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CHAPTER = III

- RELIGIOUS XNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF TFROM LINGUISTIC

POINT _OF VIEW

Béfo%A this we have discussed about religious knowledge.
Here we are concerned on knowledge and belief in general and

role of language towards religious knowledge in particular,

The problem concerning the distinction between knowledge

and belief in the western tradition is as old as the western

philosorhy which began with the ancient Greek thinkers, The
Greck word for"knowledge' like the English, can either the
facﬁlty of knowing or that wvhich is known. One task here
is to define the faculty or fuﬁction of knewing though, of
course, it can not be defined without reference to its object.
In oéder t0 determine whether a sensation or perception is a
case of knowledge, we must first, it is generally supposed, See
if it has fulfilled certain characteristics laid down for the
purpose. According 0 Plato, for example “Knowledge in
s .

¢« infallible and the objects of knowledge must be completely

real and unchanginge. These are the two marks of knowledge
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assumed at the out set which any candidate to title must
1

POSsess.

The whole knowledge can not be identified with sensew=
percepti@n, as claimed.by protagoras for ever the simplest o
and most common acts of knowledge contain elements of common
terms. The common terms according to Plato are called ‘Forms'

or 'Ideas?.

Plato proceeds to show that percepticn even withiﬁ its
own sphere, is not knowledge ak all. It hes already been
pointed cut that even the simplest act of knowledge is not
pessible without some elements of *‘Forms' which according to
Pleto, are the true objects of knowledge. Though perception
has the first characteristic of infalibility in & sense, it
can not apprehen the second characteristic of existence and
truth. "Knowledge can not reside in the impressions,'but in

n2

our reflection upon them, Thus impression, that is, per=

1. Plato's theory of knowledge. The Theaetetus and the

Sophist( tr -« with a running commentary by F M. Cornford,
Koutledge and Kegan Paul, 14d Bngon - 1935, pp.28-29.

2e ibid, 186
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perceiving has no part’in apprehending truth without which
there can be know knowledge. Hence Plato establishes that

perception and knowledge can not possibly be the same thing.

According to Kant,-empir;cal judgements are either
'of experience’ ofL ‘of perceptiont. He writes "Empirical judge-
ments, so far as they have cbjective validity, are judgements
of experience, but those which are only suhjectiVely valid

3

I name,meie Judgements of perception. He thinks that the

judgements of perception yreguires no pure concept of the
understanding. When one says “the room is warm“,'Sugar is sweet®
we have such Judgements ©of perceptian. Such judgements Rant
thinks, refer merely to feeling and they hold good only for
thé perceiving subject without any reference to universél
validity. When Plato criticises and rejects protagoras claim
ﬁhat “perceptian‘is knowledge, he seems to have‘anticipatéd
such judgements of perception which Kant latter points out.

| Thus for beth Platc and Kant such sense-perceptions can never

have the status of knowledge proper.

Plato points out that true judgement or right cpinion
or true belief can not be called kuowledge. Knowledge must be

3a Immanuel Xant = “Prolegomena to Any future metaphysics

( tr = by L.W, Beak, The liberal Arts Press Inc U.S.3.
1950, ppe. 45-<46 ) '
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£full and complete understanding, rational comprehension, and
not merely instinctive belief, It must be‘grounded on reason
not on faith. Knowledge is always accompanled by a true account
of its grounds, unshakable by perception and possessed by géés
and only a few among'men, True bellef is produced by persvation

. not based on ratiomal grounds, and can be changed by persuation,

and is possessed by 2ll mankind.

Further according to Plato, true belief accompanied by
an account or explanation alse can not be ideﬁtified with

knowledge.

Theaetatus points out that knowledge is of what is tzue,
and that eternal and ﬁnchanging'_Ferm:or Ideas -are the objects

of knowleége. Knowledge is thus distinguished from»'deaf or

belief which is directed to sensibles as its objects.éA Here the
Plato's explicit assumptlon is that the fact that knowledge :
and doxa are distinguishable implies that their respective

objects are distinguishable,

In the gpistemological scheme of Plato 'knowledge?t is
knowvledge of what is real ; it is an embodiment of f£irst princie~
ples called PForms, whereas a 'right belief at best fermishes

us with general falrly reliable guides which are as they

4. Norman Culley = "Flato'’s theory of knowledge” = Methuen

and Co. Ltd., London 1962, p. 61
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stand, arbltrary and unrelated, Thus I.M. Crombie poinﬁs

out "So far, the relation between knowledge and belief is
that when I know‘x grasp some realityy and when I have séund
belief I gfasp,'or heve in mind, something what Plato 1likens
to an/xff that zeality;“g |

In the ‘simile*® the contrast between seeiny objeets
directly and seeing them only through thelr images or shadows
is an analogous of the relaticnship between ‘knowing® and

‘bfalie‘éing"-.

uBellef is thus a state in which what is present to the
mind is not an cbjective reality, but @ representation of
this, namely, a& proposition sdmething that can be‘ﬁrue or
false. Knbwlédge is a state in which the oObjective reality

itself is present to the mina,®

In essence Apistotle accepts Platc's account of hknowledge,
but he modified some important respects the distinction between

knowledge and belief as drawn by Plato. For Aristotie

knowledge in its universality relates o ideas ; it does not
mean, as it does in Plato's formulation, that these ideas

are ever given separately from the correspending objects.

