigiand religious belief from the
mould of abstraction to the level of the everydagmef human life. After going
through some of his important philosophical thenaesl their implications for
religion and his scattered notes on religious Eeliene would be tempted to ‘look
and see' resisting the craving for generality. Phiene importance is given to
particulars that are understood in their propertexin Therefore, this is an attempt
to understand Wittgenstein's position on religiowl aeligious belief from a socio-

cultural context and letting the multi-cultural amalti-religious context remain as it



is. His remarks on religious belief do not sprimgni any systematic thinking but
from everyday practices of human beings. Here wemgit to see them from a
pragmatic point of view. Religious beliefs are inably related to different aspects
of human life. Rituals, which play an importanteah religious beliefs, have
considerable influence in the life of believer. Tdfere, Wittgenstein's insight in the

field of religious belief can also be seen fromeéimical point of view.

Here we evaluate the contribution he makes tpti®sophy of religion by
his pluralistic and dynamic understanding of religiand religious belief and, in
doing so, try to understand the relevance of higkogbphy today in revitalizing
religious language. His profound thoughts on religi belief, I think, are very
suitable and relevant to the present day scenaéhiey serve as pillars to support a

pluralistic understanding of religion and religidesdief in today’s world.

4.1. Towards an Eastern Approach

Wittgenstein’s early philosophy really contributés the philosophy of
religion. His understanding of the mystical is vemych in keeping with an Eastern
approach. It enriches those religious traditionsicivhare institutionalized and
dogmatized. A meaningful talk about religions andligious belief with
propositional language, which pictures realitypas possible at the early stage of his

thinking.
The Splendor of the ‘Simple’
The transcendental nature of the “Divine” is comnto almost all religions

of the world. An understanding of early Wittgenstgilinguistic analysis makes it
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clear, beyond doubt, that what can be articulatedards are facts of the world. All
values — religious, ethical and aesthetical onego—beyond human language
(propositional language). The last versd mdctatuscharacterizes these as the realm
of ‘silence.” This is the realm where words fail ddiculate the reality. There is a
definite boundary for what can be said by scientdinguage. Religious language is
one which is used by humans to satisfy their natunge to go beyond the natural
boundary of language. Therefore, people use religial religious language to reach
the ultimate and find self-realization. The ultimaeality for Wittgenstein is not
absolute but absolutely ‘simple,” in the senseahrot be articulated in human
language. Any attempt to articulate the ‘simplell wake it complex. The ultimate
is simple in the sense that it is that what thesé Propositions express how things
are in the world, but prior to this, there is sonmag thatis. That primordial is
something inexpressible or which cannot be saids hot how things are in the
world that is mystical, but that the world exisT_P 6.44). This realm cannot be
articulated in words. Humans try to articulate tmsreligious language, but for
Wittgenstein this is something beyond the realmaoiguage. However, what is
beyond expresses itself or shows itself. “There iadeed, things that cannot be put

into words. Theynake themselves manifeBhey are what is mysticalT{P 5.22).

Experience of the Divine

The realm that is beyond language is not beyorad rdach of human
experience, but it cannot be formulated in meamihgfopositions. Wittgenstein
makes a difference between the experigheésomethings, and the experience of

how somethings. Experience in the normal sense is not experiémaiesomething
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is, but experience diow somethings. Compared to the ordinary understanding of
experience ashow somethingis, the experience of something, is not an
experience, but it is a different type of experenhis realm which is beyond
language can be experienced and comprehended. iN& flae linguistic level but
not in the experiential level. Whatever the name gixee for this realm it is a
projection of our linguistic limitation. The attetj@ name the experience of what is
beyond — that it exists or somethiisy what Wittgenstein calls the mystical — cuts

short the perfection of the reality.

Wittgenstein seems to have realized the authesmiict of religion in his
Tractatus though it is fully accomplished in his later gsbphy. The experience of
what therds, is mystical. Religious experience, accordingita,hs so sublime that
it cannot find full expression in words. The tramsdental nature of religion places
it beyond the reach of propositional language. Aattempt to articulate this
experience in words falls short of perfection, ahd articulation will be what
Wittgenstein calls nonsensical. The last senterfc&ractatusreminds us of his
preference for silence in what is beyond and whatcall religion and religious

experience. “What we cannot speak about we must@as in silence”{LP 7).

De-dogmatization of Religion

Though language in his early philosophy was materthinistic and static,
there is room for advancement and improvement snttught. At the end of the
Tractatus Wittgenstein speaks against the deterministideany in philosophy.
Propositions are used as steps (as a ladder)ni elp beyond; it is to be thrown

away after climbing. | think this can be appliedrétigion for better understanding.
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Philosophers of religion speak of the proofs fa #xistence of God and theories
concerning his presence in the world and life afesth. These proofs and theories
are finished products, established for once and\dlttgenstein, by advocating
silence towards religious language, poses a clydldo traditional dogmatized
religions which use scientific and propositionaldaage to establish religious truth.
This makes human life static and devoid of dynami§his can lead to fanaticism
and fundamentalism at large. The purpose of langiggp convey information and
picture facts. Religious language is beyond thigpscsince it is nonsense. The

language of religion has no place in human life.

Religious teachings should be updated and showdt give way to new
ones in the course of time. Wittgenstein raisemssrchallenges to established and
institutionalized religions that consider themssehae set of doctrines and dogmas
that cherish a tendency that may lead to exclusiasd intolerance. This dynamic
nature of religious belief is more expressed in later philosophy which will be

discussed later in this chapter.

Towards a “Wordless Faith”

Wittgenstein seems to have advocated a religiospeechless faith in his
early philosophical career. Religion is seen asag of life — a way of acting out
rather than talking about. He was all against tbetrthization of any religious
tradition. Paul Engelmann rightly points out thany doctrine uttered in words is
the source of its own misconstruction by worshipelisciples and supporters”

(133). The divine is simple, and any attempt to tdoize it will make it
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complicated. The doctrine itself becomes a souréemisconstruction and

misinterpretation.

“Wordless faith,” which Paul Engelmann attributed Wittgenstein’'s
understanding of religion, can be understood ifeceht ways, in line with his later
understanding of religion as a way of life. Wittgin is all against giving
scientific proofs and historical evidence for radigs beliefs. In another sense, action
is more important than word in religion as a wayifef What is important is not the
articulation of experience but the experience fitdelt something exists. It is either
an experience of ‘wonder’ or it can be interpredsdsilent listening to the primordial
saying and a response in sileit&his new way of understanding religion as a way
of doing rather than talking may bring about redlsiton between conflicting
ideologies and religious traditions. We cannotyfudigree with the followers of
Wittgenstein who condemn all doctrines as sourdemsiisconstruction, since we
know from our everyday experience that the artiboeof certain experiences and

actions may be guidelines for better human behavior

His preference for silence in the matters of theri2@ and whatever we call
religious is one thing which is very much appresiband loved by Eastern thinkers;
they consider silence as the best way of artiougatine Divine, and the best method
of expressing religious experience. Silence aswtg to experience the Divine as
well as to convey one’s inner experience of theii&vhas been adopted by almost

all world religions especially those of the Eashene we have Buddha and the sages

8 Here Wittgenstein's ideas are more in line witarfih Heidegger. According to him humans

respond to the primordial language by correspondiistening, and attuning to the tune of
primordial language in silence. See Martin Heideg@a the Way to Languadi34.

163



who loved silence so much. We can find some siitigar between Wittgenstein’'s
later philosophy and the teachings of Zen Buddhidranguage is normally
understood as an expression of thought. It is tidgé between the thought of the
one who speaks and the one who hears. Zen Buddirgmes that understanding is
possible even without thought. This is what thely ‘gast doing.” Wittgenstein's use
of mystical in his philosophy is in the sense thhats a matter of practice not of
words and thought (Canfield, "Wittgenstein and Z883-884). “Don’t think, but
look.” Thinking will distort the perception of regl. Practice, which Wittgenstein
advocates, and the Buddhist view of ‘just doing’s@mewhat similar. The same
view is postulated when Wittgenstein said: “I couldll imagine a religion in which
there are no doctrines, so that nothing is spokdearly, then, the essence of
religion can have nothing to do with what is saidather: if anything is said, then
that itself is an element of religious behaviord aot a theory” (gtd. in Janik and
Toulmin 407-408). In this sense, Wittgenstein's understanddf mystical is
somewhat parallel or complementary to Eastern ambrdo religion and religious
matters as against the Western tendency of coralegitg the Divine’* There is
certain similarities between Wittgenstein and Tadisnkers on that there are
realities that cannot be expressed in language iflaga 137). However,

conceptualization is a part of human activity lally a second order activity.

Religion belongs to the realm of transcendenceesitremains inexpressible

and belongs to the realm of showing. Language failsxpress what is beyond the

61 Wwittgenstein seems to have been influenced bteemshought, especially, Indian through the
mediation of Arthur Schopenhauer, who influencedttyénstein in his early stage of
philosophizing. Schopenhauer claimed that he itdera culture which is moulded in the
platonic, Kantian and Upanisadic tradition. Seeréadrakumar 19.
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boundary of language. Transcendence in Wittgenssemot only inexpressible in
language but also incomprehensive. This understgnai transcendence is much
closer to the notion of Absolute idvaita Vedant4? The Ultimate Reality cannot
be described in language since language can desamilly empirical reality. In this
sense, Wittgenstein's understanding of religiowmnstendence has a striking
similarity with that of Sankara. Wittgenstein's cept of transcendence is absolutist
transcendence since it is both beyond cognition begond experience. It is

indescribable and incomprehensible.
4.2. Towards Religious Pluralism

Wittgenstein, in his personal life, had very pesitapproach to the plurality
of religious traditions. "All religions are wondalf even those of the most primitive
tribes. The ways in which people express theigmlis feelings differ enormously”
(Drury, "Some Notes" 102). Wittgenstein's talk aboeligion and religious belief
can be traced back to the 1933 lectures where &rés religious beliefs with
varieties of the grammar of religious utterancebe Tuse of words like "God,"
"souls" etc. are with various grammars. The pobsibof singular grammatical
usage for religious utterances is ruled out in laier thought. Wittgenstein is
concerned about the variety of ways words are usegligious settings and the

variety of roles that religious beliefs play in tife of people.

