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WITTGENSTEIN AND RELIGION
by
DANIEL CORRIGAN
Under the Direction of Robert L. Arrington

ABSTRACT

This thesis considers the implications of Wittgensteaady and later philosophy
for the issue of religious belief, as well as thetretaof religion to Wittgenstein’s
thought. In the first chapter | provide an overviewhaTractatusand discuss the place
of religion within the Tractarian framework. | thprovide an overview ofPhilosophical
Investigations In the second chapter | consider interpretationsdayrfdn Malcolm and
Peter Winch of Wittgenstein’s comment that he couldnadp seeing every problem
from a religious point of view, as well as Kai Nielsefamous critique of
‘Wittgensteinian Fideism.” The third and final chaptdetmup the issue of construing
religious belief as a distinctive language-game. |idensarguments from D. Z. Phillips

and criticisms of Phillips from Mark Addis and Gareth Maor
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Introduction

In a famous remark by Ludwig Wittgenstein, the philosophee gaa, “I am not
a religious man, but | cannot help seeing every problem &woeligious point of view.”
It is statements such as this that have led to muchalabaut the relationship of religion
to Wittgenstein and his philosophy. Unfortunately, the oolyrses we have of
Wittgenstein’s comment on the matter are scatteréenséants in his personal writings,
brief remarks reported by those who knew him, a seuokesit notes later titled
“Lectures on Religious Belief,” and a set of remarksinranthropological work about
magico-religious ritual. Wittgenstein never wrote anyghon the subject of religion that
he intended for publication and never gave a comprehemsaterient of the subject in
any form whatsoever.

Despite this lack of formal treatment of the topicadigion, and the scant number
of sources from which to decipher Wittgenstein’s viewshensubject, a
“Wittgensteinian” position within the philosophy of religidvas arisen nevertheless.
Moreover, this position has become one of the majorecmlers in contemporary
philosophy of religion, representing an exciting new eithénsubject after a period of
relative neglect arising from influences of Logical Besm. From many sides,

however, the “Wittgensteinian” position has come to ibpatagingly referred to as



“Wittgensteinian Fideism,” with this label seeming to éaviginated in a 1967 article of
the same title by Kai Nielsen.

This thesis will explore the relation of religion\Wgittgenstein’s thought, as well
as the application of Wittgenstein’s philosophy to théogbiphy of religion.
Consideration will be given to a number of interpretarg critics in order to provide an
understanding of Wittgensteinian philosophy of religion anexdamine whether the
accusations of ‘Wittgensteinian Fideism’ and otheiaisins have any merit.

In the first chapter, | will outline the transitiorofn Wittgenstein’s earlier to his
later thought. In the process, | will discuss thelioapions for religion in the earlier
thought. The rest of this thesis will be concernedh mterpretations and criticisms of
Wittgenstein’s later thought on religion. In the setchapter, | will look first at
interpretations offered by Norman Malcolm and Peter Wiackl then discuss Kai
Neilsen’s classic critique of these Wittgensteinian @oifthers of religion. The third and
final chapter will consider the application of Wittgensteilater thought to the
philosophy of religion. It will examine arguments from2D.Phillips, perhaps the leading
Wittgensteinian philosopher of religion, as well cigios by Mark Addis and Gareth

Moore.

! Kai Nielsen, “Wittgensteinian FideismPhilosophy 42, (1967) 191-209.



Chapter 1
|. Tractatus

Wittgenstein’s earlier thought, as embodied inTrectatus Logico-
Philosophicu$, had the primary goal of drawing out the philosophical inapiims of the
new formal logic that had been developed by Gottlieb FaegeBertrand Russell. This
new logic represented a powerful tool which overcameyniiaitations of classical
Aristotelian logic. In théractatus Wittgenstein would not be interested in simply
developing further technical aspects of this new logicjrbahowing its application to
the pressing issues of philosophy. “[Thectatug marks the point at which the
nineteenth-century debate about the nature of logic mantfeshe Post-Kantian debate
about representation and the nature of philosoph#s both of these debates were
argued in terms of the laws of thought, the point ofrg&etion between the two issues
lies in the concept of thought.

In keeping with Kant, Wittgenstein held, “Unlike scienfgilosophy] does not
itself represent reality, but reflects on the prectiowt of representing reality.”
Accordingly, the task of philosophy is to determinelthendary between legitimate and
illegitimate thought. However Wittgenstein would irduee an important ‘twist’ to this
Kantian project, a twist which is the origin of thieguistic turn’ in philosophy.

Wittgenstein held that thoughts are simply propositwhigh are projected onto reality.

2 Ludwig WittgensteinTractatus Logico-Philosophicu4921.
% Hans-Johann Glock, “The Development of Wittgenstein’soBbjphy,” inWittgenstein: A Critical
Reader Ed. Hans-Johann Glock. Oxford: Blackwell Publishers Ltd.1260
4 .
Ibid., 6.



“For this reason, thoughts can be completely expressiashguage, and philosophy can
establish the limits and preconditions of thought bytéistaing the limits and
preconditions of théinguistic expression of thought3 Moreover, it is not just that the
limits of thoughtmaybe drawn in terms of the limits of their linguistxpeession, but
that theymustbe so drawn. As Wittgenstein points out in the PeetddheTractatus to
attempt to draw the limits of thought in terms of thoutgelf, “we should have to find
both sides of the limit thinkable (i.e. we should havbda@ble to think what cannot be
thought).® We might say, then, that this project of delineathlimits of thought in
terms of the limits of language is one which draws ithéd of thought ‘from the inside.’
As for what lies beyond these limits, “[it] is not umkwable things in themselves,
as in Kant, but only nonsensical combinations of signs, asiCfihe concert-tone A is

red.”’

What makes this proposition nonsensical is that iatasl the rules of ‘logical
grammar’ or ‘logical syntax.” These rules determafeether a set of signs has been
combined meaningfully, and is thus able to represent redlitys point brings us to the
core of theTractatus the so-called ‘picture theory of meaning.’

According to the picture theory of meaning, language istaig@ or model of
states of affairs in the world. There is an isomarpélationship between language and

the world. “The essential logical form of languagedentical with the essential

metaphysical form of reality, because it comprisesdrsiructural features which

5 .
Ibid., 6.
® Ludwig WittgensteinTractatus Logico-Philosophicu3rans. by D. F. Pears and B. F. McGuinness.
London: Routledge, 2001. 3.
" Glock, 6.



language and reality must share if the former is toapalsle of depicting the lattet.In
other words, if our linguistic signs are to be capable ahgasomething about the world,
then they must have the same basic structure aedhig which they are to say
something about.

This basic insight is filled out as follows: Words, oMVditgenstein calls them
‘names,’ stand for simple objects in the world. Thalgiects give the words their
meaning. It is important that these objects be simifltney were not simple then we
would need to grasp the yet simpler elements which coenirése objects. If language
is to be able to say something about the world, an infiegeess must be avoided by
coming to a set objects and words that are simple abaalute sense.

Words, or ‘names,’ combine to form propositions. A meghil proposition is
one that depicts a possible ‘state of affairs.” Thisiteefers to a metaphysically possible
combination of objects in the world. The propositiomthas a truth-value (is true or
false) based upon whether or not this state of affairslfetion of objects) actually
obtains in the world. If a proposition does not comf@o the constraints of metaphysical
combinatorial possibility of objects in the world, th@e proposition is nonsensical. The
previously mentioned proposition, ‘The concert-tone Aetris an example of this sort
of nonsensical combination. While this proposition viedathe rules of logical grammar,
which dictate how words may be combined, it is simulbaiséy violating the

metaphysical possibility of the ways in which objectthie world may be combined.

8 bid., 7.



Propositions such as this are incapable of having a valtie (being true or false), as
they are simply nonsense.

Wittgenstein holds that the propositions of ordinanglaage must be analyzed if
their logical structure is to be made apparent. Praposiof ordinary language are
called ‘complex propositions,” and may be analyzed th&o‘elementary propositions’
that comprise them. Elementary propositions are mruade of the words or ‘names’
just mentioned. It is important to note that a propasitioes not itself name anything,
but merely depicts a possible state of affairs. stwihat Wittgenstein calls a ‘sense,’
meaning that it shows a possible way in which words (angégpondingly objects in the
world) may be combined. The elementary propositionda th‘function’ of whether the
state of affairs it describes exists, in other wordethér the objects it names are
arranged as such. Its truth-value is a result of flaction.” Just as an elementary
proposition is a function of the existence of theestdtaffairs it describes, a complex
proposition is a function of the truth-values of themeentary propositions which
comprise it.

Each elementary proposition is logically independeratliadther elementary
propositions. In other words, the truth or falsityaadiven elementary proposition will
have no ramifications on any other elementary propwositEach is solely a function of
the existence of the state of affairs it describHss feature of th@ractatusis known as
the doctrine of logical atomism, an idea which Wittgemsinherited from Russell.

While Wittgenstein was unable to provide an actual exawipddther an elementary



proposition or simple objects which words name, he arduedhese aspects of language
and the world must exist if the former is to be ableagpsomething about the latter.