5o I.Me Crombie = ‘*Plato ! The Midwife's Apprentice,® =
Routledge and Kegan Paul Ltde, London -~ 1564, p. 104

6. Ibide p. 118
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' &ristotlé points out that‘knéwle&gé is not innate. As regara
belief Aristotle like Plate-suggests that belilef can not be
the same as knowledge. But his account of this distinction
between the two is not based on different kinds of objects
related respectively to belief and knowledge. For Aristotle
what exists in‘an? case is always the concﬁete,objects. the
concrete individuals, and all human cognitive acts of thought
and judgement relate to these, directly oklindiregtlyﬁ He
points out that ,; however, that, not all of these cognitive .
acts are of the same kind, They differ in respect of the
degree of ¢larity invelved regarding the understanding of
the principles and causes in each case, which in its turn is.

guided by human consideration of purpose at the moment.

Besides Plato's and Aristotle®s distinction of knowledge

snd: belief, the two schools namely empriricism and rationalism

-

answers the gquesticn i.e. "What is knowledge 2" in their owm

T respectSe.

On a closer examination the empiricist thesis in general
that~all’our cbncept and knowledge from sense perception can
not be entertained. Kant has no’ doubt about the cantentien
that all éur knowledge begins with sxperience. "But though all

our knowledge bedgins with experience 'Kant points out it
does not fellow that 1t all arises out of experience.“7

7. ‘Kant - 'Critigue of pure Reason' -(tr. N.,K. Smith )
Macmillan , London 1933 , B 1. |
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The rationalists contend that the human uhdérstanéing
oy intellect is the only faculty of our knowledge of objects.
The cencept of the uﬁderstanaing or ‘truths of reason' are
considered +to be £Oor superior to any truths grounded in
sensenperceytion. In plato's metaphysical‘epistemOlogy,
€.g« knovledge prcpef-ent&zly belongs o the rezlm of reason
completely detached from the senses. However, in reality the
concepts of understanding alome can not furnish all the

objects Of knowledge.

In ultimate analysis, the confléct between réticnalisé
and empiricism is sought to be reduced te the traditicnal
dichbﬁ@my-of propositions into (a) analyiic ‘a priori?
prapositians nd (b) Synthétic a p&&teriori propositions.
If such a dichotomy is taken for gfanted,as absolute then

gmpiricism and rationalism have much to claim as thsey do.

@

For Kanit, the phepomnenon of knowledge can be satisface
torily expleined only if it should be both synthetic and

apriorl at the same time Kent's concern is with g _priori

Evnthetic knowledaa.

As regerds belief, Kant's treatment is not so exhause
tive. To held that a thing is true is an occurance in our
understanding. It may rest on objective grounds, but if

' requireg subjective causes in the mind of the individual who



makes the judgement.;-Suchva judgement way be—valid for
“evezyon@ and its ground may«bé‘thus objemtively‘.guffieientm
_ThisvKant-calis,?cénvictig§f¢ Qa the other hanﬁ ¢ if it has
its grounds enly_in_the'specia;‘character'éf-theSubjéét; it
is entitled -'EQQSuaticn" ?ersuation_is.afmere illusion,
because the groand of the judg@rent. which is solely the
subject is regarded as objective, Sudh a judgement has oﬁly
privata'validityz@onviction has the pessibility of conmuni—
cating i& and of finding it to be valid.f@r all human reason.

The holding offa thing to be true, or the subjédtiue
validity ef the judgeneat in its relation to cmnviction, Kant,
thinks has threg degrees namely, opining, belleving,

knowing. Opinion is such holding of a jnﬂgementuwhich is
| congaioﬁsly 'iﬁénfficient'b@thr@bjectively and subjectively.
in:case of bélief; hewéVér.~car‘hclding of the judgement is
subjéeéi#ély"éuffiaiéht buﬁfébJQCtiVely’insufficient. Lastly,
when the holdiﬁg*af & thing to be true isgsufficieng both
subjectively and objectively . it is case of knowledge. This
perhaps paves the way for meny latter thinkers who maintdin
- the view that the difference between kngwleﬁge and belief

is one of degrec only.

8o the problem of knowledge and beliefs'iS‘éne»cf the
-most baffling problems of philosophy which has since the



dawn of philosophy Jitself provoked the thought of many

philosophers. In Modern philosophy G.E. Moore's explanation

may in the main be considered to be a faithful representae
tion~a£-£he'éaéﬁah Sénse'viéw'of‘knawleage and belief. Though
Moore is primdrily concernsd withﬁan analysis of belief in
general his theory is iﬁtended.ﬁa explain the difference
between true beliefs and false ones. In Moore's language

it cen be stated as "To say Of this belief that it is true
would he to say of it that the fact to which it referl |