Wittgenstein’s later understanding of language faaseaching implications

in the philosophy of religion. The linguistic ansiy based on the language-game

62 According toAdvaita Vedantathe absolute is beyond cognition since He is hdydescription.

The best way to describe the absolute is to empéggative terms like, "not this" "not that." He is
beyond experience since we are unaware of what itie ®ee K.C. PandayReligious Beliefs,
Superstitions and Wittgenstes.
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and form of life has a wide range of possibilititenguage is a collection of
language-games, and language-games are collecianstoms and institutions in
which words play their role in their unique congextWords enjoy countless
heterogeneous roles in the language-game. Thisnhgs linguistic pluralism as
well as religious pluralism. This later linguistmew applied to religion and
religious belief can explain or give a sound b&sighe reality of manifold religions

existing in the world.

Wittgenstein, a Challenge to Religious Exclusivism

Wittgenstein in his linguistic analysis, has presd the plurality of language
by the notions of the language-game and familymédance. As we have seen in
the previous chapter, these notions have playeitahrele in his understanding of
language. In its application to religious belig¢fhas a wide range of implications.
What is common to different religious traditions™ & we do have between the
different religious traditions is nothing but fagnilesemblance. At the surface level,
there seems to be some commonality. There are somilarities and resemblances
comparable among family members. So the multigigioms existing in the world
are seen as members of the same family. Howevetg&lstein asserts that there is
nothing common among them. The multiple languageagawe play in our lives are
distinct and different from another in their natukeren though all the games we
play fall under the name ‘game,’ none of them esk&athe meaning of the word
‘game’ is. For Wittgenstein, none of the religidteditions can fully exhaust what is
meant by religion, nor can a particular religiorpkn what religion is. This notion

of family resemblance is really a challenge to #eclusivist and inclusivist
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understanding of religion which is basically foudden mono-foundationalistic
epistemology, which presupposes common bedrockebfious practices. No
particular religion can contain religion as a whddet it is part of religion. It cannot
be reduced to any particular religion. Each of rifleious traditions comes within
the definition of religion without exhausting thehale of the definition (D’Souza

265).

The notion of family resemblance is useful notyomimong different
religions but also among different traditions witlai religion. Besides inter-religious
relations, Wittgenstein's philosophy promotes Hnélggious relations. There is
possibility of a variety of religious experiencedareligious traditions within the
same religion. His philosophy really poses a cingieto the modern tendency to
look for the commonality among different religiooisat least different traditions in
the same religion, especially in India where tH&ndutva force is trying to

homogenize the diverse traditions of Inffa.

The co-existence of diverse religions and religibeliefs is supported by a
later entry of Wittgenstein. His introduction ofetmotion of incommensurability
helps to safeguard the uniqueness of each religithout contradicting each other.
A Dbeliever is normally one who accepts the maintdoes of a religion and

participates in the activities related to rituaisl avorship. Conversely, an unbeliever

% Hindutva is a movement which claims that all religions withHinduism are one. Actually

Hinduism is not one religion, but a collection efigions. Each religion has its own tradition and
way of life and doctrines. We cannot trace the comatity of these religions. There is only one
thing we can say in general about Hinduism is thatthere is nothing general in it. At the
surface level all religions of Hinduism seems teéhaommon characteristics there is nothing at
the deeper level. The fundamentalist attitude ©f thovement is politically motivated. Without
politics it cannot survive. They want to build aosty nation-state based on the spirit of
homogenized Hinduism. See Pathak 14.
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is one who does not accept those particular dedriand participation in the
religious practices which a believer does. The nmgaof believer and unbeliever
depends on the context in which it is used. Fortg#fiistein, the meaning of a word
emerges from the use of it in particular conteA<hristian may be a believer in
the context of Christianity, but he may be an uidvel in the context of Hinduism.
An unbeliever is not an atheist in all the casesntay be a follower of a different
religious tradition. Thus the disagreement betwadreliever and nonbeliever has

various dimensions (Chaturvedi 176).

Based on the doctrine of incommensurability, ora @rgue that an
unbeliever cannot contradict the religious beliefagperson. The believer and the
unbeliever are using different pictures. The paléc picture used by the believer
does not play any significant role in the life betunbeliever. One who follows a
particular religion cannot contradict the followef another religion. Therefore,
there is no point in excluding other religions omking a claim of the sole
possession of the truth. One religion cannot clairperiority over another because
both are using different pictures. There is nothomgnmon between them at the
depth level, but there exists some sort of sintjjafBoth are using a picture, but
they are using different pictures differently. Téfere, the uniqueness of each

religious tradition is safeguarded.

Religious fundamentalism and religious exclusivibiave become major
evils in our religiously pluralistic world. Evendhbgh the universality of truth is
taken for granted, the knowledge of this truth may be universal. It is not relative

though the knowledge of the truth can be relatReligious exclusivism is the
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attitude in which a religion or religious traditiataims the absolute monopoly of
knowledge of the ultimate reality. There are diéf&rreligions existing in the world
with a variety of knowledge claims. The problemwso is correct? Historical
research would show the barbarous and brutal maiote of one religious tradition
towards other religious traditions. This, beyondilalp is the result of religious
exclusivism. Cardinal Newman has rightly commempedthis, “Oh, how we hate
one another for the love of God” (gtd. in Jurji 2Religious tolerance means to
accept one’s right to hold a particular religioaidf. It does not mean to accept the

content of that particular belief (Netland 80).

Wittgenstein is really posing a challenge to #edency of exclusivism and
inclusivism. The essentialist position that alligieins are essentially one and the
differences are accidental is untenable for Witsgein, since it destroys the
uniqueness of each religion. Wittgenstein safeguaite uniqueness of each
religious tradition by his notions of family reselafice and incommensurability.
His position is helpful for inter-religious relatie as well as intra-religious relations
— relations within the same religion. Wittgenstee really a challenge to the
exclusivist tendency which has shed much bloodhértame of religion in history,

and to the fundamentalist attitude, which is realyenable in a pluralistic society.

Religious inclusivism is another matter of attentihere which also is a
stumbling block to inter-religious relations. Reédigs inclusivism is a position in
which one holds that one’s religion has the solgspssion of the knowledge of the
ultimate reality and other religions are includeditias subsidiaries, as something

incomplete. This position also is not a healthy.drt@ink Wittgenstein’s linguistic
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philosophy in its religious application contributsinter-religious relations. It can
serve as a basis for understanding religious piyraHis philosophy paves the
foundation for an attitude of appreciation, respaet love for others' religious

beliefs.

Wittgenstein's followers have different views nefjag whether we can
consider religious belief as a language-game. DPHillips is one of those who
uphold the view that religious belief can be coastd as a distinctive language-
game. There are many who think that we cannot dengieligious language or
belief as a distinctive language-game on the lhaisreligious belief may look like
hobbies and something with which men occupy thevesebn weekends. They also
criticize on the suspicion that religious belieplaced outside any possible criticism
(Phillips, Wittgenstein and Religios7). Besides, Wittgenstein’s family resemblance
theory may lead to absolutizing of one’s own positiand that is as equally

dangerous as exclusivism or reductionism.

Even beforePhilosophical Investigation®ne could trace Wittgenstein's
remarks regarding the varieties of religious bsliahd utterances in his 1933
lectures. Grammatical and logical varieties ofgielis utterance and beliefs are
expressed in his lecture on religious beliefs. §éitistein's remarks on the varieties
of the grammar of religious beliefs states thatwuwed 'God' is used in multiples
ways. There is no uniform grammar for the word Gédthave always wanted to say
something about grammar of ethical expressiong.@r of 'God'./. ../Now: use of
such a word as 'God'./ It has been used in marngreift ways: e.g. sometimes for

something very like a human being - a physical body There are many
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controversies about meaning of 'God’, which cowddsbttled by saying 'I' m not
using the word in such a sense as that you can @&fttgenstein,Lectures:
Cambridge5:1). The use of word the 'God' does not have #&wumi grammar.

Varieties of grammatical usages make religiousraiee complex.

These grammatical usages are not only various dsd mixed and
indeterminate. They do not have a simple set oésrihat govern a particular
utterance. The expression, theology as grammara basad meaning understood in
the context of the grammatical analysis of language the new understanding of
meaning as use. It is this grammatical variety a@fgious language that makes
pluralistic understanding of religion and religidoslief possible. A meaningful talk
about religion and religious belief is not only pite but also possible in variety of

a ways.

Autonomy and Inter-religious Dialogue

As we have seen, the notion of the language-gardef@am of life play a
central role in the philosophy of Wittgenstein. gaage is seen as an activity that
derives its meaning from its use in particular eatg. Wittgenstein's notion of
meaning as use is in the background of the analbtye language-game and allows
for the multiplicity of language-games. Are thesmnduage-games distinct in
themselves? What type of interconnections do tleeye lamong themselves? If they
are distinct, what is the status of religion anthreus beliefs? Are religious beliefs
distinct language-games? Wittgenstein himself hadamo comment that religious
beliefs are distinct language games as cut off fotiner language-games. It is some

of the Wittgensteinians who have considered raligibeliefs as distinct language-
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games with their own rules and regulations and eddlofor no external justification
and explanations. The language-game of religiousgefbes autonomous. This
approach led Wittgenstein's thoughts on religioesefs to fideism. Fideism is
widely criticized and not accepted. Fideism maylleaserious consequences since
Wittgenstein's insight about religious beliefs affiated with ethics. It can lead to
ethical devaluation and religious fundamentalfémTherefore, defending

Wittgenstein against fideism is needed in the preday scenario.