The other central idea of Wittgensteifsactatushas to do with what he says
about logic. While Frege held that logic describes waiatbetween abstract entities and
Russell that logic describes the most pervasive featditbe universe, Wittgenstein
would show that logical propositions do not describe anythntgare actually vacuous
tautologies. “The logical constants (propositioc@hnectives and quantifiers) are not
names of logical objects or functions, as Frege amb&l had it, but express the truth-
functional operations through which complex propositiargsconstructed out of simple
ones.? According to Wittgenstein, logical constants are metfedymeans by which we
combine elementary propositions, in other words, ridethe combination of signs.
There are no ‘logical objects’ in the world to whichgbeigns correspond. If there were,
then there would be a difference in meaning betweeprthositions ‘It is raining’ and
‘It is not the case that it is not raining.” But we htidt ‘p’ and ‘not not p’ are logically
equivalent. Thus, logic does not name anything and tellsthéng about the world. For
example, that | know it is either raining or not rainiaistme nothing about the weather.
“The necessity of [logical propositions] reflects thetfthat they combine bipolar

»10

propositions in such a way that all information canoels™ The rules of logic are

exclusionary; they show what cannot be the case.

% Ibid., 8.
10hid., 8.



One implication of Tractariatineory is that metaphysical propositions are held to
be nonsensical pseudo-propositions. According td taetatus the task of a proposition
is to picture a state of affairs, a possible combinatfabgects in the world. Meaningful
language is thereby restricted to empirical or scierdiBcourse. As metaphysical
propositions do not picture a state of affairs in theldyahey thereby lack a sense, and
hence, are nonsensical. Like the propositions o€Jagetaphysical propositions are
exclusionary in that they tell us what could not beenilise. For example, they tell us a
thing such as ‘red’ is a color and not a sound. “What pselido-propositions try &ay
is shownby the structure of genuine propositions (e.g. that ‘rad’a@mbine only with
names of points in the visual field, not with namemasical tones)** The necessity
which metaphysical propositions attempt to state is inglea@n by the rules we follow
in combining words. “The only necessary propositions wharhbe expressed are
tautologies and hence analytic (their negation israradiction).™?

It follows from all of this, perhaps paradoxically, thia¢ propositions of the

Tractatusthemselves are nonsensical. Indeed Wittgenstein séys4at
My propositions serve as elucidations in the followivay: anyone who understands me eventually

recognizes them as non-sensical, when he has used thestepa—to climb up beyond them. (He
must, so to speak, throw away the ladder after he hrabeti up it.)

He must transcend these propositions, and then heasithe world aright

The obvious question that arises is, if the propostmiitheTractatusare themselves

nonsensical, then how can they be understood, le¢ dde elucidatory? One answer

1 bid., 9.
121bid., 9.
¥ Tractatus 89.



seems to lie in the notion that there are differgpes of nonsense. Nonsense does not
necessarily imply gibberish, as we often conceivé. oT he philosophical propositions of
the Tractatus like metaphysical propositions, attempt to say somethiagdoes not
depict a possible state of affairs. Therefore, tidslesophical propositions also lack a
sense. This seems to be the sense in which thesespimmoare nonsensical, while they
do give us a correct orientation about how to understangdid. Once we have gained

this orientation, we are to set these propositioiteass the nonsense that they are.

II. Religion in the Tractatus

Now let us turn to a consideration of the place afji@h in theTractatus It may
seem initially that th@ractatusis a weapon to be used against religion. After all, the
picture theory of language holds that the sole purpoBagitiage is to depict possible or
actual states of affairs in the world, and that any gsjon failing to meet this
requirement lacks sense. Just as this theory of languesyased to dispense with
metaphysics, so it would seem also to dispense with timgitns of theology. In fact,
the logical positivists of the Vienna Circle, who h#ld Tractatusas their bible, did
indeed construe the picture theory of meaning as an attackigion. The last line of
the Tractatusreads, “What we cannot speak about we must pass osierice.™ Otto
Neurath’s reaction to this line typifies the interpretaiof the Vienna Circle: “one
should indeed be silent, but radtoutanything.” What Wittgenstein seems to imply in

this closing line of th@ractatusis that anything which cannot be properly spoken about

¥ Tractatus 89.
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according to the picture theory of language is somethiegsbauld remain silent about.
In other words, if language is not being used as a deserigivice to talk about the
world of experience, then one should be silent aboutni¢er so as to avoid the misuse
of language. Neurath’s point is to add the idea thaetisemothing of substance beyond
the world of experience for one to say something abaeirfirst place.

The interpretation offered by the members of the Viedinele could not have
been further from Wittgenstein’s own intentions. Wha&empting to get théractatus
published, Wittgenstein sent a letter to a prospectiveghésli Ludwig Von Ficker. In

the letter, Wittgenstein explains theactatusas follows:

| once wanted to give a few words in the foreword whiav actually are not in it, which,
however, I'll write to you now because they might be afeeyou: | wanted to write that my
work consists of two parts: of the one which is harel of everything which | haveot written.
And precisely this second part is the important onetli@Ethical is delimited from within, as it
were, by my book; and I'm convinced thstictly speaking, it can ONLY be delimited in this
way. In brief, | think: All of that whichmanyarebabblingtoday, | have defined in my book by
remaining silent about 1.

For Wittgenstein there are things which fall outsiderdam of what is sayable. It is the
last few pages of thEéractatuswhich the Vienna Circle chose to overlook or to ignore.
At 6.522 we find, “There are, indeed, things that canngiubénto words. Theynake
themselves manifesthey are what is mystical® As outlined above, theractatusis an
attempt to demarcate what can be said from what cdnensdiid. Yet it is those things

which cannot be said that are for Wittgenstein the nnggbrtant. At 6.52 he says, “We

15« etters to Ludwig von Ficker,” ed. Allin Janick, trarBruce Gillette, inWittgenstein: Sources and
Perspectivesed. C.G. Luckhardt. Hassocks: Harvester Press, 1979:.82-98
'8 Tractatus 89.
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feel that even when ghlossiblescientific questions have been answered, the problems of
life remain completely untouched?”

But what does Wittgenstein have in mind when he speakiseofystical'? At
6.4 he states, “All propositions are of the same valitidf'the state of affairs described
by a proposition exists, then that proposition hasithtvalue of true. Thus, all
propositions which describe an existing state of aftaiesof an equal value. However,
this type of value, according to the picture theory of megns due to the existence of a
fact (a state of affairs in the world). Accordingltas theory then, a proposition has

nothing to do with value, but only with fact. Theactatuscontinues at 6.41,

The sense of the world must lie outside the world. éntbrld everything is as it is, and everything
happens as it does happanit no value exists—and if it did exist, it would have naueal

If there is any value that does have value, it musituiside the whole sphere of what happens and is
the case. For all that happens and is the case is aetident

What makes it non-accidental cannoti¢hin the world, since if it did it would itself be accidenta
It must lie outside the worlt.

For Wittgenstein, the world is the totality of factsates of affairs), and these are
accidental. Matters of value, and here he has in ntindad, aesthetic, and religious
matters, cannot be mere accidents. They are widllsematters of ‘absolute value.’ If
these things cannot be mere accidents, then they muesther source outside the world
of facts. Thus, ‘the mystical’ is the realm of ‘ahde value,’ outside the world of fact.

If the mystical lies outside the world of facts, thiealso lies beyond the capability of

language to say something about it because there are ntsdbjeihie words of a

7 bid., 88.
18 1bid., 86.
191bid., 86.
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proposition to correspond with. At 6.42 we find this ponatde explicit, “Propositions
can state nothing that is highéf.”

Turning more specifically to the religious, we find th&esment, Howthings are
in the world is a matter of complete indifferenceidhat is higher. God does not reveal
himself in the world.?* As with all matters pertaining to the mystical, Wittgein holds
that God, if there is a god, is natthe world. God is part of that which is higher, and
hence is outside the world and transcendent.

Just as Kant limited knowledge in order to make rooméh,fwe find
Wittgenstein limiting what is sayable (and thus thinkablerder to make room for the
mystical. In thelractatus Wittgenstein has limited the role of what scienae c
legitimately say. Science cannot provide us with ansredasing to matters of absolute
value. At 6.4321 we find, “The facts all contribute onhsétting the problem, not to its
solution.” Science can tell us about how things stand in thedwbuit this will not
bring us any closer to answering the questions that aliftgenstein the most
important, matters of absolute value. “It is hotvthings are in the world that is
mystical, butthat it exists.”*

Of course we find people attempting to say things thatediggaus and ethical all
the time. Wittgenstein tells us in his notebooks from pl@riod that he would not

ridicule such people for one minute. These are maiféhe utmost importance. But we

20 |hid., 86.
21 |bid., 88.
22 |pid., 88.
2 |bid., 88.
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might ask, if our propositions have no sense whentteengt to say something about the
religious, then why should we respect people’s attemptadamguage in this way? An
answer may be found in Wittgenstein’s “Lecture on Ethmsich he gave to a group at
Cambridge eight years after the publication ofthactatus In the lecture Wittgenstein
says, “My whole tendency and | believe the tenden@illahen who have ever tried to
write or talk Ethics or Religion was to run againsthbendaries of language. This
running against the walls of our cage is perfectly, absoltigheless®* To say
something about the mystical is an urge that has allba&ss in human beings. Yet
while we strive to say something about these mattersawenly dash ourselves against
the boundaries of our language. While it may be a hopefek=avor to attempt to say
something about these matters, however, it does nowfthat they are unimportant or

that we should disregard them.

[11. Philosophical Investigations
We have examined Wittgenstein early philosophy as foutiikeifractatus and
also looked at the place of religion within the Traetaframework. Let us now consider
Wittgenstein’s rejection of this thought and the develaproé his later philosophy.
Upon completion of th@ractatus(published in 1921), Wittgenstein felt that he had
solved all the problems of philosophy, and thus, left tHd.fi¢ was only after being

sought out by and engaging in a number of discussiondrnatk Ramsey of Cambridge

4 Ludwig Wittgenstein, “A Lecture on Ethics,” Philosophical Occasioned. James Klagge and Alfred
Nordmann. Indianapolis: Hackett, 1993.
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and members of the Vienna Circle, as well as heariagtarke on the philosophy of
mathematics given by Brouwer (founder of intuitionistmeanatics), that Wittgenstein
decided to return to Cambridge and his work on philosophy in 1929.