.18 euwe while to say of it ﬁhat it is false is to say
‘of it that the fact to which it,refers simply is note n8
Every'bea;ef wruezor zalse two constituent elements can
always. be di stanguished. nawely, the act _of belief and
the - ghiect of belief Qr-what = believed. &n okject of

belief is also sometimes called a,prepoSitiqng

" 'In one of hié,éa:ly wriéings Moore explains the case
f,df a belief as an attitude ©f the mind towards-scmé prcpsy,‘
- gition. According to this account he éividés absolutely all
contents of the universe into twe classes, namely, proposis
tions on thé one hana.'énd things which are ndt propositions:

on thé other. One very striking feature in Mcore's

8. G.E. Moore = "Some main problems of Fhilosophy®.

George Allen and Unwin Ltd., London = 1955, pp.255=56.
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analysis is the impligatidn that belief is always an attitude
of the mind. Every belief whether it be true or ¥alse
always haé an object which méy‘be called a proposition and
the belief simpiy consists in’having this proposiﬁign before

the nind in:ohe ?aytiéul&r way in being conscious of it in

SO

the peculiar attitude which we call ‘believing’'es

on éhe rositive side of Moore's thééry. he discussing
" the ﬁature of belief in its relation Qith.imagination and
_ knowladgé. Some thinkers maintaing that the differénce between
'belief' and *imagination® is merely one of degree. John
Laird expresses-a view thch is almost similar o it when he
remarks “The upper 1limit of opinion, in this sense, is belief

(on sumething very near it) 2

\ In imaginétiom two s&lternatives ore may have the attd~
tude of bellef to the one and may not have the same atti-

tude to the other. 3But this only means, it is-printed out,

that thé difference simply consists in the fact that he:

imagines in the former more strongly and more vividly.

SO0 writes Hume "... that the difference betﬁeen fiction

and belief lies in scme sentiment or feeling which is annexed

9, John laird « “"Knowledge, belief and opinion".
The Century Co., London = 19230, p. 167
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| to the latter, and not to the former ..."10

Thus he points
out that the sentiment of belief is nothing but a conception
more intense and steady than what attends the mere fictibns

of the imagination.

For Moore knowledge is belief plus semething else 3 to

know something is to believe. it together with something else.

11

Some Philosophers lfke H.A. Pricharzd’l , on the other hand

maintain such a different view according to which *to belleve'
and 'to know® are two such things exclusive of sach other as
if they are in two different watertight compartments. Like

Moore, Malcolm tekes points to refute the stand polint of
——

Prichard and thenebylte reinstate the ordinary usage of ‘know'
and belief in which the two words are used interchangeably,

Ahother aspect 0f Moore's theory of bellef is concerning
the truth-value ©f a belief. lMoore has clearly recognized a -
| dlfference between knowledge and belief in respect of bhoth
| degree and kind., On an aﬁalysis in every case of knowledge

a corresponéing-belief Of it secems O be present. This is all

10, Hume = BEnduiries Concerning Human Understanding and
Concerning the Principles of morals. Oxford University
Press, Londom, 1957, p. 48 |

11, H.A. Prichard - “Knowledge and perception? Clarendon
Press , Oxford 1250, pp. 58«31
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that is generally_presgpp@se& in the treatment of knowledge
and belief and their relation. fjﬁspite of the varlous ex=
planations given by different thinkers the problem of knowledge
and belief still remains, 1f possible to be resclved., However,
it iz at least clear that believing and knowing are not terms
to be treated as contrary terms , Or as ﬁwo poles apart rather
they are ¢ be treated as cerrelaﬁes.‘élice Rmbréée peints out

that “the correct usage of ‘'believing’ entéils the logical

possibility of knowing what is_believed.1?

It is a fact that in our comon sSense USAge We nNever necew

‘ssarily make-beliéf assertion either to the exclusion of or.

in opposition to a knowle@ge assertion thereof. Thus in a
belief séatement there is always the logileal possiﬁiliﬁy'of a
knowledge statement. In our commen sense usage when we have

a knawledge statement, we seldom tcke into account the CoOrrese
ponding belief assertion. If, houever, one 1s guestioned about
the implicatian of such a belief statement in his established

knowledge statement, he would perhaps, undoubtedly entertain

- the actuality of the belief statement.-Moore alsc zeems to hold

12, (The) British Journal for the Philosophy of Sclence =
A pj. - 395"417.

N



such a view.

13 Such an implicaticon of the actuality of a

i
" belief statement by & knowledge-statement has very little,

,’
|

s
s
/

!
4

-called reasoning.

practically noth ing to do with our common sense ; it is rather

' & linguistic issue, a matter of analysis.

[

i
i

‘discuss the problem i.e. knowledge and Belief from a purely

- .

Now we come tO Russell's view on this point. Russell

analytical standpeint. In some conteﬁ% Russell employs the
word ‘belief' in a very wide cense thereby maintaining no

clear distinction between belief as such ¢n the one hand and
knawledge proper on the atheri In his essay 'Belief' Russell

maintains that the whole intellectual life consists of beliefs,

| ané of the passage from one belief to another by what is

|

14

In Moore's acount belief as such is not clearly disene
tangled from his account of true and false beliefs. But iﬁ
Russell's- an. 1& i ere is an attempt t0 analyse belief as
guch free from true and false beliefs. He writes "Thus ale

though truth and falsehood are properties of beliefs yet they

13, Moore - “Some Main Problems of Philosorhy" - George Allen
and Unwin Ltd. London - 1953, p. 274
14. Russell -(The) Analysis of mind, George Allen Unwin Ltd.

iondon « 1921, pp. 231-52.