As we have seen in the previous chapter, thereliffierent categories of
language-games that Wittgenstein acknowledges: podeimpure, religious and
non religious, real and imaginary. The autonomythaf language-game has been
acknowledged by Wittgenstein, but autonomy is kaito a certain category of the
language-games. Ordinary games can be autonomausddain extent, since they
are artificially combined and intended to be selfi@ained. A builder's game, as in
Wittgenstein's example, can be conceptually autausnif the participants know no
other games. A strict autonomous status cannotds@ed by any language-game,

since there are inter-dependence and inter relessdn

Moreover, language-games which are dependent gno#rer language-
games, as on imaginary language-game which is asadeal language-game, can
never be autonomous. Also, a religious languageegamch is our concern here
claims no autonomy or very restricted autonomy tapurely depends on other

aspects of human life. The meaningfulness of gioels language game is derived

Religious fundamentalism Caputo conceives as [thssion for God gone mad." See John

Caputo,On Religion(London: Routledge, 2001) 107 as quoted in BomtPld'Wittgenstein,
Religious "Passion” and Fundamentalism" 295.
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from and depended on concepts of ordinary disceurBeus the language-game of
religious belief claims no absolute autonomy. Hogreveligious language-games

can claim a restricted autonomy.

The restricted autonomy of the language-game eaeolmprehended by the
relationship between the language-game and formlifef A comprehensive
understanding of the language-game includes theomaif form of life. The
language-game is the linguistic aspect and fortifefs the extra-linguistic aspect.
The language-game cannot be cut off from form fef lbbecause form of life is the

agreement among the inhabitants of the communigaofers.

Every religious tradition could be treated as amfoof life with specific
activities of its own. The nature of the form dkliis actually determined by the
activity of that particular group of people. Eaeligion, with its particular behavior,
could be termed a game. Each religious traditios iteaown beliefs and laws that
have meaning and validity only within its conte€ontext plays a vital role in the
determination of meaning in Wittgenstein’s linguastanalysis. Every belief
presupposes a system of beliefs; it is actuallysystem of beliefs that determines
the meaning. Every religious belief presupposesmtext in which it finds its
meaning. A particular belief may be a blunder dutcontext or form of life. It is
the context that gives meaning and life to religideliefs. Since the meaning of
language is occasion-sensitive, the language umsesdigious beliefs and practices is

meaningful within the context of its use.

Is religion a form of life? There are differentsarers to this. Wittgenstein

never applied form of life to religion. It is Normavialcolm who first applied this
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concept to religion (MalcoimA Memoir 72). Later D. Z. Phillips and others
developed it further. There are others who say rilaion is not a form of life, but
religion is one with different forms of life. Thesay religion includes several forms
of life (Sherry, “Form of Life” 161). However, belers play the language-game of
religious belief within a particular situation thatkes it meaningful. The autonomy
of language-games is a very provocative and atstree time a crucial idea in
Wittgenstein’s philosophy. The autonomy of languaggicates that grammar or
linguistic rules, which constitute our conceptuaiiema, is arbitrary. This is a strong
weapon that Wittgenstein uses against linguistiméationalism. It goes against his
earlier philosophy where language is considered iromimage of reality.
Wittgenstein describes language as self-containgld its grammar and as not
responsible to any extra-linguistic reality. Hisdenstanding of the language-game
with its own rules indicates the autonomous natireanguage PG 184-185). Not
only is language autonomous of reality, but alscheanguage-game has its own
autonomy since the rules of one game cannot beegpfd another. The rules or
grammar of a particular language-game cannot haldaifor another one, and one
language-game cannot be justified on the basikeofules and grammar of another.
This means that while a belief can be justifiechwita language-game, the language

game as such cannot be brought into question.

When this is applied in the case of religious dfelit becomes a little
complicated. If we accept religious belief as aidddive language game, we must
agree that it has its own rules, justifiable withire language-game of religion;

however, religion itself cannot be questioned. Tgtowe can hold that religious
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belief can be justified in itself, we cannot forghe mutual influence of different
language-games. The distinctiveness of religionguage-games depends on their
being conceptually related to other beliefs and cwt off from their situations
(Harvey 98). Religious belief, taken as a distvetlanguage-game, has its own
rules and grammar which reveal the sense of relgioelief. The grammar of a
particular religious belief is different from thaft another. Just as it is not possible to
evaluate a particular language on the basis ofgthenmar and rules of another

language, we cannot do it with religious belieheit

Religious belief, as a distinctive language-gamd eeligion as a distinct
form of life, can be viewed and understood as awtwus only in a limited or
restricted sense. Religious language, the expresgibuman attitudes and rituals as
symbolic expressions of human nature and man'syéagrdealings such as birth,

sex, death etc., cannot be separated and viewedanasolated point of view.

Myth, magic and religion are expressive and symbaohey emerge from
cultural rituals, metaphors and symbolic narrati&sice they are expressive, they
differ from instrumental practices. Being symbadiiey defer from non-symbolic
expressive practices such as playing music. As siimland expressive, they are
more akin to ritualistic practices, and these syimbend expressive practices cater
to the human spirit. The conceptual features thakarthese practices spiritual are
promoting an attitude of wonder at the mysterioasure of life, the manner in
which they express symbolic actions, poetic languagd powerful images and

finally the deep existential concerns of human ¢&inThese features transform
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myth, magic and religion, inspiring a spiritualitaitie towards life (LurieHuman

Spirit 161).

It is the cultural community that creates theaitu Human beings have a
natural disposition to create and observe ritublt tan express their everyday
concerns. Hence, humans create symbolic practi@scan express their concerns
such as anger and friendship. A right ritual caokevin a participant a spiritually
edifying way of birth, death, sex, love, and otbecasions that are deeply important
to humans. Wittgenstein does not bring forth a fdemfor distinguishing
meaningful rituals from meaningless rituals. Theameg of rituals depends on the
apt use of it in Wittgenstein's broader contexhisf later philosophy (Hoyt 180).
Though one could read a naturalistic and instiectapproach in Wittgenstein
towards religion and religious rituals, his wholppeoach cannot be reduced to

naturalism in religion.

Moreover, being defensive of Wittgenstein's appinda religious belief, any
attribution of absolute autonomy to the religioaadguage-game is not appreciated.
If we consider religion as an autonomous and aindibte form of life in
Wittgenstein’s philosophy, inter-religious relatoomand dialogue are problematic.
From the new theory of meaning proposed by ther ldfé@tgenstein, one may
assume that there is no scope for absolute vakwsy religious tradition is a
humanly constructed autonomous system of traditibnerefore, there are no
objective criteria for evaluating the meaningfukesf the system. Though
Wittgenstein's family resemblance theory explaims phenomenon of pluralistic

religious tradition, it blocks the way for mutualitcism and dialogue. There is
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nothing common to the divergent phenomena of @higf what we have are only
some similarities. | can know only what is withiny meligious tradition, since |

cannot go beyond the boundary of my tradition. Th&sy lead to absolutizing one’s
own religious tradition as in the case of the etiaist position®® There is no scope
for criticism and dialogue across religious tramhs. In Wittgenstein’s philosophy,

there is no fundamental unity behind religions.

Then the question arises: What is it that makéeglef religious? Is there
anything common to different religions that makenthreligious? Wittgenstein’s
family resemblance theory answers this questiom regative way. We cannot find
something that is common to all religions to makenm religious. Wittgenstein
seems to deny the fundamental unity among differehigions, and once it is
denied, there is no scope for inter-religious djal. Each religion is autonomous in
its own position. | think it is a serious drawbagk Wittgenstein's family
resemblance theory in its application to religidhis theory cannot be accepted as
such, since inter-religious dialogue is an imp&eafor harmonious coexistence and
the enrichment of religious traditions. However,caq different religions there is
resemblance — family resemblance that may help tteeactcept the uniqueness of
each religion which is the aim of dialogue. Howevirwe think beyond the
resemblance there is nothing common among thens iiay lead to absolutize

one’s own religion. However, a serious questiorseai Is there any point in

% The essentialist position is one which holds tilhtreligions are essentially the same and the
plurality is something accidental. Religion hasuschanging essence, which is applicable to all
religions, and all the religions are equally godad this position is also known as reductive
pluralism, since this plurality can be reduced te.oT his understanding of religious pluralism is
one which is found in India. This may result in @lb&izing one’s own religion. See Karuvelil,
Epistemology, Metaphysics, and G 36.
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dialogue? In the context of Wittgenstein's insightsreligion, there is no need for a
dialogue among religions. It allows sufficient spdor each religion with its own

task to perform and context to exercise.

The reality of the plurality of world religionsisgs different questions. Are
all of them addressing the same reality? A posiimewer will not do justice to
Wittgenstein's later philosophy. There exist sinities only at the surface level. At
the bottom, there is nothing common. However, frampragmatic point of view
which is a prime concern and approach in his lpklosophy, one could approach
the world religions as we approach world languageswe understand them across
traditional linguistic barriers (Gill, “World Religns” 355). From a functional point
of view, the meaning of language is seen in thectfon or use of it in various
contexts. Language is used to accomplish variedspetific tasks. The various
speech acts in different world religions occursitgh specific context. Languages
including religious language are occasion-sensitiMeerefore, to understand any
speech act of any religious tradition depends a@nt#sk it accomplishes in the

context of its language-game and its boarder comteform of life.