Ramsey was attempting to revise Russell's project of prayia logical
foundation for mathematics by utilizing the theory @itoWittgenstein had laid out in
the Tractatus Over the course of Wittgenstein’s discussions witm$§&y, a number of
problems became apparent with the system oftaetatus It was the realization of
these problems that propelled Wittgenstein back into philosophy.

The initial problem, the realization of which led to theaveling of the
Tractatus has been called the color-exclusion problem. Thpgsitons ‘A is red all
over and ‘A is green all over’ are logically incomgd#i. According to th@ractatus
these two propositions would have to be analyzed intoddyg independent
propositions. Realizing that this cannot be done, aactiiere are logical entailments
between any propositions ‘attributing a determinate propertyf a determinable
range,’” Wittgenstein abandoned the idea that elemeptappsitions are logically
independent. However, this idea was the linchpin of tiheegation of logic found in the
Tractatus “Without it, Wittgenstein had to acknowledge that themelogical relations
which are not the result of truth-functional compaositi ‘A is red’ and ‘A is green’ are
logically incompatible even though their conjunctionas a contradiction that could be
displayed by a truth-tabl&” Along with the collapse of the logical independence of

elementary propositions, goes the doctrine of thendiss®ipolarity of elementary

2 Glock, 12.
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propositions, as well as the idea that there isglespropositional form requiring that all
meaningful propositions are the function of truth-fumcél elementary propositions.

In time Wittgenstein saw that there were problemgusitfor theTractarian
theory of logic, but also for the doctrine of logieabmism and the picture theory of
meaning. The ontology of logical atomism, which held tha world is a collection of
facts rather than of things, could not be maintairfeatcts are not concatenations of
objects and cannot be located in space and time, ndregrextra-linguistic entities
against which a proposition can be measured. Furtheidehehat there must be
absolutely simple objects to which words correspond is cothfu§be notions of
‘simple’ and ‘complex’ are relative. “The squares ahassboard, for example, may be
simple for the purpose of playing the game, but may be enfipt the purpose of
producing the boarc?® If the notion of absolutely simple objects is coeflishen the
central idea of the picture theory of meaning holdirag there exist words that are
absolutely semantically simple is equally confused.

As Wittgenstein was beginning to realize these problentstiwd@Tractatus a
conversation with the Marxist economist Piero Sraftaild cause him to also relinquish
the notion that a proposition must be a picture of wh#gscribes. In the course of this
conversation, Wittgenstein was insisting to Sraffa #hproposition and what it describes
must have the same logical form, in response to wlickffa made a Neapolitan gesture
of contempt by brushing his fingers outward under his chin, dadgasWhat is the

logical form ofthat?” In the preface to thehilosophical InvestigationdVittgenstein

26 Glock, 13.
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remarked on Sraffa’s criticisms, stating, “I am indelitethis stimulus for the most
consequential ideas of this bod."Elsewhere Wittgenstein would elaborate on the
credit he gave to Sraffa, indicating that it was Srafho prompted him to view
philosophical problems from an anthropological perspective.

Indeed an anthropological perspective on the problemkilafsophy is what we
find in thePhilosophical Investigationghe masterpiece of Wittgenstein’s later thought.
Where theTractatushad envisioned a ‘scientific world,” th#hilosophical Investigations
envisions a ‘human world.” Wittgenstein actually intendeg@ublish thdnvestigations
and theTractatustogether at one point, as tlmvestigationdgs in many ways a criticism
of the Tractatusand may be best understood in contrast with it. Heweiie
Investigationgepresent not just a critique of theactatus but of the whole
philosophical tradition to which thEractatusbelongs.

Philosophical Investigationsegins with a quotation from St. Augustine’s

Confessions

When they (my elders) named some object, and accéydimayed toward something, | saw this
and | grasped that the thing was called by the sounditterned when they meant to point it out.
Their intention was shewn by their bodily movemensst avere the natural language of all
peoples: the expression of the face, the play of the #ye movement of other parts of the body,
and the tone of voice which expresses our state of miseeking, having, rejecting, or avoiding
meaning. Thus, as | heard words repeatedly used in theirgiapes in various sentences, |
gradually learnt to understand what objects they sighifiad after | had trained my mouth to
form these signs, | used them to express my own dé8ires.

2" Ludwig WittgensteinPhilosophical Investigation8® ed., trans. G. E. M. Anscombe. Oxford: Blackwell,
2001.x.
28 philosophical Investigationg.
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Commentators have referred to this passage in which Angusitounts how he learned
to speak as the ‘Augustinian theory of meaning,” and hisstheory of language that will

become the focus of Wittgenstein’s attention. He goe® say of this theory,

These words...give us a particular picture of the essafntmeman language. It is this: the
individual words in language name objects—sentences arkirtations of such names.—In this
picture of language we find the roots of the followidga: Every word has a meaning. This
meaning is correlated with the word. It is the objecwibich the word stands.

The Augustinian theory of meaning is really just a leghsticated version of the
Tractariantheory of meaning. What Wittgenstein wants to shatwasthis picture of
language, which can be found throughout the history of philosalitprts our view of
how language actually functions.

There is a constant temptation to think that the measfiagvord is that to which
it refers. However, asks Wittgenstein, what do wotgth s ‘Help!,” ‘Ow!,’ ‘Fine!,” and
‘No!" refer to? “Are you still inclined to call thesgords ‘names of objects'® In
actuality, there are countless ways in which we usgulage, and referring to objects is
the purpose of just one family of words within our languagéttgenstein goes on to
compare words with tools. “Think of the tools in a tootbivere is a hammer, pliers, a
saw, a screw-driver, a rule, a glue-pot, glue, nails arels.—The function of words are
as diverse as the function of these objettsSentences are conceived of in a similar
manner, as ‘instruments’ that are employed in diffeveys.

By describing language in this manner, Wittgenstein is dirgcts to resist the

desire to construct a general theory of language or torsé&ara general form of

29 philosophical Investigationg.
30 philosophical Investigationd 1.
31 Philosophical Investigations.
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language. “It is interesting to compare the multipfiat the tools in language and of the
ways they are used, the multiplicity of the kinds @fdvand sentence, with what
logicians have said about the structure of languageu(img the author of th€ractatus
Logico-Philosophcuy’®? The portrayal of the multiplicity of language set @ the
Investigationds a stark contrast with the monolithic vision givenhe Tractatus

In place of the picture theory of meaning, theestigationsnstruct us to find the
meaning of a word by looking to itse “For alarge class of cases—though not for
all—in which we employ the word ‘meaning’ it can be dediribus: the meaning of a
word is its use in the languag®&”A much more dynamic picture of language begins to
emerge than the one found in fhectatus Wittgenstein points us to the vast array of
ways in which language is actually used within the cor@éktiman life and social
activities. To this end Wittgenstein draws an analogywéen language and games.
When we use words, we use them in much the same weg ase pieces to play a game
such as chess. We play the game of chess by followieg governing how the pieces
may be moved. Similarly, we can think of language asgjaule-governed activities
which Wittgenstein refers to as ‘language-games.’ Thesrof any game are arbitrary,
yet within that game, they determine how it is to lzyed. The rules of a game are not
measured against how well they represent reality fiecl tactatug, nor are they

measured in terms of the rules of another game.

32 philosophical Investigationd.
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Another purpose for Wittgenstein drawing the analogy betisagyuage and
games is to elucidate his contention that we must @sistiesire for generality. This has
already been pointed to in the idea that language has rcajarm. If one wanted to
argue that Wittgenstein had merely failed to identifydbgence of language, he

developed the notion of ‘family resemblance’ to combat ¢hiticism.

Consider for example the proceedings that we call ‘garesan board-games, card-games,
ball-games, Olympic games, and so on. What is commoreto #i?—Don't say: ‘Therenustbe
something common, or they would not be called “gamestitidok and seewhether there is
anything common to all.—For if you look at them you wiitit see something that is common to
all, but similarities, relationships, and a whole serighefm at that. To repeat: don’t think, but
look!.....I can think of no better expression to charaotethese similarities than ‘family
resemblances’; for the various resemblances betwesnbers of a family: build, features, colour
of eyes, gait, temperament, etc. etc. overlap andamss in the same way.—And | shall say:
‘games’ form a family’*

The notion of ‘family resemblance’ captures the ithed language-games do not
necessarily have one thing in common, but rather baegdapping similarities. A
certain pair of language-games may have overall featucgsnmon, while another pair
has only details in common. The mistake ofThactatuswas to assume that one family
of concepts—scientific concepts—reveal the general fdrineototality of language.

The language-game motif is meant to elucidate the eskgisbcial nature of
language. “Here the term ‘languagame is meant to bring into prominence the fact

that thespeakingof language is part of an activity, or of a form ¢g.11*

We can usually
get clear about the meaning of a term by describing é&s bH®wever, we must describe

the activity or form of life in which the term is usedorder to properly make sense of

3 Philosophical Investigation®7-28.
% Philosophical Investigationd.
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this usage. Language is interwoven with non-linguistic/sies, and it must be
understood in this context.