are in & sense extringic properties, for the condition of

the truth of a belief is something not involving beliefs,
er (in general any mind at ; but only the objects of belief.
A wmind which believes truly whenr there is a corresponding

complex not involving +the mind, but only its Objects.ls

Wittgenstein in the Tractatus - an account of knowlzdge

in some form or other can be traced to the authors thesis of
language and meaning and senseé. In his 'Introduction‘ +0
Wittgenatein's “practatus™, Russell points out that Wittgene
stein is concerned with the conditions for a logically perfect

language. The whole function of languege is to have meaning,
and it only fulfills this function in preportion as it
approaches to the ideal language. and 1t is also widely
maintained that Wettgenstein sums up his perplexing philosophy
in his oft-qQuoted epigram "All philosoyhy.is ‘Critigque of

1 s 16

. language
According to him, a critique of lianguage, that is, a

correct of language, is the only means to resolve all the

15. FRussell -"(The) Problems of Philosophy', Oxford University
Press - London =182 , p.i129
16, L, Wittgenstein =-"Tractatus ILogico Philosophicus”®

( tr. C.K. Ogden )} Routledge and Kegan Paul Ltd., London =
1922 ; 4.0311 |
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proklems of 'traditionalighilcsophy, He says "most proposie

tions and guestions that have been written about philosophical

matters, are not false, but senseless. We can not therefore
answver questions of this kind at all, but only state their
senselessness. Most guestions and propositions of the phiiose—

: phgrs result from the fact that we do not understand the logic
of ocur language. Here Wittgenstein concern is with language
that is, factual language. He lays mich emphasis on the»*

analysis of language because for him the structure of langudge

|
Lis aeclue to the structure of reality or the world.

- Language and reality are supposed to have the same logic

. from the formal or structural point of view. Language as a

il

representation or plcture ©f reallity has something novel which

deserves our attention.

The 'Tractatus'® iIs solely concerned with foctusl proposie

; tions leaving the propositions of religicn and ethics out of
j ' ' '
| _

. its scope. A proper and rdgorous analysis of language, according
to Uittgenstein, leads us to his elementary propsitions as
the ultimate components of all £actual propositionse.
So far from Wittgenstein's ‘'Tractatus'® is that knowledge

“ﬂ?\_
is the understanding of the sense of a preposition which truly
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- represents a fact. This view is quite in conformity with one

very important criterion of knovledge which is generally

accepted by almost all philosophers, namely, that knowledge

must e trus.

For Wittgenstein knowledge seems to belong to thése

propositions which truly represent existent or actual atomic

facts. Such a contention would be true only if it counld be
shown that in respect of true propositions Wittgenstein is

~able to draw a digtinction between 'knowledge' and ‘belief’,

Here we can find the difference between traditional
philcsophy Of Plate and the logical atomism. For Plato belilef
and knowledge have different objects which are ultimate. Thus
for Plato the objects of sense are cbjects of belief and the
Forms or Ideas are objects of knowledge or wisdom, and these

objects are in a way ultimate.

Russell and Wilitigenstein do not maintain such ultimate
objects. Though our knowledge is knowledge of atomic facts,
these atomic facts are far from being uitimete in the sense

that they have objects as their constituents,

The contribution of Wittgenstein to contemporary Phil¢509hy,

however, is of immense value. It has ricghtly emphasized the



need for a proper analysls of our ianguage as a way to a

clear understanding of the world., He writes "The object of

¢ philosophy is the logieal clarifié&tion of thoughts. The

; result of philosophy is not a number of philosophical proposi=-

i tionsAbut to make propositlions clear.

17 Wiﬁtgenstein‘s

'Tractatus' has paved the way for ordinary language philesophye

Accoréing to some thinkers "analysis®™ is a kind of

paraphrase, a trsaslation from a less explicit to 2 mere

explicit form. But Wittgenstein thinks that the philosopher's

real task is not to ¢orrect or return our ordinary language,

but to endeavour to understand the various language=-games. aAnd

to understand our language is no longsr to know what it pice

tures but what it meens, that is, whet usage it has what it

does, what purpose it serves, and what work it performs.

18

The ‘Philosophical InVestiqation‘ points to the really

innumerable functions which the various words and sentences

of our language perform. It is sometimes not al all easy to say

i7.

i8.

Wittgenstein - Tractatus Logico=Philosorhicus ( tr

C.K. Ogden) Ro tledge and Kegan Paul Ltd. London -
1922, p. 4.112
Wittgenstein = Philosophical Investigation (Lr GCeBeMe

Anscombe, Macmillang Co., New York 1953,p. 264



— exactly what function a particular sentence performs. Hence

there is always the possibility of sentences and cther

utterances besing misunderstocd. $§ pointed out that if there

were no possibility of misunderstanding there would be no

The idea of language-~gzme as & logical experimental
— _

apparatus, then emerges as 2 rechanism of meoping clarifica-
tion, It obviocusly does not seek t© glve or find any definie

#ion of msaning , but reveals experimentally how we go about

understanding or misunderstanding it actually in our use of
linguistic expres;i@ns, This.is the reason why Wittgenstein
is concerned with expressions ag& locucions like *heving the
same meaning' changing its meaning ¢ ©tCe rather than\with
nicaning as such., &All this VWittgensteln suns up in his formila

fthe meaning of a word is its use in language"alg

This semantic or linguistic approachs can not be treated

as independent theories to account for knowledge and bellief

19.  7Tbid. p. 43



éhough they seem t© be in sharp and irreconcilable conflict.