A strict autonomy of the religious language-garae call for serious issues
in the present day religiously plural world. An wegtionable stand of any religion
may lead to religious fundamentalism and religioudolerance. Religious
fundamentalists are those who believe in the fureddats of their faith considering
themselves to be the exclusive possessors of oesgitruth, demanding
unconditional obedience to the revelation of Gafusing to compromise their

deeply held principles, dividing the world into gband evil, and being suspicious
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of the secular knowledge (B. Plant "Religious 'Rassand Fundamentalism” 298).
Wittgenstein's understanding of religious belieffecf a challenge to this
fundamentalist view. Even in the light of Wittgesists understanding of religion as
a matter of heart or passion, the fundamentalest/vs seen as 'passion for god gone
mad'. In each of these stages, fundamentalism tabhaoaccommodated in

Wittgenstein's religious point of view.

In Wittgenstein’s linguistic analysis, there arany languages according to
the cultures and forms of life. Every language usoaomous, and the one who
participates in it becomes a prisoner to it. Theguistic situation constitutes a
person’s horizon. However, this philosophical as@lyails to acknowledge that this
horizon is open and can interact with other hor&zdrhis interaction and interfacing

are imperative for revitalization.

4.3. A Dynamic Approach to Religion

Wittgenstein's conception of language is very mdghamic in his later
thought as we have seen. There is the possibility mew language-game coming
into being in the course of time while the existonge may be forgotten and vanish
(PI 23). Since the language game itself is foundetherform of life, language by
its nature is dynamic. The unpredictable natur¢hef language-game reveals the
dynamic and creative nature of language. What igningful for some may not be
meaningful for others. This unpredictable natureegius divergent possibilities.
When this is applied to religious life, it is eaBy grasp the dynamic nature of
religious belief. There are various religions ewodvfrom time to time and some

lose their significance. Therefore, Wittgensteiogmses some sort of change even
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within religion. Religious belief is part of humactivity. Therefore, there is scope

for growth and development in religious beliefs aaljious language.

Considering the life of modern men and women, diggamic nature of
religious belief allows describing and deciding opn action. The problems and
guestions which people face differ from age to afjeis sort of dynamic and
creative understanding can answer the problemeop#ople of our age since belief
is rooted in life. The dynamic understanding ofigielus belief permits one to be
involved in the life of the people in contrast tbet static and dogmatized

understanding of religious belief.

The dynamic approach to religious beliefs comes auWittgenstein's
understanding of grammatical variety and its aabiess. Various grammars can be
mixed in the utterance of another sentence. Ifreesee is grammatically various,
its utterance in two different instances have d#ifie grammars and utterance of the
same in a third context may have an indeterminadenmar between the earlier
utterances. Therefore it is difficult to prescrédoenique grammar for each utterance.
Language can be grammatically fluid since certasngnar can change over the
course of time (Citron, "Simple Objects" 22). Wadfttein's remarks on such a
change in language game are significant here. 'lagergame does change with
time" (OC 256). This change takes place at the level of ggnhformation. "If | have
made the transition from one concept-formationrotlaer, the old concept is still
there in the backgroundREM IV: 30). The arbitrariness of grammar is underdtoo
in terms of variety, indeterminacy and fluidity.i$lgrammatical variety and fluidity

offers a dynamic concept of language; howevergialis language which describes
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religious beliefs in various religions tend to lbh@d and indeterminate and can lead
to its negative effect in practice (Citron, "Simp@bjects” 25). The dynamic
understanding, which allows much flexibility, is Neappreciated, but over
flexibility may result in fundamentalism in the easof religion. Religious
fundamentalism occurs with the feeling that a pat#r religious tradition loses its
grip, or, in psychological terms, arises from soswt of insecurity complex.
“Extremely militant fundamentalism may be the résiflan unconscious process. It
may arise out of latent feelings of inferiority amtsecurity and may reflect an
uncompromising attitude and an over-zealous attéanelf-defense” (Thadavanal
154). If religious beliefs keep on changing accogdio the interests of the people
and circumstances, this may lead some to hold dafmentalist attitude and may

harm a peaceful co-existence among different g

4.4. Religion as a Social Phenomenon

The social character of the language-game im@ie®le of training in
language mastery. When this understanding of laggyua applied to religious
belief, it becomes a matter of training. A persdpédief is surrounded by a set of
beliefs, which is acquired by practice. Thinkingrad these lines, religious belief is
man-made. or constructed in human society by cohspaactice. Religion,
understood as a form of life, is a social phenomefi&hy am | a Christian?” “Why
am | still a Christian?” These are two differentegtions and should be answered
differently. I am a Christian because | was bord hrought up in a Christian family
and a Christian tradition. | could very well be an#tl or Muslim. Most people,

except those who accept a particular religion #ter stage of life, follow their
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religion due to sociological reasoffsThere may be different answers to the latter
guestion other than sociological reasons. Humamgseire born and brought up in a
social situation where each one learns beliefsdmgtant practices. In the pragmatic
approach to religious belief, Wittgenstein emphasithe importance of training.
The technique of using religious belief as a petus acquired by practice and
training. Wittgenstein's emphasis on the worldviswmportant. The worldview is
really created by constant training. Human beingsliaguistic animals, insofar as
they are linguistically trained, and they are relug animals insofar as they are

religiously trained.

However, this understanding reduces religion tmexe matter of training
and totally human construction. | find it difficulio reconcile this view of
Wittgenstein's with that of the early phase, where is a more sublime view of
religion as mystical. The mystical is that whichneat be articulated in words.
Religious values explained with the doctrine oésde are sublime and appreciated
in many religious traditions especially of the Easttraditions. Another difficulty is
that if religion is something social and seculaswhis it differentiated from other
social institutions? We cannot find that distindpng factor in Wittgenstein’'s
philosophy of religion. If so, religious beliefs wld be reduced to hobbies. This
would result in a naturalistic or socialistic retlan of religion, which is not tenable.

Moreover, this socialistic understanding of relgicould lead to religious

% Here we are not denying the fact of conversioarte religion at a later stage of life. This may b

motivated by some other sociological or financedtbrs or even political factors. Since it is a
human endeavor, it is all the more possible. Annga will clarify this: Kamala Das, a
renowned poet and writer in English and in Malagglavas converted to Islam recently, and
named Suraiya Begum. This widow claims that sheraogu Islam because she was in need of
protection. A woman in burga is respected and ptetein society. She could not find this
protection in Hinduism, where more freedom is giveee K. N. Pandey 2.
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fundamentalism at the depth level, though it isestipg at the peripheral level.
Religious fundamentalism is often interpreted agaction to secularism (Sondhi

44).
4.5. A Crusade against Scientisf

The pragmatic criterion of meaning in Wittgensteimater philosophy
implies that it is not the referent that gives megrto a word, but its function in
different contexts. Wittgenstein's pragmatic atiéureally shows itself in his lecture
on religious belief. As we have seen, a belief bee® religious not because it is
supported by historical evidence and scientifioofspbut because it has a role in the
life of the person. It has a regulatory functionie@tific indubitability is not enough
to make change in the person's life. Wittgenstwarned a war against those who try
to give a scientific footing to religious belief reality, religious belief is not in
need of such footing. It is really rooted in thdiaties and lives of persons. A
person holds a religious belief not as an outcoh@y scientific proof, but because
he is born and brought up in such a situation. sldshthe belief because of its role
in his life. It is a present day tendency to sderse and religion within the same
mould. Wittgenstein is really at war with this temdy of scientism. The rationality
of religious belief is seen within the purview efigion. It is not to be evaluated by
scientific standards. However, this understandinglogious belief may result in the
oversimplification of religious faith and may leaw the rise of religious

fundamentalism.

7 This title is taken from an article by Laxman KamTripathy. See L. K. Tripathy 1.
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Wittgenstein seems to undermine the role of reasarligion. However, |
think we cannot ascribe so-called ‘fidei$fto him. He was against evidentialism
which claims that religious beliefs can be ratibnaccepted only if they are
supported by one’s total evidence. Wittgensteirgsifon is that religious belief is
beyond scientific evidence and proofs. He alsoebeb that the rationality of
religious belief is more relative. Within the forof life or the language-game,
religious belief is called for justification; butdé language-game itself is not called

for justification. It is there as is our life.

When understood in a proper way, we cannot giaumgt even for our
ordinary experience. It will end up in an ungroushaay of acting @©QC 110). This is
where explanations come to an end. This is why g#difitstein prefers rather a
descriptive approach. All explanations come to ad & the ungrounded way of
living. | think it is a turning away from the trdiinal view that everything is
grounded on science and scientific explanatioméodescription of what happens in
the actual life of humans in everyday life. In res@ing to Frazer's ‘Golden
Bough, Wittgenstein accuses Frazer of his obsession wiiplasation. Frazer
commits an error when he looks for an explanatibrthe religious beliefs of
primitive people. Since every explanation is a higpsis for him, what we can do is
to describe. Human life is like that. We cannot taé belief of primitive people

superstitious, since we cannot see their beliefuin our scientific worldview.

%  Fideism is a claim that one’s fundamental religi convictions are not subject to independent

rational assessment. Proponents of religious fideiclude Kierkegaard, Tertullian, and Karl
Barth. And Kai Nielsen ascribes Fideism to the @étisteinians, such as Peter Winch, Norman
Malcolm and D.Z. Phillips. See Nielsen, “Wittgerstan Fideism" 237-253.
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Can we take the life-regulating character of rfelig belief as its
distinguishing factor? It may be right that certegtigious beliefs regulate the life of
the person. However, there are people who raisecbbns to Wittgenstein’s claim
that religious belief regulates one’s Iffel think life and belief somewhat merge and
influence each other. However, this is not an esiecki characteristic of religious
beliefs. There are beliefs, other than religioukeb® that guide people's lives. We
know that there is a connection between what weewland the life we live.
Another problem is why a person holds religiousdbels it because it regulates his
life, or is he trained in such a way as to belie@®2s reason play any role? | think
all these elements — training, guidelines and megday important roles in human
life. Human beings, as rational beings, try to gnée the social, normative and
rational elements into life. The unshakable natuhéch Wittgenstein ascribes to

religious belief can also be questioned in thetl@frsome recent studiéS.