Finally, something must be said about the task of philosapltpnceived in
Wittgenstein’s later thought. Here again we find a shezpkobetween Wittgenstein and
the philosophical tradition. Plato held that philosophyegas knowledge of ultimate
reality, while Locke held that philosophy cleared away rubtiiah stands in the way of
scientific knowledge, and Bertrand Russell that philosopbwylav‘enlarge our thoughts’
and keep alive our sense of wonder at the universe. Flatéh&Vittgenstein,
philosophical problems are confusions of language, and thettasidosophy is to bring
clarity to these confusions.

Wittgenstein points out that we know how to use our laggwary well; we do
so everyday. However, when we begin to reflect upoamguage, rather than simply
use it, we enter into confusion. “The confusions whicbupy us arise when language is
like an engine idling, not when it is doing its worfR."Also, “Philosophical problems
arise when languaggoes on holidaj®*’ Here we notice the emphasis on the everyday
over the reflections of philosophy. This also comesroMYittgenstein’s criticisms of
the Tractatus in which it was held that one had to understand thedhsituation
represented by a proposition and the atomic objectsdingprise the situation, before
one was able to perfectly understand the propositiofiactnwe perfectly well

understand countless propositions everyday without undensggatieese things. The

% philosophical Investigationg4.
37 Philosophical Investigationd6.
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same can be said of mathematics. W&femath perfectly well everyday without
understanding the attempts to ground mathematics undertait@ philosophy of
mathematics.

As philosophical problems are merely confusions, thepatrso much to be
solved aglissolved This task is to be achieved by reminding ourselves of theyeday

usage of the concept around which the confusion has arisen.

When philosophers use a word—'knowledge,’ ‘being,” ‘objett, proposition,” ‘name’—and

try to grasp thessencef the thing, one must always ask oneself: is the weed &ctually used in
this way in the language-game which is its original home?

Whatwe do is to bring words back from their metaphysical @rteveryday us&

Wittgenstein solution to philosophical problems is the moti@at we mustcommand a
clear viewof the use of our words’ by giving what he calls a ‘penspiis representation’
of the language. A perspicuous representation will shevdiversity of uses that a part
of language has in an attempt to bring clarity to th@u=ion which has ensued.
Philosophy has no doctrines and no theses, as thapeoise explanation that can free us
from all confusions. Instead, each philosophical problerraduire its own treatment

and method of dissolution.

38 Philosophical Investigationg1.
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Chapter 2

This chapter will begin by laying out Norman Malcolm’sengretation of
Wittgenstein’s later thought in relation to religiohwill then turn to Peter Winch'’s
critiqgue of Malcolm’s interpretation, while also segtiaut Winch'’s alternative reading.
Next, | will review Kai Nielsen'’s classic critique dfdse ‘Wittgensteinian philosophers
of religion,” as well as a more recent critique tNalsen has offered. Finally, this

chapter will conclude with my own critique of this debate.

I. Malcolm

In his essayWittgenstein: A Religious Point of VieWw;?Norman Malcolm
considers what Wittgenstein may have meant by his rerfiaaky not a religious man
but | cannot help seeing every problem from a religioustmdiview.” In the same
conversation with M. O’C. Drury in which Wittgensteimade this remark, he went on to
comment, “My type of thinking is not wanted in this prasaye; | have to swim so
strongly against the tide.” Wittgenstein's remarks niadey worry that there are
dimensions of th&hilosophical Investigationeing ignored, and also to worry whether
he (Drury) himself understood that the problems in this veoekbeing seen from a
‘religious point of view.” Malcolm, in writing this eay at the end of his life, has the
same concerns. In fact, he questions whether his winollerstanding of Wittgenstein’s

thought may be threatened.

39 Norman MalcolmWittgenstein: A Religious Point of Viewed. with a response by Peter Winch. Ithaca,
NY: Cornell University Press, 1993.
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Malcolm begins his essay by telling us that in this ré&mafittgenstein was not
referring to the problems of poverty, disease, crina, and the like, but to
philosophical problems. “The ‘problems’ he meant@rgosophical those very
complexities and confusions with which he grapples ifrfaiestigations*® To most
people the suggestion that the problems discussed inuéstigationsare being seen
from a religious perspective would come as quite a serpiihiere are certainly not any
explicitly religious ideas present in the work.

Malcolm points us to a passage fré@mlosophical InvestigationsPhilosophy
simply puts everything before us, and neither explainsleduces anything** Here
Wittgenstein is proposing a radical change in what phybg ought to be doing. It is
certainly not a description of how philosophy has beestilbrs, practiced. “The
traditional aim of philosophy has been to explain themtss nature of justice, right and
wrong, duty, the good, beauty, art, language, rules, tho(fghtrilike scientists,
however, philosophers do not seek to give explanationsmstef the natural processes

of the world. Rather, they offer explanations in tewwhthe meaning of words.

Usually the concentration was tmth-conditions When you say that ydtnowso-and-so, what
are the necessary and sufficient conditions that neusttisfied in order for your assertion to be
true? If a philosopher could spell out those conditionsdwdd be giving alefinition of the
meaning of ‘know.” He would have given a logical analysisa philosophical analysis, of
knowledge This would be an ‘explanation’ of what knowledge is, whebnsists of?

But if philosophy, as Wittgenstein has it, is not supposduteeeking out and

providing explanations, then what should it be doing®e“Task of philosophy is to

“Obid., 1.

“1 Philosophical Investigationg3.
“Awittgenstein: A Religious Point of View.
% Ibid., 25.
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describe Describewvhat? Describeeoncepts How does one describe concepts? By
describing the use of the word, or those words, that sxphe concept. This is what
philosophy should ‘put before us** It is this task of describing concepts that
Wittgenstein had in mind when he spoke of describing the langgsage with a word.
He also referred to it as describing the ‘grammar of alwor

Wittgenstein did not intend that philosophers should desc¢he use of a word in
its totality. Rather, the philosopher is to describes¢haspects of the use of a word that
lead to philosophical perplexity. Included in this methodesdbmparison and contrast
of the use of one word with the use of others. Throughpanison with the use of
related words, we may also come to a deeper understandangpotept in question.

Malcolm emphasizes that the idea of a language-gamegrnpat language is
part of a form of life, in other words, language is tetded in actions and reactions—in
human behaviour.” Thus, describing the language-game, grahamar of a word,
involves more than a simple account of sentence-aam&n or syntax. The philosopher
must describe how the word is used within the contettiehuman behavior of which it
is a part.

We are asked to consider the language-game of the wordiaménwhen a
person declares that he intends to do something, thsatigrresults in a presumption
that he will do it. Others have a right to expeaeit e will carry out his intentions and
that they will be able to plan accordingly. “This @ mmoral but alogical right. It

belongs to the grammar of the words ‘I intend to do Mat others are entitled to expect

4 Ibid., 74.
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the speaker to do X If a person never or hardly ever carried out his anoed
intentions, then his words would not be taken seriouslythis case, “His ‘I intend’
might be treated the same as ‘I would like.” An iraplpromise ofdoingis part of the
meaning of ‘I intend.”®

This brief consideration of the language-game of interd@monstrates that the
word is embedded in a pattern of human activity; ititeaplace within a network of
action and reaction, what Wittgenstein called a foriif@f When a person declares his
or her intentions, that person normally carries betéction. If the person does not carry
out the action, then he or she will usually give splanation or reason for why the
action was not carried out. “These are explanatiatisn the language-game with the
word ‘intention.”’ What this shows is that language-games provide a flace
explanations, reasons, and justifications. “For neagor having that intention; for
explanation and justification for not fulfilling it'®

Malcolm draws our attention to a passage fl@mCertainty a work Wittgenstein
was developing up till his death: “You must bear in mind the language-game is, so
to speak, something unforeseeable. | mean: it is not basgionds. Not reasonable
(or unreasonable). It stands there—like our [ffe.There are two important points to be

drawn from this passage. First, it represents a sharpatiisn with theTractatus which

held that there was an essential nature to proposjtam essence of language. This

“5 bid., 75.
“% bid., 75.
" bid., 76.
“8 |bid., 76.
9 Ludwig WittgensteinOn Certainty 559.
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passage is saying that “there is no common natwsayafig somethingthat the
phenomena of language have no formal urityPere words have their meaning only
within a particular language-game. The language-games hantearal connection
with the forms of life, or human actions, of whiclkeyhare a part. The second point to be
taken from this passage involves the comparison betwwegndge-games and human
life. While both are unforeseeable and inexplicabls,ihnot a comparison between two
separate things, but of two inextricably intertwined thin@air life is expressed in
language. “Certainly there could be no criticism oreatfon without language. Nor
anything that would come close to resembling human loveype,for hatred or joy. The
observation and description of language-games, if énsigve and detailed, is actually a
study of human life** To study our language-games is to study our form of hurfean i
However, there is no explanation of the language-gts®le. “There is no
explanation for that particular form of life, thatt{gain of action and reaction with which
the word ‘intention’ is internally connected. It was myented by people because they
foresaw some advantage in it, as they invent tools awhimes. It was not invented at
al—anymore than was talking or thinkint/” A language-game may be a part of our
form of life, of our culture, but it need not be a pEréveryform of life that a people

may share. “There could be a people who did not havevany that functions like our

%0 |bid., 77.
51 bid., 77.
52 |bid., 76.
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word ‘intention,” nor engaged in that related patteraaifvity—just as there could be a
people who did not have our interest in sport, or in*art.”