Upto noﬁ we dre discuss abéut kﬁcwledge and belief
by different thinkers.'SQ»far as- religious belief and knewledge
is concerned the linguistic analyst eliminate it., Or in
{ otherwords the sole aim of the~iinguist@c analysis in the
begining was directed towards the elimination of metaphysics
but that had its concomitant repercussion on theology and |
religion as well, because these also have the ontological

basis.

The founders Of the analytic movement - Moore and

‘ Wittgenstein did not think it necessary to devote fully to
the problem of the‘éeaning of religious language.ﬁagre devated
only one passage t0 the problem ©f the existence of cod and
‘being embarassed by the question falled to decide whether

-belief in God is an article of “commonsense" Or not.

Wittgenstein in his 'Tractatus® made the guestion
0 be closed one, for, according to him, the ’natien~of God

as a being outside "the limits of the world® is bound o
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be nonsensical.

- The linguistic analysis wovement broaden the scope of

rhilosophy. Philosopher's are concerned not only with proe

positions but alsc with sentences which express emotions and
volitions. Language has been considered as a ‘game’ which is

multiple in nature, and no limit can be put to such games

a Eriqri. because the nunber @.f. games depends upon the ‘moves®
taken on the functions performed by sentences, which are infi-
nite and indefinite in number.g Since language as such has
béco,me the subjecf.: matter of philoscphy, # includes not only
the metaphysical i.anguage im!: .ali sorts of language-moral,
aesthetics, religious, the@legical and also the language of

science, history and law.

The study of language has been considered of prime importance

due to varicus reasons. In the f£irst , it has been found that
language is the first and direct object of knowledge.

. K
gﬂig 90

v

' Whatever we learn, we learn in/ through language. Segondly,
N T — ' | — -
for all meaningful communications conceptual clarity is essential.

Language in order to be intelligible and significant should not



«cnly fulfil the conditions oﬁ-syﬁtax but alsoc of Semantics,-
and Pragmatics. Thirdly, it has been uréed that the questi@n
of meaning can be dete:mineé'ana decided through the analysis
of language. ,Fpurthlz, the study of language ig lmportant also |
because it is generally Prone to be misunderstood, confused
and misused. Acéqrding to Ryvle, there are many expréssiens.

‘which are "systematically mislea&ing“wzq and which create

confusion..

Wittgestein also obsexves, that most Questions and proe-

positions result from the fact that we do not understaond the
logic of our language. It Is 2 merit of Russaell's +to have
shown that the apparent logical form of the proposition need

not be the real form'.
/

Language disguises thought and createg confusions, pseuda
problems, and puzzlemént@ Aocording to Russell 3 =
“Everything is vague to a degree you do not realize till

"ycuwhave»triad'to make it precise, and everything precise is

20. PRyle - “"Systematically misleading expression®™ in Logic
and language (ed) Antomy Flew lst éeries(éxferd, Basil,
Blackwell 1952).
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so remote from anything , we normally think, that you can
not for a moment suppose that is what we really mean when

we say what we think» 21

, Aﬁalysis; thus, becomes @ hecessary and ligitimste
[ activity. Most qﬁestions and puzzlements are dus to the
misuse of concepts énd misunderstanding of the logic of
 1anguage. It is necessary to understand the logic of

language.

The analysts held that philosoghical guestions are

different from scientific <questions. While sciténtific questions

are genuine factual gquestions, philosophical guestiens are
only the conceptual ﬁ?ﬁdles. FPhilosophical puzzlements have

| thelr root in conceptual confusion and misunderstanding of

the legic of language. As Wittgenstein remarks "Philoscphical

problams arisé-wheﬁ language goes on holiday.“zz

21« Russell ~ "Monist“ ~.1918, ps 498, quoted by Brand

| Blanshard, Reason and Analysis( london, George Allen
. and Unwin Itd.,1962)p. 128
22. Wittgenstein - Philosophical Investigation (Oxford,
Basil Blackwell 1953) , p. 19
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The'receﬁt trend in philosophy has its wide ?epegcussisns
on Theology and Religion. The thesis of the meaningfulness of
the theological and religious assertions is chiefly due to the
introduction of this new meﬁhad-c: iinguistié,anaiysis in philé;
saphyf The anaiysts have urged that linguistic aﬁaiysis is
_highly‘televent tg'Theolcgy and Reiigien, Eabause it_can put
an end Lo many centrsve:sieé and P@rplexities arising in the
“theclogical and reiigisns problems are anlyipséudow-probié¢é
having their origin in the misuse of concepts and confusion of

language 'language-games®.

If we look towards linguistic analysis, then it hed some
i inherent difficulties and éiscrepancies of its own., The
analysts ~want to remaln confined only to the language scheme,

and they do not want to make any metaphysicsl commitment. Buk,

in fect, language is not a self-sufficient and sclf complete

system. It can not exist in the void. Tt must , ot least, refer
£0 the analyst who has to make analysis. Language can not

analyse itselfs It must lnveolve a conscious agent to make
analysis of sentences and to 1look into their organization and

functicn. The weaning does not show off itself. It always
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relates to the agent who understands-the meaninge.

Further it should be acknowledged that there is a circular

process involved in analysis. For the analysis of some werds,

and expressions (say A) we use other words (say B,C.D etc.)

which remain unahalyse\. Agsin for analysing B,C,D, etc., we

may take help of another words anﬁ_infinitnm Oor orie may come
agesin to use the first one (il.e. A) which we aimed to analyse.