We can very well acknowledge that religious litgulates the life of the
believer, and his unshakable belief is not basedpamofs. It is not logical to
conclude that proofs and evidence are irrelevanthé second order activity of
philosophizing from the fact that unshakable religi commitment which is a first
order activity is not based on evidences. “It fadslistinguish between a first order
activity of adherence to religious beliefs and eosel order philosophical activity of
examining the warrant for those beliefs” (KaruyefiEpistemology of Religion”

125). Even a believer faced with a challenge camgdage in justifying and finding

% Some sociologists of religion pointed out thainy modern believers compartmentalize their

belief from life, so that the belief has no impanttheir life. See M. Martin 373.

To a certain extent religious belief is a matiereducation. Michael Martin suggests from his
own experience as a teacher that people gave upf#igh in Christianity when exposed to
evidences of which they were not previously aw8ee M. Martin 373.
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evidence for what he believes even if his belieha an outcome of any such
evidences. This is a second order activity of @ufthizing. Besides, religion as an
unshakable commitment may lead to absolutizingsoredigion and religious belief.

This may lead to a reductionist or essentialisttfmrs which is not tenable as we

have seen.

4.6. Varieties of Understanding of Religion and Redious Belief

In Wittgenstein's philosophy, there is a posdiiliof varieties of
understanding of religion from different perspeetivFrom the beginning to the end
of his philosophical career, Wittgenstein was coned with religious beliefs. A
serious investigation into his religious thoughbwpdes us with the varieties of
understanding of religion and religious beliefs his approaches. Wittgenstein
approaches religion from different points of viawtigious, cultural, pragmatic and
ethical. An attempt to understand religion andgielis belief in a variety of ways

can construe the meaning of religious belief anatess it in meaningful talk.

A Religious Point of View

Wittgenstein extensively covered vast varieties phiilosophical topics
during his career. In his writings, the philosopbiy religion was not a central
concern. However, religion and religious matters @ervasive throughout his
writings. Though Wittgenstein was not a religiouarmhe could see every problem
from a religious point of view. "I am not a religi®s man: but | cannot help seeing
every problem from a religious point of view" (RegPersonal Recollectior9).

He may not have subscribed to any particular m@tigir religious creed. However, it
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IS not necessary to practice religion in orderigzuls a religion. Rather, it would be
helpful to describe a practice to discuss abougiozl (Labron 61). His early work
was preoccupied with religion as the "mystical"atthwhich is higher and
transcendental. Wittgenstein was serious abougioaliand religious beliefs and
committed to do them "wordlessly." ThuBactatushas a religious point of view
which cannot be expressed in words. There is noesfi meaningful talk about

religion at this stage.

Though his later worli?hilosophical Investigation$ias no direct assertions
about religious beliefs some sort of religious pahview can be attributed by the
application of some of his philosophical notionsrétigious beliefs and religion.
When applied to religion, the notion of the langerggme and form life in his
understanding of meaning, becomes distinct. Relighis form of life with its
restricted autonomy is mostly hailed by Wittgenssms, such as Winch, Clark and
D.Z. Philips. In the later philosophical notégctures on Religious BeligRemarks
on Frazer's Golden Bougland Culture and Valug Wittgenstein has a mature
description of religious beliefs and religion. Framnreligious point of view, his
remarks on religious beliefs indicate a passiocatemitment, detaching from any
sort of historical evidence or scientific proofstof this perspective, religious
beliefs gained the status of a special categorgtipgy out Wittgenstein's departure
from dogmatic and institutionalized religion. Frahis perspective, religious beliefs
are a matter of passion, fear, trust and awe nptadf and evidence. It is a matter
of heart and soul not of reason and intellect. §€itistein was, therefore, able to

view the problems from a religious point of view.
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A Pragmatic Point of View

Wittgenstein's reflection on the domain of religi@and religious belief
echoes the position of pragmatic philosophers. Tgragmatic aspect of
Wittgenstein's religious thought takes its roodifferent directions and culminates
in all directions in the form of life. WittgensténLectures on Religious Belief
establishes a fundamental relationship betweegioel belief and the form of life.
Later in his notes,Culture and Valueand Remarks on Golden Bougtihe
relationship between religious belief and formité becomes deeper. At this stage,
Wittgenstein insists that religious belief shoulnt be viewed from a theoretical or
an intellectual point of view. Though Wittgensteirsists on a religious point of
view, such a domain is very much rooted in theuwaltand shared practices of a
community. This is a realistic approach to thetretabetween religious belief and
communal practices. Religious faith and religioitsials express the existential
concern of the participating community. The linkveeen religious belief and form
of life confirms the pragmatic point of view. Rabgs belief bases its certainty and
justification on the form of life, totality of shed beliefs and not on theoretical and

scientific bases.

Any speech act in religious discourse is an exprassf the existential
concern of the partakers of religious beliefs. &maone hand, the gap between what
they believe and what they live is reduced to th@imum in the pragmatic
approach of Wittgenstein. On the other hand, tfectf of the belief in the life and
conduct of the believer is important. Religiousidfehas the power to regulate the

believer's life. In Wittgenstein's philosophicaldareligious thought, action has an
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important role. Theological demands for the probfGmd's existence have little
value in religion. The role of deeds and the im@iace of changing one's life gain
emphasis in his philosophy. "For Wittgenstein, éissential thing in a religious life
was not the acceptance of doctrines or creeds bikswTo Drury, Wittgenstein has
said that his belief was that "only if you try te helpful to other people will you

find your way to God" (MalcolmA Religious Point of View?20). In the later

philosophical period, the main current of his thingkis his insistence that our every

day concept requires a basis of acting and doing.

Wittgenstein places a greater emphasis on the ablaction in his later
philosophy. Though every action takes place inbdekground of system of beliefs,
Wittgenstein suggests that action precedes thoumgthis remarksOn Certainty
(411). Action and thought are intertwined in hisetaphilosophy. His thoughts
outlined in On Certainty are shaped within the framework &thilosophical
Investigations Language comprises of language-games which ameplamated
forms of life including building, praying, tellingpkes, reporting and playing games
(PI 23). Wittgenstein maintains that the ground or e¢hd is not some proposition
but acting. Our actions form the background aganisth the language-games take

place (GoodmanyVittgenstein and William Jameg).

Wittgenstein, in his later thought, leans more amg a pragmatic
philosophy. "So | am trying to say something thatireds like pragmatism"QC
422). His pragmatic thought that is rooted in actemd use of words, applied to
religion and religious beliefs, helps us understdra meaning of such usage. The

usage of words like "God" or "soul" do not leadtaghe questions of "does God
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exist?" or "What is the mode of God's existencé®' tather how the words "God or
"soul" are used and how they are useful in theslitree people who use those or

similar words in particular contexts.

The pragmatic point of view can be understoodheéndonvergence of culture
and the shared practices of a community of belgevén Wittgenstein's thought, the
anthropological and existential viewpoints comkiméhe link that unites belief with
a form of life- i.e. with a pattern of conduct aacontext made of rules and shared
practices" (Cometti 19). Religious beliefs, theitetance and ritual forms culminate
in the lives of the people who collectively shahe same mode of life patterns.
Religious beliefs have their origin in the colleetiand shared practices of the
community or culture on the one hand, and theeafin the life of the believer on
the other. The former is communitarian or cultuadl the latter is more subjective.
However, the latter has a communal effect in adangerspective. A picture of
religious belief is similar to holding up a mirrdo reflect our own nature.
Wittgenstein's pragmatic approach to religious dielioffers a more coherent
understanding of religious beliefs. The possibibifyvarieties of understanding of
religious beliefs is offered in a religiously plisiic world without contradicting

each other.

A Cultural Point of View

Wittgenstein, in his later thought has a very peistic attitude toward
culture. It seems that he was heavily influencedisyvald Spenglershe Decline
of the WestWittgenstein had a very pessimistic attitude alibe contemporary

culture. Perhaps he expressed a doubt becaus&dught on religion would be
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misunderstood in the darkness of this time. Thatgpf his philosophy was against
the spirit of the time. Wittgenstein claims thas philosophy is opposed to cultural
decline. However, there is no such mention of caltdecline in thePhilosophical
Investigations The cultural decline is internally connected i® Views on religious
decline (DeAngelis 3). Wittgenstein could see thkgious beliefs from a cultural
point of view. Religious beliefs and practices eegsed the spirit of the culture. This
is declining and, therefore, what is expresseditunalistic practice is a declined
cultural perspective. His pessimistic attitudehe possibility of religious expression
in language emerged from his singular understandirignguage at the early phase
of his philosophy. However, his pessimistic atteudhough not severe as in the

early phase, is linked to the emergence of moderlizations.

In the background of the decline of culture, itimspossible to express
religious beliefs. Wittgenstein shared Spengledsai of obstacles to artistic
expression due to cultural decline. Religion undegythe fate as art. Religious
inexpressibility, in later Wittgenstein, is conrettto his cultural concerns. When
the cultural setting is in its proper place, raligs expressions become meaningful.
The cultural surrounding necessary for religioupressions is disappearing due to
cultural decline. From a cultural point of view peat cultural context is not suitable
for expressions of religion. The meaning of religicexpressions is bound up with

social surroundings and cultural settings (DeArsgeli6-18).