According to Malcolm, Wittgenstein emphasized that axations must come to
an end, and where this occurs is at the existence of lgeggaames and their associated
forms of life. “The inescapable logic of this conceptis that the terms ‘explanation,’
‘reason,’ ‘justification,” have a usexclusively withirthe various language-games.”
There is an internal connection between words anthtigriage-games of which they are
a part, meaning the grammatical or linguistic rules oldhguage-game provide the
word with its meaning. If this internal connectionvbe¢n word and language-game
holds, then there is no meaning of the concept ‘exptariavhich transcends this
context. Malcolm explains this as follows: “An expéion isinternal to a particular
language-game. There is no explanationtisas aboveur language-game, and
explainsthem This would be guper-concepodf explanation—which means that it is an
ill-conceived fantasy® There are many different concepts of ‘explanatieagh
operating within a particular language-game. A language-gaglé however, cannot
be explained, but only observed and described.

On Wittgenstein’s conception of philosophy, the subjectenatf philosophy is
philosophical confusion. These confusions arise fronngfganents of our concepts.

“The task of philosophy is not to explain deep mysteriestdobring clarification and

53 Ibid., 76.
5 Ibid., 77.
%5 |bid., 78.
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thereforelight to our thinking.®® Philosophy has a descriptive task, though this is in no
way a theoretical one. There are no essentialitiefis of concepts to be discovered or
theorized about, nor are we to formulate theoretical thgses about why we have these
concepts as opposed to others. InltvestigationsWittgenstein says of the task of the
philosopher, “And we may not advance any kind of theoryerd must not be anything
hypothetical in our considerations. We must do away alltexplanation and

description alone must take its place. And this descngeis its light, that is to say, its
purpose, from the philosophical problens.”

Another reason philosophy is descriptive, rather thaorétieal, is because we
already possess all the information that we needreTieenothing new for philosophy to
discover. Philosophical confusions have their sourt¢kdrconcepts of our everyday
language-games. “What are called philosophical ‘problenesaetually confusions—
confusions about our own concepts, the grammar of our awguége, our familiar
language-games® We engage in various language-games every day of ouraings
we know very well how to use the words within these laggegames. A philosopher
cannot teach us anything new about the grammar of our wdkdgshilosopher cannot
teach this to us—we learned it a long time ago. Whathelo is taemindus of
something that we already know. He can remind umefdifferences between

concepts—differences which we obsenveracticein our everyday activities—but

*® Ibid., 78.
> Philosophical Investigationg0.
8 Wittgenstein: A Religious Point of ViewrD.
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which we tend to forget when we engage in intellectuidatidon.”® The philosopher
reminds us of that which we already know, but may beamoméused about upon
reflection. Thus, on Wittgenstein’s conception of plajaisy, explanation is done away
with and all that remains is description. As he sayhkainvestigations“Our mistake is
to look for an explanation where we should see the @astprimary phenomena.” That
is, where we should sathis language game is play&?

After this consideration of Wittgenstein's later thoudWglcolm believes that we
can draw four analogies between it and a religious pdwmew. The first analogy lies in
a certain attitude toward explanation. “A possible ohay lie in the reiterated theme of
[Wittgenstein’s] writings, that explanation, reasgnstifications,come to an entf® In
religious thinking there is an end to explanation, holdscblm. For example, parents
who have lost a child may be offered the words, “Thelllwth given; The Lord hath
taken away. Blessed is the name of the Lord.” Whasehwvords would not provide
consolation to all people who find themselves in sudtuatgon, they may provide
comfort to those with strong religious beliefs. Noticat these words bring explanation

to an end and that there is no place for justificabeyond them.

When the search for an explanation, a reason, a jutificés brought to an end in the
acknowledgement that it was God’s will—that is a religicesponse. There is a religious attitude
which would regard as meaningless, or ignorant, or presiugtany demand f@&od’'sreason

or justification, or any attempt to explain why He wdljer permitted, this disaster to océar.

%9 bid., 79.
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For a certain religious attitude, God’s will is the gahwhich explanation terminates.
There is no going beyond it and no justification for it

Malcolm points us to the story of Job as an gxanof this sort of attitude
toward explanation. Job was a faithful and blameiess. He was also wealthy and
prosperous. However, one day many tragedies befelhioflocks were destroyed, his
children were killed when a house collapsed on them, artabdig became covered in
sores. Job became angry about these things whichhappening to him, insisting that
he was ‘a just and blameless man’ and that he did notveetdem. He wished to argue
his case before God, declaring, “He will slay me; | hawdope; yet | will defend my
ways to His face® Then God spoke to Job, saying, “Will you condemn meythiat
may be justified?....Who can stand before me? Who ivas ¢o me, that | should repay
him? Whatever is under the whole heaven is mifelbb is shaken by God’s words and
declares, “I know that thou canst do all things, angumpose of thine can be
thwarted.... Therefore | have uttered what | did not undadstthings too wonderful for
me, which I did not know....I had heard of Thee by the hgaof the ear, but now my
eyes sees thee; therefore | despise myself, and riepdust and ashe$§> Malcolm tells
us the point of this myth, as he interprets it, is i@ gis a sense of the concept of God.

“It shows that the notion of there beingemsonfor His deeds has no application to God;

53 Book of Johl0:2.
54 Book of Johl0:8-11.
% Book of Job12:2-6.
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nor the notion of there beinguastificationor anexplanationfor God’s actions. God
stands in no need of justifying or of explaining His wiaysnankind.*®

While a religious point of view may hold God’s will apaint at which
explanation ends, Wittgenstein’s philosophy, in an analog@aser, holds that
language-games and their associated forms of life aneétagi which explanation ends.
“The analogy to philosophy is that reasons, justiiic®, explanations, reach a terminus
in the language-games and their internally related fofrhsiman life. The assumption
thateverythingcan be explained filled Wittgenstein with a kind of iy Philosophy
can only observe and describe the language-games in whiehgage. It cannot give an
explanation of why these practices exist.

Religion is itself one such language-game. “A religiptectice is itself a
language-game—a pattern in which words and gestures argantar in acts of
worship, prayer, confession, absolution, thanksgiviig&s with any language-game,

we cannot explain why religion exists.
Religious practices are a part of the natural histbrmankind and are no more explicable than
any other feature of this natural history. It @& anexplanationto say that religious practices
arise from ‘a basic religious impulse’—any more thas to say that bodies fall to the earth
because of the force of gravity. The existence ofjils practices can no more be explained than
can the existence of sports, or of musical composition.

While reference to the will of God may put an end to engitian from a religious
point of view, this reference is not meant to funcgman explanation. “If it were meant

as an explanation, then teemeexplanation would explain everything....An explanation

% wittgenstein: A Religious Point of Viey®
®7 |bid., 84-85.

%8 |bid., 85.

% |bid., 85.
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% \When we give

that explains everything in the same way, actually éxplaothing.
attention to how this reference to the will of Goddtimns within a religious perspective,
we see that it is a way of bringing comfort. It is “n @tempt to bring to an end the
torment of askingWhydid it have to happen?'—an attempt to give the tormented one
rest, to provideeace”*

The second analogy between a religious point of viedWdittgenstein’s
conception of philosophy lies in a notion that Wittgeimsspoke about in his ‘Lecture on
Ethics,” given in 1929. “Wittgenstein said that sometimesvoadered at the existence
of the world,” and that he thought that this was the B&pee of ‘seeing the world as a
miracle.”’® This ‘seeing the world as a miracle’ is something tegious people
commonly speak about. Itis a wonder that there is argtlaither than nothing. We
find a similar attitude toward language-games in some dfj@fistein’s later writings, an
expression of a kind of wonder at their existence. Waiguage-games come into and
go out of existence in the course of human historyetigeno predicting how this will
occur. “New language-games are not based on grounds ongeansd therefore cannot
be foreseen’®

The wonder at the existence of our language-games is actiyethe same as the

religious sense of wonder at the existence of thingsis“philosophical astonishment is

not a religious sense of the miraculous—for it doesvimt the language-games as

bid., 86.
" bid., 86.
2 bid., 86.
?bid., 87.
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sacred”’* Nevertheless, we do find a similarity in the senseafder and astonishment.
“But in respect to the feeling of wonder and mysterig #&nalogous to the religious sense
of the miracle of the world and the miracle of hurfifn” "

The third analogy involves the notion that there is sbimg basically wrong with

human beings. A religious point of view holds that hunfang an inherently sinful

nature.

We pursue the idols of wealth and status; we want to be edneiven our love is contaminated
by jealousy, resentment, hatred; we are quickly offendddskanv to forgive; scarcely ever do we
love others as we love ourselves; we do little in thy @fagiving drink to those who thirst and
food to those who hunger; we are beset by anxietieseavedbatt®

A genuinely religious perspective holds that we aretspity ill even when we feel
healthy. Wittgenstein once spoke of this religious petseecommenting, “People are
religious in the degree that they believe themselvée taot so muchmperfect as
ill....Any half-way decent man will think himself extremelyperfect, but a religious
man believes himselfretched’

When characterizing philosophy as it has traditionally lpgaaticed,
Wittgenstein would similarly use terms such as ‘ilinessl ‘disease of thinking.” The
search for explanations where there are none, thi@sions of language in which we
become entangled, these are the symptoms of thesillrigghilosophical confusion.

“The analogy only means that in both cases somethwgoisg with us—on the one

" Ibid., 87.
S Ibid., 87.
® |bid., 87.
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hand, in the way we live and feel and regard others; ®@pttker hand, in the way we
think when we encounter a philosophical questign.”