This will involve circulan process.
Language-scﬁemes form a heirarchy : there are different level

language-games. For e.g. ,when a commen man describes the
physiéal universe, his description is quite different from that
6f the scientists. Scientific language~game may appear quite
different from the common sense language =—game because of the
aifference in language strata. language assumes many layers

because of <the difference in the unit of description. While

‘the ordinary man tekes a particular object to be &he unit,

the scientist takes the units of foree t¢ be the unit. It is
this difference that mekes language~multi-layered.

Further, religious language-game is also differémt from the
scientific one because science are concerned only with rhenomena,

where as religion is concerned with the noumenon ox the ground
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of phenomena. In otherwords, the sphere of science is the
sphere of Becoming, vwhere as the sphere of religion 1s the
sphere of Being, The sphere of Becoming is a series of condi~

 ticnal and relative events forming causal séries. " The Being

/ underlies,this chain of events and transcends”gnccnéitionalityﬂ

and relativity , and is the realm of the Abgolute.

&

According to the Logical atomists the language pictures

facts. Here, & statement is meaningfuvl if it denotes some fact.

The meaning of a word or statement consists in what it denotes

'‘what a picture represents is its sense'.

The Sphere of science and religion are different.Science

can simply give knowledge of dact , but it can not say anything
about right and wrong , good and evil. It is the province

. lhef ethics and religion. Rei@gi@n does not involve aeny knowledge;

Qily it involves only affection and conation. S0, ghe logical

-

| atomist's view of religion can be described as “morality
touched with emotion®, - a definition give by , Mathew Arnold.
. The essence of religion acddrding to Russell, consists in

23

worship, acquiescence and love.

23. “The essence of religion', First published in the
Hikbert Journal Vol. II, Oct. 1922 3 Reprint in the

Ragic writtings of Bertrand Russell.
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While these words have a dogmatic basis and a super=

natural reference in the institutiocnal religions, they have

been given ethical meaning by Russell, Knowledge, goodness and
love are the chief marks of religion. Russell calls ‘good

life! to be the religious life. "The good life is inspired by

love and guided by knowledge. Knowledge and love are both

indefinitely extensive ; therefore, however good & little
may be, & better life can be imugiged. Neither love without
knowledge, nor knowledge without love can produce @ good

-life"?‘4

The later Analysts themselves have rejected the dicho=

tomy of anhalytle=synthetic propositions. With the recognition
of the multiplicity of language=-games, it is realized that

certain expressions may not £all within the dichotomy of

analytic-synthetic, and still have meaning because they have
their functicn. It is largely true for religious expressions.
They may not fall within thils dichotomy and still have
neaning because they‘may have theixr use. Religious assertions
evoke ’discernﬁént' and the conseguent emoticn and volition.
When the teacher say "That thou art to his diséip;e, that

evckes a 'discernment' in him.

24. Russell “What I belief" in the Basic Writtings of

Bartrand Russell = p. 372
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Language has been conceived as a form of life and it

has been characterized as a game. The conception of language

SN

as a game has the following implications sz
(1) Words are merely the #vols which can be used in

several ways and as such, they can have several meanings. The

meaning of a word is not fixed , rather it changes from game

#0 game. The same concept can assune different meaning in
different games owing to its different functicns. Thus every

statement has its own logic! 1If words do not have any fixed
meaning, it is not possible td assume a priori what is the
meaning of 8 particular 1concept-with9ut lodkiﬁg into its use
or the job it is performing iﬁ any language-game, AS Blansﬁard

puts it 3=

“The apnalytic slogan do not assume in advance that what

yvou mean will fall into any preconceived categories at a21i.

Do noct @rejudge what you ﬁean by ascsumptions a&s to what the

)| world mast be like. ILet each statement speak for itself § it
may have its own kind oﬁimeaning, and that kind of meaning

its own logic., The kgy to these varitles of wmeaning is languages
| Only through the nuancaes of 1an§uage can we explore the |
manifold content oFf idea ,impulse, and feeling that hﬁman

belng can exp;ess.zs

25, DBrand Blanshard - “Reason and Analysis” - p. 309.
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(ii) 2ny céncepts and expressions have diverse functions,
there can be countless language-games. NO limit can be fixed
a priori t0 the number of such games. Thus. we can not say,

now, with the logical positivizgs  that ail meanéngful asser-

tions must fall within two categeries.analytlc and synthetic.