An Ethical Point of View

Wittgenstein, throughout his philosophical caremgintained some sort of

affinity between religion and ethics. An attempt uoderstand the relevance of
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Wittgenstein's philosophy unveils its relation tanmban life. His philosophy, in
general, and the philosophy of religion, in paitacu is dependent on human
existential dealings. In his early writings, Wittggeein insists that religious beliefs
along with ethical values are transcendental. Relgy assertions are as
inexpressible as ethical values. Religion and sthliec not belong to the world of
facts. Values along with religious belief cannotdagd but only shown. Ethics and
religion converge at the point that it is transcartdl and any attempt to express that
which is transcendental will result in nonsense. his Lectures on Ethigs
Wittgenstein links the inexpressibility of ethicablues and inexpressibility of
religious values. He makes a distinction betwedative value and absolute value.
He claims that statements of relative value camXjessed in factual statements,
and statements of absolute value cannot be exprésgactual statements (38-39).
The inexpressibility of ethical or absolute vallsoaapplies to religious value in his
lectures. Wittgenstein continued this approach ewehis later remarks. "What is

Good is Divine too. That, strangely enough, sumswypethics” CV 5).

Wittgenstein was inspired to identify values witle mystical and excluded
values from the intelligible world. He was abldritegrate value into the life flow of
human life (Litwack 8). The meaning of life - notthe sense of the purpose of life -
is the sense of the world that belongs to the detsif the world. He makes a
distinction between two godheads; the world, ondhe hand, with its factuality,
and independent I, on the other hand, with meawhdjffe and God. It is the

"independent I" that is the basis of a good andoidife. Thus the “independent I"
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has an important role in the mystical thought ofttgénstein. Interestingly,

Wittgenstein was reported to have said that thpgse ofTractatusis ethical.

Wittgenstein's talk about the religious terms likgod," "soul" and
"immortality of soul" seems to be equated with edhiexpressions even during the
later stage of his philosophy. "I have always wdnie say something about (the)
grammar of ethical expressions, or e.g. of God'd.(gh Citron, "Religious
Language" 27). Wittgenstein's conversation on 2&eDder 1944 stresses the

affinity between religion and morality (Rhees, "Qaligion" 411).

Wittgenstein's understanding of religious lifeaagpicture that regulates the
life of the believer has many ethical implicatiofifie purpose of religious belief,
though not expressed in propositions, is ethicaligibus beliefs serve as guiding
principles and standing right in front of humanngs. Religious beliefs have an
important role in forming a moral conscience angufating man's actions which
involve moral standards. Thus, religious beliefgeha considerable influence on the
moral behavior of human beings. However, an ovephasis on the moral
perspective can reduce Wittgenstein's view onicligp mere morality. Morality is
an element in religious life. The presence of usioituals and the existence of
various sacred scriptures help to shape moral nsggoand religious forms of life. It
is within the religious forms of life that moralsonses are formulated (Hodges and
Aikin, “Possibility of Religion” 15). Though Wittgestein linked ethics and religion
tightly, it is not right to consider his thinking & reductive view of religion (Hare

393). In the reductive view, religion is simply wied as morality associated with
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certain emotions and narratives. Wittgenstein is d#stanced from such a

consideration.

A Non-Metaphysical Point of View

Wittgenstein has influenced the discipline of pbkdphy as well as its
subsidiary fields including the philosophy of rédig. He has produced two different
philosophies yet equally brilliant and mainly ceetéon the philosophy of language
with a non-metaphysical approach. Wittgensteindtri® avoid metaphysical
concerns from the beginning. Any metaphysical otite is inseparable from
metaphysical anxiety. Freedom from metaphysicaiedap»and overcoming misery
are achieved through living the presence. "l cailweod the happenings of the world
to my will. | am completely powerless. | can onlyke myself independent of the
world, and so in a certain sense master it, by uecoag any influence on
happenings"NB 11.6.16). Those who accept the world as it is \wout fear and
hope (Worthington 483). His non-metaphysical apginos much more evident in
his later writings. "Whatve do is to bring words back from their metaphysicse to
everyday use"Hl 116). Wittgenstein has made an attempt to brifigioeis beliefs
and discourse to their original home, centered len life of the community of
believers. This approach is exposed by explorirg riieaning his parenthetical
remark, "Theology as GrammarPI(373) based on his new approach to the theory

of meaning.

Wittgenstein's renewed approach to language andiae$ belief has a
significant influence on the traditional Judeo-Ghian approach to religious belief

which is highly metaphysical. Traditional religiobsliefs are highly metaphysical
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with their doctrinal and dogmatic character. Aft#ittgenstein, there was a change
in the approach and in the application of religidedief, a change from theory to
practice. The grammar of religious belief changesnf abstract and systematical
theories to the simple everyday life of human bginghe meaning of religious
language was divorced from its doctrinal footingsd dound its meaning in ordinary
life situations, where one used them in religioetelorations and ritual practices
(Wettstein 6). Wittgenstein's remarks on religiowl aeligious belief associated with
the language-game and form of life are beyond evgbian since they do not rest on
any metaphysical or doctrinal foundation. They dot meed any ground or
rationalization. Any metaphysical or scientific graling is incoherent in religious
beliefs for Wittgenstein. However, Wittgensteimist moving to an irrationalism or
rejecting any creeds or doctrines in religion. Wisatimportant in religion is a
commitment and a way of acting that requires th@ieatation of one's life. A
system of beliefs is inescapable in any religionc@dnmitment to that system of
belief gains priority in genuine religious beliefhe non-speculative aspects of
religion as a way of life are more attractive fontdgenstein. For him, religious

beliefs are matters of heart and soul not of spdimal intelligence RPP 33).

Conclusion

Wittgenstein’s profound thought had rich implicais regarding religious
belief and religion. In his early philosophy, sidenoccupies a central place to
articulate what is beyond the boundary of langu&gence overcomes the limits of
human language. In his later philosophy, religitargguage and different religious

languages are legitimized by the multiple usesaofylage. An evaluation of his
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linguistic philosophy and its application in rebgis belief reveals that in spite of the
limitations of his philosophy, Wittgenstein has iehed the contemporary

philosophy of religion.

Wittgenstein seems to have realized that religimmnot be dismissed to the
realm of silence later in his philosophical card@dre claim at the concluding verse
of Tractatuswhatever we cannot speak we must pass over incsilenplies that
religious discourse is at the realm of the mystmakhe inexpressible. However,
religious discourse abounds and people live by. tiike tendency to seek
explanation and justification corrupts religioustlghts and discourses. Hence, in
the light of his new theory of language and meanWgtgenstein sought to cleanse
religious language by his notions of the languagerg and family resemblance. In
Philosophical Investigationsa meaningful talk about religion is made avagatd
us to understand religious language as a distaogjuage-game with its limited
autonomy and religion as a form of life. The trarstence of religious language is
brought to the daily use of ordinary language. Botain extend, Wittgenstein's
adoption of a descriptive approach ruled out thplanations and justifications
regarding religious beliefs. Allowing space for tpurality of world religions
accomplished this task. However, his insight irgligious utterance and rituals was
only brought to light in the later periods of hiel Those insights are available to us
in the forms of notes and remarks and.@ctures on Religious BeliefSulture and

Value and Remarksn Frazer's Golden Bough

A meaningful talk about religion, religious speexddts and religious rituals is

possible in the later understanding of religiousmdm. The varieties of
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understanding of religious belief are made avagdablWittgenstein's later insights.
Though Wittgenstein was not a religious man, he gamgs with a religious point
of view. His insight on religious belief can be séeom different perspectives. From
a pragmatic perspective, religious language is weugh tied up with the form of
life. It emerges from the everyday shared practafethe community of believers.
Religious beliefs have their effects on the beliemea subjective and communal
level by directing and regulating their lives. R@hus language and religious rituals
express the very existential concern of the betgvesquiring no theoretical or
scientific explanations. From a spiritual pointwaéw, religious beliefs are seen as
passion and trust without having the ground of arasr historical evidence, and
without slipping back to fundamentalism and terrAt.this stage, actions speak
louder than words. In a way, Wittgenstein is reftugrto the mysticism of his early

philosophy.

Viewing Wittgenstein's thoughts on religious bisliérom different angles
enables us to speak of religion and religious Beheore meaningfully. Though any
talk on religion and religious matter is nonsenséecame important nonsense in
his later philosophy, with its ability to manifaielf in human life and center on the
important aspects of human life. Religious thoudigsame humanistic, able to find

their expression meaningfully in human life and netessarily in words.
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CONCLUSION

Ludwig Wittgenstein has influenced the discipliofephilosophy as well as
its subsidiary fields including the philosophy ddligion. He has produced two
different philosophies, both equally brilliant andhinly centered on the philosophy
of language with a non-metaphysical approach. ldisghand sublime insights into
religion and religious beliefs contribute to thentmmporary philosophy of religion
revitalizing itself. 1 have attempted to expose Hescriptive, pragmatic and non-
metaphysical method of looking at religion andgielus beliefs. The central theme
of his philosophy at every stage of his careepn®@i$ed on language and meaning.
Wittgenstein has not produced any systematic thsomf religion in his
philosophical career. Rather, he has expressedsisiieg tendency to doubt the
possibility of meaningfully expressing religion argligious beliefs in language. In
spite of his doubt about the meaningful expressibreligion in language, can one
find any traces of meaning in religious utterandssthere a space for a meaningful
talk about religion and religious beliefs in Witttgtein's philosophy at its various
stages? A positive answer to the question can hbegedrat after surfing his

philosophy.