The fourth and final analogy between a religious pofiniew and Wittgenstein’'s
later philosophy involves the notion of the priority ofiac over thinking or reflection.
For Wittgenstein there is no value in intellectual psamifGod’s existence. “For him the
crucial aspect of serious religious feeling is the emghasichanging one’s life,’
‘amending one’s ways,’ ‘helping others’....Wittgenstein wbhave agreed with St.
James that ‘Faith, without works, is dea "This view of religious belief is made very

explicit in a journal entry Wittgenstein made in 1946.

One of the things Christianity says, | think, is thasallind doctrines are of no avail. One must
change one’ife. (Or thedirection of one’s life).

That all wisdom is cold; and that one can no more usebiting one’s life into order than one can
forgecoldiron.

A sound doctrine does not havecttch holdof one; one can follow it like a doctor’s
prescription.—But here something must grasp one and turaronad.—(This is how |
understand it.) Once turned around, one rsiastturned around.

Wisdom is passionless. In contrast faith is what Kigaked calls passion

In his later philosophy, Wittgenstein makes the comparistnwden language and
games, while emphasizing that in playing games the playesactu This is designed to
point out the fact that our linguistic concepts are rootedttion and activity rather than
in reasoning and interpreting. “Throughout his philosophicakWdittgenstein is
attempting to locate the basis of our concepts in pgsistic, pre-rational actions and

reactions. It is not from intuitions, nor convict&gmor any kind of reasoning, that our

" Ibid., 89.
8 Ibid., 90.
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language-games emerge—but from ‘our actifg. Thus, the fourth analogy lies in the
relation between the notion that our concepts ulghgaest upon a basis of human action
and the notion that what is most fundamental inigioeis life isdoinggood deeds as

opposed to intellectually assenting to some creed oraainyg some theological theory.

II. Winch

Peter Winch has provided a critique of Malcolm’s intergien of Wittgenstein,
as well as offered an alternative reading. In thisiaedt will set out this critique and
alternative reading.

Winch believes Malcolm to be largely correct about Witigein’s attitude
toward explanation, but is concerned about the emphénsch Malcolm gives to it. “I
have no doubt that Malcolm is right in discerning sugemvasive attitude to explanation
in Wittgenstein’s writing. All the same, | find myselfofoundly uneasy at tHend of
emphasis he gives to t* The primary thing lacking is an account of the kind of jrsz
that have led traditional philosophers to seek the sbeggplanations that they do. This
search for explanation has been driven by a certam @fevhat logic requires of a

significant utterance.

It has seemed to them that the logical consequencesathae drawn from such as utterance must
be precisely determined by theeaningwhich it bears at the time at which it is made; and that
furthermore, that meaning, i.e. all the necessary affidient conditions of the use of the
utterance, must be intendedeant by the utterer at the time of the utterance, sotlcerwise the
utterer will be at full liberty to accept or refuseigen consequence at random and no one will
ever know with certainty what anyone (including hinherself) is actually saying.

 |bid. 92.
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If these conditions are not met, it is felt, thename would be genuinely saying anything.

It is important for two reasons to give proper attentmthe role of puzzles that
drive the philosophical search for explanation. Tls fg that it shows thigypeof
explanation that Wittgenstein wished to warn philosophagainst. We should not seek
those explanations “which provide users of the languageantktification for using
words in the way they dd® The second reason is that Wittgenstein goes famidego
warning against these types of explanation in his writirth the majority of his

attention directed to the difficulties giving rise te tkearch for these explanations.

Wittgenstein never thought that convincing the philogophat explanations come to an end
would be enough to stop the obsessional insistence amgaskanswerable questions. The real
work that had to be done was to make clear the misundéirstgfrom which that insistence
arossea. Arriving at clarity concerning the limitsexiplanation would be, at most, a stage on the
way.

The problem with Malcolm’s emphasis is that it woulddeus to believe
Wittgenstein was guided by the questidiWheeredo explanations end?’ This perspective
may lead to Spinoza’s notion otausa sui On this view, explanations must come to an
end because there must be something that has no fexfflanation. Wittgenstein’'s

purpose, however, was to criticize this type of outlook.

He does not think that explanations come to an end witiething that is intrinsically beyond
further explanation. They come to an end for a wagéguite contingent and pragmatic reasons,
perhaps because of a practical need for action, perhapsbaba puzzlement which originally
prompted the search for explanation has evaporated (faeasen or anothe?.

The practical matters of human life are what bringl@xation to an end.

82 |pid., 103.
8 |bid., 103.
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It is also misleading for Malcolm to claim that Wittggein believed language-
games and their associated forms of life to be beygpldeation. “Language-games are
not phenomena that Wittgenstein had discovered witpehaliar property that their
existence cannot be explaine®!”Again, Wittgenstein was primarily concerned to
expose the confusion involved in the search for cerypiest of explanation and the
puzzles that give rise to it. “The concept of a langugayee has to be understood as a
logical instrument in the service of that expostifeThe notion of a language-game is
meant to serve as a tool for Wittgenstein’s diagnddisaditional philosophy. In fact, he
thought that hypothetical language-games we invent mag bsedul for this purpose as
consideration of our actual existing language-games. ‘jphieal is to be understood not
as: ‘Look, here is something that cannot be explained tdiher, ‘Look at things from
this point of view; then you will see the difficultidsat you are trying to deal with are not
going to be dealt with through any sort of explanatiothefsort you are seeking”

Wittgenstein did not believe that language-games andoaial practices are
beyond all attempts at scientific explanation. Thers®s often provide well-founded
explanations for the sorts of questions those dis@plare concerned with. The issue is
what bearing thestiypeof explanations have for the sorts of problems philo spdre

concerned with.

As far as the ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ sciences (as distinatrf philosophy) are concerned, Wittgenstein’s
point was not, | believe, that language-games are intathgibeyond the power of these sciences

8 |bid., 104-105.
8 |bid., 105.
8 Ibid., 105.
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to provide explanations, but rather that any explanationrthgiyt offer would turn out to be quite
uninteresting and useleas far as the philosopher’s characteristic puzzlement is concétned

The scientists’ explanations say nothing about thieadqaseudo-explanations that
philosophers seek. The rationalism of Spinozaissa suifor example, was what
Wittgenstein wanted to expose as senseless. Scienpl@nations do nothing to
elucidate this kind of puzzlement.

After making these points about Malcolm’s general prtetation of
Wittgenstein'’s later philosophy, Winch turns to Malcolm’sempretation of
Wittgenstein’s remark that he could not help seeing all problfrom a religious point of
view. Winch questions Malcolm’s assertion that Wittgemsmeanphilosophical
problems when he said this. First, there are non-philosalphioblems in Wittgenstein’s
writings and reported conversations that seem te@eée om a religious or quasi-
religious point of view. “For instance, the problemhofv to live with something in
one’s life of which one is ashamed; the problem of lmwaonduct oneself in the face of
death; generally, the problem of how to live a decent fiteAfter all, in his remark,
Wittgenstein did say that he could not help seewgryproblem from this point of view.
Further, while Wittgenstein may have seen some philosdgiricblems from a religious
point of view, it seems that frequently they are nehsieom this perspective.

“Although, of course, theganbe looked at from this point of view, they do not have to

be and perhaps more frequently than not they are not dgre@n in this way >

8 |bid., 105-106.
8 |pid., 96.
% Ihid., 96.
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Secondly, Winch disagrees with the exclusive terms ichvhialcolm offers the
alternatives. For Malcolm, either Wittgenstein weierring to the social-political
problems that Malcolm mentions (unemployment, crimegptyyetc.), or he was
referring to philosophical problems. Winch counters, “Weg perhaps allow that
[Wittgenstein] was singling out his attitude to philosophicabpems for special
attention, but there is no reason to think that heneasiso expressing an attitude to
many other sorts of problems as wéfi.”

This is an important point because Malcolm’s intergi@tarests on the
assumption that in his remark, Wittgenstein was refgro an analogy between religious
andphilosophicalproblems. If we acknowledge that Wittgenstein may lsdse been
referring to problems other than philosophical ones, Malcolm’s search for an
analogy becomes implausible. “Are we to say foransé that [Wittgenstein] saw an
analogy between religious problems and the problemsoefindy in the manner of one’s
life? If we do so, we are in danger of losing our griop manageable questioff.”
There would be no end to the search for all the areddbat hold between a religious
point of view and all the different sorts of problemst@énstein considered in the course
of his life. However, when we look to the specifionding of Wittgenstein’s remark, we
find no mention of analogy.

Winch thinks it a mistake to search for analogies i, ¢bntext, and gives

consideration to the four analogies Malcolm claimsaweehfound between a religious

% Ibid., 97.
2 |bid., 97.
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point of view and Wittgenstein’s later thought. The fasalogy involved a certain
attitude toward explanation. Winch claims that to prgpevhluate Malcolm’s first
analogy we need to distinguish between two issues; fetggious belief is itself a
language-game for which it makes no sense to ask for dmexion; second, for a
religious believer, it is said that a reference to Gedlkis an end to explanation. On the
first issue, it is misleading to speak ofaralogyto philosophy, as the claim that the
expression of religious belief is a language-game istgedf a philosophical point. If it
is a general philosophical point that language-games aomthexplanation, and also
that religious belief is itself a language-game, thiecoarse religious belief is beyond
explanation in the same manner as all other languagesgaiihe second issue, that for a
religious believer God's will is an end to explanatienalso to make a philosophical
point. In this case it is a philosophical paafttouta particular feature of a certain
religious language-game.

Given that both issues in Malcolm’s ‘analogy’ amotanphilosophical points,

where does this leave the notion of an analogy?