The meaning of any assertion is determlneé by its function

and an assertion can have innumerable functicns. Through
language one can describe facts, ask questions, ilssue commands,
maeke rejuests, express emotions, and evaluate things and so
Oy’

(1ii) As every statement has oun logic and has its own

functions, omne language-game is not. to be confounded. with

cther language-games owing to thedr superficial resemblance,
The analysts are opposed te the paradigmatic use of wordse.
ONe expression should not be tsken as the model or paradighn
for all other exp;essions because the meaning of the atpres~
sslons varies in languaée if one game is.cenfused with the
other‘game. Eyle calls it "category mistake";,“Cetegery
mistske" consists In cembining a@nc opts of diffexrsnt categoriés

- or loaical type. 26

26. .Ryle = "Category"™ 1938 keprinted in logic and laniguage

serics (ed) AN, Flew (Oxford, Basil, Blackwell) 1953,
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{(iv) As a word or an expression is a tool, it has no

»significénce in itself. Its meaning is determined by the

rules of game. Morecover, the meaning of a word is to be deter-

mined within the language'game iteelf not by reference to

any extra linguistic ?ﬁ'universalvfact. For e.gs whether a

word means & particular or universal is to be known by the

way it has been used in any langucgeé-geme. In the 'Tractatus®

Wittgenstein held that the meaning of a word is ‘particular’
but in the_‘lnveétigations' hé held that the word has no
meaning apart from the languageagamé. Tﬁe-meaning of a word
is neither particular nor universal in itself, It is parti=-
cular when used in the sense of particular anﬁ universal when

used to mean the universal.

Lenguage geme iz only possible if one trusts something, it

~ is not “can trust something®. The gquestion Of ‘trust® or

reliance is elsewhere linked in %o the idea of a “system” of

b@li@fs .

‘This account Of trust and its connectien with a system of
beliefs and activities are clearly illuminating suggesﬁiens
about how religious beliefs work for a person arnd in a community
Wittgenstein remarks on how a child "learns t0 belicve a

host of things i.e. it learns to act according to these beliefs

{(and so) forms a system of what is believed ... Such an account



IN

e,

107

It is this last which allows the religious community contie

nuity on different levels, with the larger non-religicus

community. It allows it to seem and indeed be part , if not

whelly one, with the larger form of life, while maintaining,

for its followers its own unique f£orms.

- 8o religiousvgersené may be seientists technicians,

military efficers; and pcliticlans, even philosophers apparently

without essential conflict. Although Wittgenstein often talks
sbout religious beliefs as if they are the beliefs of indivie
duals, in fact, as his appeal t@'“system“ shows, he is talking

about a community of believers for whom the one distinctive
language-gamz may be expressiﬁe of a unique way of life, withe

cut denying the claims of other language~games «

One may argue that impliéd in the diversity and multie-
plicity of religlous beliefs is the basis for validating and
relativizing the truth of every religious beliaf adhered to

and practiced by any primitive, traditional, or contemporary

religion. Further more,vane may a1so arque that a Wittgenss

teinian view of religibus belief would seem to imply a similar

validation and relativization of the truth of réligicus

beliefs, since it recognizes a plurality of religious forms



fits accurétely the way religious belliefs are taught and
supported in religicus cpmmunities. What Wittgenstein says
about beliefs, generally applies then to systems of religious
beliefs, *All testing, all cﬁnfirmation and disconfirmation of
a hypotheses takes place already within of a system. And this
system is not & more or less arbitrary and dodbtful»paint»cf
~departure for a1l arguments g it beiongs to the essence of what
we call an argument. The syétem is not so much the point of

departure, as the element in which arguments have their life."

Religious beliefs do not functicnvthe<way we like <to
view the workings of ordinary empirical claimé. There is not
that cognitive posture of studied, in principled, indifference
to the truth of felsgity of particular propositions that
characterises the ideally disengaged investiga%o: 3f/empirical
matters. Propositions within religious systems are got aitowed
easily to be confronted or even challenéed by empirical matters
rather empirical matters are wore likely to be tested or
| viewed under their rubric.v The vitality of a system of '
belief is just its capacity;to confrént all aspects o©f the
world in a special interpreation for the community that

employs its distinctive language game, Thus, in turn, is tried

to many other beliefs not distinct to the religiocus community.
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of life which,must be accepted. However, whether or not a
Wittgenstein view of religious belief does imply the alleged

validation and relativization is an issue that depends largely .
on our understanding and discovering of some significant aspects
of the depth'grammaé'iadicative of a particular religious'beliefé;

Whether the religious belief in guestion is Buddhist, Christian,
Hindu, Jewiéh, Samoan or Tacist , it is necessary o make a
Wittgentein analysis of some significant aspects of the depth

grammar of religious beliefs in practice.

In order to understand what is meant by‘the "depth grammar®
‘ 27

of religious belief, it is helpful to relate the “depth grammar®

28. By the surface

of religious belief to its "surface grammar"
grammar of religicus belief, we wmean the recognizable way in
which a constructed or uttered sentence, expressive 0f a re=

ligious belief.,i@éks like in written language or sounds like

7. Wetﬁgenstein -~ "Legturer and conversations on Aesthetics,
Psychology and Religious belief, ed - Cyril Barret
" {Berkeley and 1os Angles 1967) pp. 56,63
28, Wittgensteln « Philosophical Investigation = by G.E.Me
Anascomle { New York 1968), p. 168
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in spoken language. By the depth grammar ©f religious belief.
_ywe mean the particular use made of ¢ picture projected by
' an accepted religious belief in conjunction with contain cire

geumstances-and.sorroundings what people want to picture with

their religicus beliefs are néw-ways of life and new attitudes

towards his life, and the life after death, all of which will

9 Unlike

require a new language and new ways of coﬁmunicating.2
the surface érammar of}religicus belief, the depth grammer is
shown by & pérsonai commitmeht'tochway of acting that is

charactérizea by.the willingness +o live by ones cgnvictieng

without the fear of death. Moreover, unlike the surface

. grammar of religious belief, the depth grammar requires not
| only lingulstic and speech acts. It also requires, if not

more so, pragmaxtic acts that can bring about the intended

effécts pictured by the accepted religious beliefs.