Wittgenstein, in his linguistic analysis, focusesthe theories of meaning at
both phases of his philosophiractatus Logico Philosophicus/hich represents his
early thought, brings forth the picture theory oéaning where the structure of
language reveals the structure of reality, anddagg is founded on the bedrock of
reality. At this stage, there is not much roomday meaningful talk about religion

and religious belief, since they come outside thenldary of language. The purpose



of his philosophy is served by setting boundaryh expression of thought; that is,
language which describes the facts of this worldy Aattempt to trespass the
boundary results in nonsense. Since religion afidioas belief fall beyond the

boundary of language, any statement on religiorofmes nonsense. That is the

realm of silence.

However, in his later worlk®hilosophical Investigationghere is a decisive
change in his philosophical reflection on languagd meaning based on his new
philosophical methodology of the language-game. [aBhguage-game can be seen
as an analogy to describe language. His linguasti@lysis based on the language-
game and form of life has contributed to differésdéues in the philosophy of
religion and the epistemology of religious belidhe dynamic and pluralistic
understanding of language and religious beliefs ias implications in today’s
world to deconstruct the dogmatic and fundamentalistude of religions. From
this, we can understand that Wittgenstein had perthil attitude toward religion
and religious belief, though he presented himsekh aon-believer. Religious belief
is taken out from the upper chamber of conceptattin and dogmatization to the
real life of humans, where it finds its meaningliflen is that realm where belief
and life merge together. A meaningful talk abodigren is possible within the

boundary of language-game.

Philosophy is conceived as a critigue of languageboth phases of
Wittgenstein's philosophy. Philosophy starts withuzziement; philosophical
problems cannot be solved, but they dissolve. Hreycompared to a mental cramp,

and a person caught up in philosophical perplagiompared to one who is caught
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in a room and wants to go out but doesn’t knowthag, or a fly caught in a bottle.
The function of philosophy is to show a way outhil&sophy is a battle against the
bewitchment of our intelligence by means of langtia@®l 109). Therefore, the
function as well as the method of philosophy is #@me in both phases of
Wittgenstein's philosophy. The function is therameuthe method linguistic.
However, the linguistic method he employs differs the two stages of his
philosophy. In his early philosophy, logical fornasvthe concern, whereas linguistic
function was given the top priority in his laterilpBophy. For Wittgenstein, the
therapeutic function of philosophy is proper lingjig analysis. The role of language
in human life is a running theme of Wittgensteiptslosophical analysis. Problems

start when language goes on holiday.

For Wittgenstein, philosophy aims at the logidarification of thought and
proposition. It aims at settling the controversaé®ut the limits of natural science
by drawing the boundary of what can be said or éirgy a limit to language.
Language articulates the facts of the world withrity and precision. Language is
capable of depicting the reality or the world. Waerld is a totality of facts. In fact,
the world is divided into facts, and facts uniquéstermine what the world actually
is. A fact is a set of the state of affairs and #state of affairs is a combination of
objects. A fact is not itself some kind of objectt lmbjects combined in a specific
way give rise to a ‘fact.” Language describes thgeace of reality in the form of
propositions. Hence to know the structure of laggues to know the structure of
propositions.Tractatus gives a clear analysis of the structure of prapmss. A

proposition is essentially an assertion about & dastate of affairs. It can also be
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analyzed into its component propositions until @gasition is reached which cannot
be further analyzed. This unanalyzable proposisoralled an atomic or elementary

proposition. Language is powerful enough to contaatity.

However, Wittgenstein brings out a realm that canibe articulated by
language. The explication of the mystical — thaiclhs outside the boundary of
human language is that realm. Human language ttaitsveal the realm of what is
beyond, where we have to resort to silence. Ethamdthetical and religious values
cannot be articulated in propositions, since laggua not reference-free in the first
phase of Wittgenstein’s philosophy. Religion andatwve call religious are beyond
human language. A sentence from the prefac€raftatusdistinguishes the areas
where language can articulate and where it camtiotite. “What can be said at all
can be said clearly and what we cannot talk abaihwst pass over in silence.”
This sublime understanding of the mystical whichdiescribes with his ‘doctrine of

silence,’ revitalizes religions that try to prouwadaconceptualize divine existence.

Wittgenstein, in his later linguistic analysiss@lims at dissolving problems
by rearranging what we already have. Here the amh method of philosophy
remain the same. However, he shifts the emphasie fogical form to linguistic
function. This results in a new philosophy of laaga. This is done with a new
understanding of language analysis with the helfheflanguage-game and form of
life. In language, words are used with their owangmar in specific contexts. A
word finds its meaning in its use. The differenesign different settings legitimize
the plurality of language. The logical form of theactatusis replaced by linguistic

function.
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Philosophical method is like the treatment for satimess. In Wittgenstein's
philosophical methods, he describes different listyu therapies. Therapy is used
according to the nature of the illness and theqresadflicted. The power of the word
to heal is better elucidated by his new theory eining. Meaning depends on the
use of the word in its context. Therefore, meamlagends on the activity of use and
context of its use. The meaning of language isiexf@d in connection with action
rather than reference. The meaning of the wordvegofrom the mould of activity.
Justification is possible only within the languaggme. The language-game itself is

not called for justification.

Language enjoys its meaning in religious discajri@s is in sharp contrast
with Wittgenstein’s early understanding of languagke variety of language uses
makes religious language possible. Language us#udnwihe religious setting is
meaningful within the language-game of religioneTheaningfulness of language
used in religious surroundings is tested only wittie language game, which is not
called for justification. The rationale of languagged in religion and religious belief
is found only within the setting of religion. Theuttiple uses of language also
legitimize the plurality of religious traditions arreligious languages. Language
employed in religious settings enjoys its senséiwiits boundary. There is nothing
common between different religious traditions. Ehexist some similarities and
relationships which Wittgenstein calls a family eetblance. Commonality cannot
be found at the depth level. The sense of religiamguage operates within its

setting. Therefore the meaningfulness of eachioeigybelief is to be sought only
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within its context; it operates within the purvieiithose believers who follow that

particular belief.

In Wittgenstein's later philosophy, language failsgive ample proofs and
evidences for religious belief. It fails to artiate a firm ground for religious belief
by way of evidence. Propositional proofs and sdienévidences do not support
religious belief. The use of language in relatiorrdligion is not meaningful in the
sense that religious belief is groundless. It isugdless in the sense that it is not
grounded on any scientific proposition, but rathexay of life. "The end is not an
ungrounded presupposition: it is an ungrounded wéyacting®” OC 110).
Propositions cannot safeguard religious beliefs frounded on the way of life that
is acquired through constant practice. A belidiased on a system of beliefs, which
is taken for granted. We acknowledge and trustdisiem of beliefs, which is there
as is our life. Here it is the sphere where actimminates. Language is not

something essential to religion. If it occursgsipiart of religious behavior.

In  Wittgenstein's meta-philosophical project, itiadal philosophical
theories give way to descriptive linguistic methwldere philosophical problems are
due to confusions in the linguistic usage. Phildsopracticed not by formulating
theories about phenomena, but rather by describitigenstein remarks:
"philosophy simply puts everything before us andthee explains nor deduces
anything" @l 126). The traditional view of solving philosopHigaroblems by
providing scientific theories and metaphysical exgitions are untenable in his
philosophical project (Hansen 1013). Wittgenstsinat in favor of a traditional and

theoretical approach - construction and defengehdbsophical theories - to solve
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philosophical problems. Rejecting the traditionahdatheoretical approach,
Wittgenstein never proposed an alternative thediy.approach is therapeutic. This
unorthodox method can be seen in his remarks agiaeland religious beliefs. The
traditional view of having a cosmological undersliag of God - God as creator of
this universe and looking for solid evidence toverand formulate sophisticated

theories to support such proofs are not in Wittggin's project of doing philosophy.

One could meaningfully talk about religion in Vg#hstein's philosophy
without metaphysical commitment. His remarks abveligion point to the fact that
one can meaningfully engage in religious practioghout committing to any
doctrinal and dogmatic system. Wittgenstein's tnesit of the language-game and
its relationship to form of life reveals the conti@c between human behavior and
the language they use. A philosophical investigatiavhich is primarily
grammatical, leads to the depth grammar whicheddahguage situation. A study of
the grammatical situations of religious languageldiits footings in the ceremonies
and rituals performed by human beings. Therefdre,donnect between linguistic

use and function is important in Wittgenstein'dgdophy.

Wittgenstein always wanted to see the connecti@osinections between the
different elements of the language-game. In ordamiderstand a clear view of any
language-game every element of language-game medmsseen in its entirety. At
the depth grammatical level the philosopher seestmnection among the different
elements of the language-game and among diffeagiguage games. Grammatical
investigations lead one to specific language sidonat In specific language

situations - as in the case of religious languaggtsons - the connections existing

204



among different objects used in language can be Jéw kinds of objects like God,
suffering, salvation, and sin are to be understoaélation to the occasion in which

they are used.

Wittgenstein's philosophical project is centered the philosophy of
language with a non-metaphysical approach. Wittgemslaimed "what we do is to
bring words back from their metaphysical use to rgday use" Pl 116).
Wittgenstein's renewed approach to language arndiaes beliefs significantly
influenced the traditional Judeo-Christian appro&ehreligious beliefs which is
highly metaphysical with its doctrinal and dogmatltaracter. After Wittgenstein,
there was a change in the approach and applicaticeligious belief, a change from
theory to practice. The meaning of religious larggues divorced from its doctrinal
footings and finds its meaning in ordinary lifeugsitions, where one uses them in
religious celebrations and ritual practices. Thgmlal discourses, like god-talk, are
brought down to their 'original home' which corsisf religious practices, rituals
and human existential situations. The grammar ebltigy is the grammar of

practice for Wittgenstein.