If one is to speak of any ‘analogy’ between philosophy i@ligion at this point, then, | suppose a
case must be made for saying that the readiness totoarest at a certain point and say, as it
were, explanation stops here, plays a role within religiegarding references to God'’s will)
analogous to the role such a readiness plays in philosaplpyacticed by Wittgenstein (regarding
references to language-gam¥s).

However, this seems to be a problematic claim. Wittggmsonstantly warns us against
too hasty a comparison of things that have a similar igppearance.Ptacticegives

the words their sense,” he emphasizes. If we lotlkeatole this attitude toward

% bid., 112.



41

explanation plays in each context, we will find someg very different. “The practice
associated with giving up the demand for explanation in pyilby bears little
comparison with the giving up the demand for explanatiaeligion, despite the similar
words with which we may, in part at least, describe th&niThe idea of surface
similarities concealing deep differences is a point adiclwWinch will rely throughout
his critique of Malcolm’s analogies.

Malcolm’s second analogy involved a sense of wonder aomtm both religion
and philosophy. Winch argues that these two types of wandeso different that it
would be weak at best to speak of an analogy between tAgain Wittgenstein, and
even Malcolm himself, were keen to argue against confumssead on similarity of
surface appearances. This is another case in which stdlool beneath the surface.

When we give close attention to the religious semseaoder at the existence of
the world and Wittgenstein’s sense of wonder at the existef our language-games, we
find that they are very different. Winch points to asag® in which Wittgenstein spoke

about miracles:

A miracle is, as it were, gesturewhich God makes. As a man sits quietly and then makes an
impressive gesture, God lets the world run on smootidytlaen accompanies the words of a saint

% Ibid., 113.
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by a symbolic occurrence, a gesture of nature. It woaldrbinstance if, when a saint spoke, the
trees around him bowed, as if in reverence.—Now, doié\eethat this happens? | don't.

The only way for me to believe in a miracle in this sewsuld be to benpressedy an
occurrence in this particular way. So that | should sgy # wasimpossibleio see these trees,
and not to feel that they were responding to the wordé&\hd | can imagine that the mareport

of thewordsand life of the saint can make someone believe thetsshat the trees bowed. But |
am not so impressed.

We notice in this passage that the miraculous invaitber seeing something in such a
way or not seeing it in that way. ‘Seeing it’ in th@ntext is almost indistinguishable
fromreactingto it in a certain way. When one sees something escaoious, that person
finds it ‘impossible’ not to see it in that way. In ethwords, one finds himself unable to
see it in another way. Wittgenstein, however, $eys ‘not so impressed.” Here we
find evidence that any sense of wonder Wittgensteindelatd the existence of our
language-games was not one that involved seeing themwastthef God. There is an
infinite distance, claims Winch, between the religicense of wonder and Wittgenstein
attitude toward language-games.

The third analogy involves a religious notion of oumeill’ and Wittgenstein’s
diagnosis of philosophical problems as a symptom of aages of thinking.” Winch
levels the same sort of critique against this analogyeha that each notion of ‘illness’
is dependent on an extremely different context, maamgtalk of analogy very weak.

The fourth and final analogy involves the idea thatctiueial element in religion
is the active ‘changing of one’s life’ and the philosophmoint that our everyday
linguistic concepts require a base of acting or doinglcdfia tells us that Wittgenstein

would have rejected any conception of religion that casstit as basically a ‘doctrine,’

% Ludwig WittgensteinCulture and Valug45.
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or that understands religion as relying on intellectualdfs of God’s existence.’
Religion, for Wittgenstein, is not a matter of reasgni Malcolm holds that Wittgenstein
would have agreed with St. James’ claim that ‘faithhewt works, is dead.’

However, contends Winch, the relation between faithvaorks, as it is
understood by St. James, is not simply a particular instahthe relation between
thinking and acting. Faith has its expression in practtéch St. James means to
distinguish from mere works, such as church attendaeligipus observance, etc.

“What matters irthis context is the qualitative nature of the ‘acting’: redynfor

instance, that it should be directed at the welfarenefsofellow human beings rather
thanmerelyat the observance of religious forn&.'We may find a person who performs
good works for all sorts of reasons (upbringing, socialsores etc.) which have nothing
to do with faith. Alternatively, we may find someonbko performs good works done in
the context of religious faith, and yet this persdacites great importance to its
connection with intellectual proofs. Much more needsa®aid about what
characterizes good works done in the context of fattmfgood works not done in such a
context. Malcolm seems to talk as though we are dewaiitgworks that can be
understood independently of their connection with the pdatidaith held by the

religious believer. Ultimately, Malcolm fails to ma&lear the internal connection that is
involved.

After his dismissal and critique of the notion of ag&s, Winch offers an

alternative way in which Wittgenstein’s remark that ¢en‘ not help seeing every

% |bid., 120-121.
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problem from a religious point of view’ might be understo&ddoking back to
Wittgenstein’s surviving letters and reported conversatioedjnd that when he speaks
in explicitly religious terms, he usually seems tectiim authority to give religious
advice. He speaks as one who is an outsider to religagbs But though speaking as an
outsider to faith, there is a religious or quasi-relit attitude present. Among other
things, we find a deep concern for his friends’ spiritualfare, the conception of the

time one has in this life as a gift, and the idea lif@tmposes certain duties on us. In a
conversation with his friend Drury, Wittgenstein oncelsavlind you | don't believe

what Kierkegaard believed, but of this | am certain, thatve not here in order to have a
good time.®’

When Wittgenstein speaks about religion, we find thatttempts to sum up the
sense of religion in a philosophical manner. We afgbthat his ‘own voice’ comes out
when speaking of religion, something not often found irphitosophical writings, such
asPhilosophical InvestigationsFor instance, Wittgenstein wrote the following remark

in 1944:

No cry of torment can be greater than the cry of one man.

Or againhotorment can be greater than what a single human beigguffer.

A man is capable of infinite torment therefored @0 too he can stand in need of infinite help.
The Christian religion is only for the man who needmitd help, solely, that is, for the man who
experiences infinite torment.

The whole planet can suffer no greater torment theingdesoul.

The Christian faith—as | see it—is a man’s refuge inulimatetorment.

Anyone in such a torment who has the gift of openindnaast, rather than contracting it, accepts
the means of salvation in his he&rt.

M. O’C. Drury, “Some Notes on Conversations withttgénstein,” inRecollections of Wittgensteied.
Rush Rhees. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1984. 88.

% |Ludwig WittgensteinCulture and Valuged. G. H. Von Wright and H. Nyman, trans. Peter Winc
Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 1980. 46.
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Besides this sense of his ‘own voice,” however, we f@leba great passion which he
brings to his discussion of religion. He brought a lsirtyi intense passion, virtually
unmatched in the history of philosophy, to his treatmephdbsophical problems. Itis
in this common passionate attitude toward religiouspdmidsophical issues that Winch
believes we can find the basis of Wittgenstein’s rerttaak he could not help seeing
every problem from a religious point of view.

But this attitude involves more than a mere passiois clhnsituted by a passion
and a need foclarity. For Wittgenstein, clarity about these issues caanneeerything
to a person who is concerned about religious or philosdgimcblems. “We retain the
sense that for someone to whom such philosophical issager a lack of clarity about
them can have grave implications for his or her owatia to life.®® This intense need
to achieve clarity is perhaps illustrated by a passagettemreface oPhilosophical

Remarksa manuscript that is an early proto-typd>bflosophical Investigations

I would like to say, ‘this book is written to the glarGod,” but nowadays this would be the trick
of a cheat, i.e. it would not be correctly understoorhdans the book was written in good will,
and so far as it was not but was written from vartity, ¢he author would wish to see it
condemned. He can not make it more free of these itrgautihhan he is himself.

In the last sentence of this passage we notice tbetiassthat the character of the writer
and the character of the work are internally connecledt as a religious person must
strive to live a pure life and see things in the righyywso must the person concerned
with philosophical issues strive to achieve the properachar and clarity about these

issues.

% |bid., 130.
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Wittgenstein’s conception of his life and of the pesbs with which it confronted him can
certainly be called religious in the elusive but impor&amse spoken of earlier. His philosophical
work was for him, moreover, one of the most impor&xqressions of his life. It is to be expected
therefore that there should be a religious dimensidhisavork*®

It is in seeing this connection, rather than in sommparison between religious and

philosophical questions, that Wittgenstein's remark mayelsé inderstood.

[11. Nielsen

This third section will examine Kai Nielsen’s classitique of Malcolm, Winch,
and other ‘Wittgensteinian philosophers of religion,famd in his article
“Wittgensteinian Fideism** Additionally, | look at a more recent critique Niefshas
added to his earlier criticisms.

Nielsen, in his classic article, coined the termttgénsteinian Fideism,’ a label
which has come to be regularly attached to philosopherdigion who write under the
influence of Wittgenstein’s later philosophy. Nielsenmp®iout at the beginning of his
article that there is no one source to which someaneurn for the definitive statement
of what he calls Wittgensteinian Fideism. Ratheg paisition must be pieced together
from the writings of Malcolm, Winch, Stanley Cavell, BE.Hughes, and others.

Nielsen lists eight propositions that together tend tegee Wittgensteinian
Fideism:

1. The forms of language are the forms of life.

2. What isgivenare the forms of life.

3. Ordinary language is all right as it is.

1 pid., 132.
101 Kai Nielsen, “Wittgensteinian FideismPhilosophy July 1967, 191-209.
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4. A philosopher’s task is not to evaluate or critid@meguage or the forms of life, but to describe
them where necessary and to the extent necessamaio finilosophical perplexity concerning
their operation.