From Wittgesteinian peispecﬁive we would fall to under=.
| stand the depth grammar of religious beliefs if we are
i ' S |
tredisposed to explain religious beliefs ag "testable hypo=-

thesis". It is the view that dur religious bellefs as

- 2%9. Englemann, Paul -~ "Letters from Iundwlg Wittgenstein
with a memoir, tr -~ L. Furtmuller (Oxford 1967) p. 135
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- Wunshakable convictesen“. whose acCeptance,need='not be

e e,

based on testing for thelr truth or plqusibility. Viewed as

. unshakable convictions, our religious belefs caen and ao

change, regulate, and guide a person's whole life, even to

the point of risking everything including his life. We can

see that it is part of the depth grammar of our religious
beliefs that they become demonstrable as unshakable convice
tions which have the potential to-ghide, change, and regulate

i our lives daily.

There are four significant aspects crucial té unders=-
standing the depth grammar of religious beliefs in practice.
Given that ith
an accpeﬁed practice in connection with particular circumge

tances'and surroundings, it is an essential and integral part

of the depth grammar of rellgious beliefs. The four aspects

are as such =

k (i) Religious beliefs in practice are not propositions
which we can contradict by affirming on denying the opposite.
By virtue of their non~contradictory status , religious
beliefs cannot be justifiably viewed as testable hypotheses

whose +truth can'be'affirmed and /or denied, since neither

their truth nor thelir falsity is in question. Religious
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beliefs can not be contradicted because people, be they

religious bellevers or not, tend to think in entirly different

ways in which people think may and can prevent them from having
the thoughts that are normally associated with certain reli-

gious beliefs.

(ii) The second aspéct, ve do not mean to imply that

our religious béiiefs are lacking in reasonability or are
opposed ‘to écceptable staﬁdarﬁs 65 rationality. wWhat we mean
to convey is that the connections end pictures depicted by
'-OEr religious beiiefs are imagirable and realizable in a non-
feasonable. flexible, dynamic mede of operating that is not

amenable ofr limited to the reasonable unreasonable dichotomy.

(1ii) The third aspect, we are reminded that the demons-
! tration of religzg;;—;;z;;g;~threugh commitment and action is
not contingent on some supporting grounds with the guarantee
~of episﬁemolegical certainty or high probability. Rather our
religious Eeliefs become exzemplified in the umgrounded way
we do act and live our lives daily. What this aspect shows

iz a non=-gpistemological dimension impliclt in ocur unshakable
convictions beyond which there are further groﬁnds to which
we can meaningfully appeal for an endless justification of our
‘religious beliefs.

{iv) The fourth aspect, we havé in mind the picturing

—
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of new spifitual atrtitudes and new ways of 1life, all of which
are describable and showable through learning and using & new
language in connection with possible ungrounded ways of acting
for beliaveré to change and fulfii their lives under specific

circumstances with this aspect, our religlous beliefs are
| equiped, with a future oriented dimension which points to

the possibility of adopting new religious beliefs that would

- project new attituvdes,new values , and new lifestyles.

From these above implications Wittgensteinian view is

defensible ia two ways. Stated positively, it is defensible
‘ o ———————ee e .

provided that religlous beliefs are viewed depth=grammatically

as unshakable convictions with the potential to bring =bout

some describable life -chenging actiocns and life fulfilling

effects on the part of kelisvers. Hagatively, it is defensible

when religious beliefs are not view as testable hypothesis

whoge truth and status can not be countered or contradicted
with an opposite verdict. This megative way of making our

Wittgensteinian view defensible seems te show 2 phenomenological

suspension of vhat may be called the dialecticel or normative
stance in our Wittgensteinjan view of religious keliefs.

Accordingly, instead of imposing hypothetical explanations and

terminal justifications, religiocus beliefs are to be acknow-
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ledged and described for their meaning and value as they
are embodied and shown in each heliever'sl practice and way

of acting and liviﬁg.

e T

/ g > . .
(:Although Wittgesteinian view may be only partly but not
fully defensible. On the one hand, the 2alleged whole sale

validation and relativization is due largely to viswing our
religious bheliefs as testable hypothesis, which consejuence
can be eliminated by viewing depth-grammatically religious

beliefs as unshakable convictions which give rise to none

contradictory non-~reasonable, ungreunded ways of acting and
living. ©On the_@the?hand, the descriptive emphasis of our
Wittgensteinien ﬁiew is made methodologically compatible with
the undepiable ‘diversity and multiplicity of religlous beliefs
by curtailing any attempt to subject one-sidely t0 an indise
criminate serutiny or ethnocentric speculation the life chan-
ging aﬁd life fUiﬁilliﬁg potential of other peoples religicus
beliefs, rituals, and practices in which no counter judgement

or normative assessment is appropriate and czlled for.



In this chapter we have come through, knowledge and

/ belief in generai and Religilous beliefs from linguistic
point of view in parficular. Here although Wittgenstein
talks about religious belief as individual and in his appeal
to "system® he deals with the cdmmunity of believers where |
every language game has express & unigue way of life. In

' next chapter ou§ concerned will be towards religlous belief,
and its role inilifevand functions‘of,language~game

elaborately.