This non-metaphysical approach is exposed by amstigation into the
grammar of language. As we have discussed lastoseot third chapter, depth
grammar is concerned with a wider domain of languaged mainly as an
integration of speech with other human activitis®pposed to the surface grammar
which corresponds to the syntactic form of expm@ssiA context-sensitive or
occasion-sensitive aspect of language use is takten consideration in depth

grammar (Travis 100). Occasion-sensitive grammaurlevepecify occasion specific
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rules for the purpose of a particular occasion térance, a correct use of an
expression. The sentence can have multiplicity ofasion-sensitive grammars

depending on the occasion in which it is used.

Grammar is essential for Wittgenstein in descridangguage; a description
of grammar is a description of essence. Wittgenstdaimed that "Essence is
expressed by grammarPi(371). He makes it clear that the essence of |layegyuhat
is its function, is linked to everyday thoughts dinguistic practices. Wittgenstein's
claim that "Grammar tells what kind of object angthis” (Theology as Grammar)
(PI 373) is seen in an interpretative manner, in thekround of the stated claim
that grammar expresses essence. Looking at thef ugards within its surroundings
is the best way to find the meaning of words. Tbgmial discourses, like god-talk,
are brought down to their ‘original home' which sists of religious practices,
rituals and human existential situations. The gramai theology is the grammar of
practice for Wittgenstein.

Wittgenstein's non-metaphysical approach to mligibeliefs takes place in
two distinct directions: one in the direction oétreferents of language used within
the setting of religion, and another in the direatiof scientific and historical

evidence to support religious beliefs.

Grammatical remarks like "What is God?" or "How soe5od
communicate,"” are to be looked at by how they aeduin their grammatical
situation (WittgensteinZettel 717). Concepts like God, love and sacrifice used i
theology are to be understood in the context af tee in celebrations, festivals and

conventions (Bell, “Theology as Grammar” 310). Thencepts are used in a
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particular way by the believer and gain meaningesehwords gain meaning not
because of any object referring to them outsidgdage but because of words
related to the people who use them individuallgatectively.

Another important point Wittgenstein makes is thgammar which
expresses thkind of objects in all religious utterances is not umfo Grammar of
religious utterance is complex, various, and mixBde use of the analogy of the
language game and form of life shows the compleaftyanguage and its close
relationship with people and their lives. Wittgensts remarks that "If we look at
the actual use of a word, what we see is somettongtantly fluctuating..... If for
our purposes we wish to regulate the use of a\wgrdefinite rules, then alongside
its fluctuating use we set up a different use bglifyong one of its characteristic
aspects"PG 77). There is no uniform grammar for the word 'Gdce it is used in
multiple ways. "l have always wanted to say sonmgflaibout the grammar of ethical
expression, or e.g. of '‘God." Now: use of such advas 'God'. It has been used in
many different ways: e.g. sometimes for somethiegy like a human being - a
physical body" (Wittgenstein,.ectures1932-1935 5.1). Varieties of grammatical
usage make religious utterance complex and arédmibéd to a single set of rules
that governs it.

The kind of objects used in religious beliefs need not ¢ojustified by the
referent or by any rational or historical evidenEer Wittgenstein, religious beliefs
are not based on any scientific or historical enae "We don’t talk about
hypothesis, or about high probability or about ki (WittgensteinLecturess7).

Religious beliefs are not factual beliefs; howewvetigious beliefs involve certain
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factual beliefs: beliefs about the occurrence oftate historical events. For

Wittgenstein, historical narratives or stories @ceasions for believing.

The total character of religious belief is not thseult of good evidence. This
system of beliefs does not rest upon any evidemaeis there like our lives (Bell,
“Theology as Grammar” 310). For Wittgenstein, “tead is not ungrounded
presupposition: it is an ungrounded way of actig@C 110). For him, that God
exists or not is not the problem, but what is int@ot is what is meant by the word
‘God.” The believers believe not on the basis @& pinoof for the existence of God.
Religious belief itself is not an outcome of anyellectual enterprise. Religious
discourse neither justifies nor explains religiguactices. To adopt religious talk is
to express one's commitment to a certain way ef(kfarre 231). Penetrated into the
depth grammar, religious language does not giveex@ianation of supernatural
entities as natural science describes and explaamgral entities and facts. The
significance of religious expression is not itsereht but its function in a person's
life. Therefore, it is neither a referent nor stignor historical evidence to support

such a belief that makes the use of language mgfahin religion.

Wittgenstein's discussion on the symbolic and esgive nature of religion
gives some footing for a meaningful talk aboutgieln in his later thought. Religion
is expressive and symbolic; it emerges from cultunaals, metaphors and symbolic
narratives. The symbols, which are expressive watigout scientific explanations.
For Wittgenstein, error and progress are not featwf religion but of science.
Science and technology are based on instrumerdatipe; intellect and reasoning

tend toward progress and development. Religiouefeeare not of this kind. One
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prays, not because the prayer is based on a ptbeerny, nor does one abandon an
old prayer due to a lack of explanation. Wittgeimsfgroposes an anti-intellectualist
approach to matters of religion and religious bglids symbolic and expressive,
they are more akin to ritualistic practices. Witigeein places prime importance on
action rather than doctrine concerning the spiringdure of religious practices: "I
can well imagine a religion in which there are roxtdinal propositions, in which

there is thus no talking (Waismanrienna Circlel17).

The natural disposition of human beings to rea@nrexpressive way and to
create and observe rituals that can symbolicallyress the existential concern of
human beings serves as the foundation of religgymsbols. They are created by
cultural communities in relation to the primitiveataral expression of human
existential concerns such as anger, friendshigg, lbirth, death and other occasions
deeply important to humans. Religious beliefs areammgfully understood as
attitudes that pertain to life and concern livingperiences. Wittgenstein's
understanding of religious beliefs as ritualistioed not totally neglect the
theological worldviews that support ritualistic ptiaes. However, such worldviews
that are systematically presented are not esséaditalre of religious beliefs for him.
He makes a clear distinction between the languagé in religious practices and
the language used in doctrinal principles to agbese rituals. Religious practices
are ritualistic and symbolic. The expressive usesgibols is an important
characteristic of religious practices as distirrein the instrumental use of signs
Wittgenstein's point is that rituals are not basedny proven theory; however, one

can well understand a ritual in terms of a theory.
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In Wittgenstein's view, faith in God that pivofart of religion and religious
belief can be meaningfully understood as an attitdchis attitude of belief in God
can be supported later by rational thinking andolibgical formulations.
Wittgenstein is against holding any instrumentalppse behind religious practices
as in the case of the act of burning an effigy issikg the photograph of a beloved

one. They simply satisfy an urge or an instincthiat sense, they are non-cognitive.

There is a possibility of religion in Wittgensteifihere is a possibility of a
meaningful talk about religion even if not in tmaditional philosophical way. In his
project there is a naturalistic and pragmatic tesglevhich surpasses the space for
any superseding supernatural beings and any dagraati doctrinal proofs to
support such a being. It is pragmatic in the séimakit is rooted not in doctrines but
in actions, and that religious beliefs are capalblguiding one's life. Religious talk,
insofar as it is considered as a religious act, banaccommodated in the
philosophical understanding of Wittgenstein. Whaimportant for him is not the
words but the role of the words in the life of theliever. It is practice that gives the
word its meaning. Wittgenstein, in his understagdai meaning as use, is also
consistent in its application to religious beligeligious language is part of religious
activity; therefore, as religious behavior it gamsaning. Penetrated into the depth
grammar, religious language does not give an eafilam of supernatural entities as
natural science describes and explains naturalesnéind facts. Religious assertions
are not fact statements (Clackyittgenstein, Frazer and Religio®5). The

significance of religious expression is not itsereht but its function in a person's
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life; one can meaningfully engage in traditionalligieus practice without

metaphysical commitments.

Wittgenstein had a descriptive method in dealirnity \neligion and religious
beliefs as in the case of all philosophical sulsjekie never claimed to be the author
of any particular theory of religion. Wittgenstdiiad made several remarks about
God; however, he was not favoring a cosmologicaeustanding of God as in any
Abramic religion of the world. Wittgenstein conced religious belief more as
attitudinal than cognitive. It is a deeper and coghpnsive worldview. A belief in
God is the effect of such a worldview. Wittgenstainticipated some sort of
religious atheism reflected in the contemporarytavsi on religior’! He was able to
see the world from a religious point of view. H&igious point of view at its depth
view permeates everything pertaining to human Kenetaphysical and scientific
approach to religion is incoherent in Wittgensteinew. However, the rejection of a
metaphysical approach seems to amount to a kindatdiralistic tendency in

religion.

Wittgenstein has influenced the discipline of phdphy as well as its
subsidiary fields including the philosophy of rébg. His novel and sublime view
on religion and religious belief enriches the camperary philosophy of religion.
His profound thoughts on religion and religiousidéiehre based on his different
understanding of language and meaning. Wittgeristenew approach to the

philosophy of language has considerably influerfasdohilosophy of religion. This

™ Ronald Dworkin in his recent book claims thaigiein is not restricted to theism. There is a

possibility of being religious without believing eny god. He seeks a possibility of religious
atheism since he considers religion as an inteafivetconcept. See Dworkin 14.
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non-metaphysical approach has brought religiousodise back to the life of the
community of believers. Theology after Wittgenstéibecomes the grammar of
practice surpassing the priority of doctrines. TiWagmatic approach is explained
by the analysis of his parenthetical remark, thgplas grammar, based on his new
approach to the theory of meaning in his laterqduphy. The religious celebrations
and ritualistic practices of the believers find meg without scientific and historic
evidences. A meaningful talk about religion andgiels beliefs is made possible in

pragmatic contexts without scientific and doctrijuestifications.

2 Kerr argues that theology has become a matteuradtice with Wittgenstein's considerable

influence in philosophy as well as theology in tésent workTheology after Wittgensteilsee
Kerr 140.
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