5. The different modes of discourse which are distinétuas of life all have a logic of their
own.

6. Forms of life taken as a whole are not amenablaticigm; each mode of discourse is in order
as it is, for each has its own criteria and each &etsun norms of intelligibility, reality and
rationality.

7. These general, dispute-engineering concepts, i.digifidity, reality and rationality, are
systematically ambiguous; their exact meaning can ontebermined in the context of a
determinate way of life.

8. There is no Archimedean point in terms of which a pbpber (or for that matter anyone else)
can relevantly criticize whole modes of discourse or,twbmes to the same thing, ways of life,
for each mode of discourse has its own specific caitgfrationality/irrationality,
intelligibility/unintelligibility, and reality/unreality-°?

The Wittgensteinian Fideist can combine these pointsgioeaihat religion is a unique
and ancient form of life with its own distinctiveiteria. This has the effect of limiting
who may properly claim to understand religion and alsartaener of criticism that can
be leveled against religion. “It can only be understaadi criticized, and only then in a
piecemeal way, from within this mode by someone whaoah@articipant’s understanding
of this mode of discoursé® The Wittgensteinian Fideist contends that to argue that
religious discourse is incoherent and irrational, add¢n does, is to enter into confusion.
“Philosophy cannot relevantly criticize religion; it canly display for us the workings,
the style of functioning, of religious discours&®

Nielsen agrees with the Wittgensteinian Fideist thet must have a participant’s

understanding in order to understand religious discourse.

102 hid., 192-193.
103 |pid., 193.
104 |pid., 193.
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Anthropologists for years have stressed, and rightly,airatcannot gain a deep understanding of
the distinctive features of a tribe’s culture withaytarticipant’s understanding of the way of life
of that culture. Concepts cannot be adequately understoddrapaa grasp of their function in

the stream of life. If a man has no experience oficl, has never learned God-talk where the

‘engine isn't idling,” he will not have a deep understiay of religion®®

However, Nielsen is quick to point out, this does noaiktitat one actually be a
participant, or accept or believe, in the religion in ¢joes Nielsen does not agree with
the Wittgensteinian Fideist that religious discoursa srder as it stands, or that
philosophy is unable to relevantly criticize religionfomms of life.

Nielsen turns first to his claim that first-order religs discourse is incoherent and
irrational, and therefore, not in order as it starigig. first-order religious discourse,’ he
means that discourse which is used by everyday religioies/éed, as distinguished from
religious discourse which may be used by philosophersotdbians. The
Wittgensteinian Fideist will argue that any discourse aplbear conceptually confused if
it is insisted that it must conform to the logic of sootleer category of discourse in order
to make sense. We find this is true if we treat indecirnguments as though they were
deductive, as well as if we treat moral propositionthaagh they were empirical
propositions. “We have learned to treat these coa@mt modes of reasoning as being
sui generisinductive reasoning and moral reasoning have, in the saisaises ‘logic,’

a logic of their own.*®® The Wittgensteinian Fideist holds that the philosophestm
display this logic and avoid distorting or confusing thasome other logic. “Our job as
philosophers is to come to understand and display that logfico distort it by trying to

reduce it to the logic of some other preferred type aidisse or to try to interpret it in

105 |pid., 192.
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terms of some ideal language like that founéiimcipia Mathematica '’ In
support of this notion that religious discourse has & lofits own, the Wittgensteinian
Fideist may argue that religious language is a “long-eshedulfait accomplj and
something which does a job which no other segment of lgegeen do **®

Against the idea that religion idait accomplj Nielsen reminds us that in all
times and societies there have been ‘skeptics andkessothose people, who though
possessing a participant’s understanding of the religidheaf culture, refused to play
the religious language-game because they found it ineohefThere are people who
can play the language-game, even people wdnat very much to go on playing the
language-game of religion, but they morally and intelldgtispeaking cannot continue
this activity because their intellects, not their ndtayanpathies, make assent to Jewish
or Christian doctrine impossiblé® In contrast, Nielsen points out that there isthist
kind of dissent when it comes to mathematics andénatobject’ language. “But our
first-order operations with what somphilosophersall ‘material object talk’ and our
actual operation with arithmetic are not in this stdteontroversy. (Meta-mathematics
may be in a shambles, but not arithmetic or algeBdfd)Nielsen acknowledges that this

iS not a decisive argument against religious discowsghn order as it stands, but he

does feel it to be a powerful point against the coherehttas order.

7 1bid., 194.

198 |pid., 196. See for example, G. E. Hughes, “MartRégigious Belief Australasian Journal of
Philosophy vol. 40, August 1962. 211-219.
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In our current culture, Nielsen points out, more andenp@ople are coming to
find religious discourse incoherent. It is not enowmpdint out to these people that this
language-game is played. These people know all too welth@lay this language-
game, yet their perplexity is over the very discoungelanguage-game involves. Itis
not that they are puzzled about what philosophers ofseligr theologians are saying,
but by first-order religious discourse itself.

A Wittgensteinian Fideist might reply that it is thpetrt of religious language that
is ‘really alive in religion’ and essential to religiavhich is in order. However, this
response would lead to undesirable consequences: “But ieflisis made we are
likely to end up (1) with a very un-Wittgensteinian essdist bogeyman, and (2) with
treating religion or True Religion as little more tHenorality touched with emotion,’ i.e.
Santayana’s ‘moral poetry*! The second consequence of this reply is particularly
troublesome for the following reasons: first, the 6tmn Creed is crucial to Christianity
as it is understood by the orthodox, and second, itameession that first-order religious
discourse in not in order as it stands.

In many of his writings, Peter Winch has explored twhiz to understand
concepts radically different from our own. Some ofdaissiderations are central to
understanding Wittgensteinian Fideism. In his articleydérstanding a Primitive
Society,™?Winch examines the methodology of Evans-Pritchard’s stiitlye Azande

conception of magic. Evans-Pritchard holds that deoto understand Azande concepts,

111 i
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we must understand them in the way they are taken §zdede themselves, within
their own social structure, or in other words, in terifheir form of life. Nevertheless,
argues Evans-Pritchard, the Azande are obviously opgnaticher an illusion. “There is
no magic and there are no witches. We know thatwtk,our scientific culture, are
right about these matters and that the Azande aregwr®ur scientific account of these
matters is in accord with objective reality while #eande magical beliefs are ndt?

Winch argues against this view that while there is an indEperireality’ to
which ideas and beliefs must remain ‘checkable,” Evaitskard is wrong to construe
science as that which accords with this reality. tis¢Rritchard is mistaken in thinking
that, while the Azande have a different conceptiorealfity from ours, our scientific
conception agrees with what reality is like while theines not.*'* For Winch, science
does not have the peculiar ability to check on the indepelydreal over and above other
modes of discourse. “It is a mistake to think, as EARuitshard and Pareto do, that
scientific discourse provides us with a ‘paradigm agaimmstimto measure the
intellectual respectability of other modes of discout$E’

According to Nielsen, Winch makes the real step intttg&hsteinian Fideism
when, after providing these general critiques of EvansHarnitt; he follows with the
claim that what God amounts to ‘can only be seen fitenreligious tradition in which

the concept of God is used.” A religious context ig/wfferent from a scientific

113 Nielsen, 198.
114 bid., 198.
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context, and only within a religious use of language deesdnception of God’s reality

have its place.

As the concept of what is real or what is unkésia-vismagic is only given within and only
intelligible within the Azande form of life in which thzande magical practices are embedded,
so the concept of God'’s reality is only given within amtly intelligible within the religious form
of life in which such a conception of God is embedded. Ih bases there is an ongoing form of
life that guarantees intelligibility and reality to tbencepts in questioft®

For Winch the concepts of ‘reality’ and ‘unrealignly have their place within a
form of life. There is no extra-linguistic or contemdependent conception of these
concepts by which to judge forms of life.

Nielsen points to a central passage from Winch'’s artigie,which underwrites
the claims made thus far: “Reality is not what giexgliage sense. What is real and
what is unreal shows itself in the sense that langhage Further, both the distinction
between the real and the unreal and the concept ofragneesvith reality themselves
belong to our languagé® The claim is that language does not derive its sense f
‘reality,” but to the contrary, the sense of the @&l unreal are given by a language
itself. Winch goes on to argue that these distinctithtajgh not the words used to make
them, must be a part of any language. Without theseatisns, there would be no
communication, and hence no language. However, thehisglistinction is drawn is a
matter of the linguistic usage of a particular language.

In keeping with this, it is held that one who clairmnattGod-talk is unintelligible
or incoherent, is first of all making a claim that does make any sense. This person is

using a conception of reality that is not determinedhbyaictual religious usage of

118 |pid., 199.
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‘reality’. Secondly, this person is mistakenly assuntivag their specialized use of
‘reality’ can be used as a yardstick to appraise any ang &en of life. Yet no reason
has been provided for adopting this procedure or making thismas®en.

If we understand scientific discourse, then we caerdene within that discourse
whether a given hypothesis agrees with reality. Thélpm arises when Evans-
Pritchard makes the following claim: “Criteria applied aestific experimentation
constitute a true link between our idea and an independaity.fe This is neither a
scientific hypothesis nor an empirical statementnfi@mation or disconfirmation of this
assertion is not possible. Moreover, “...if ‘true lirddd ‘independent reality’ are
explained by reference to the scientific universe of dismwe would beg the question
of whether scientific experimentation, rather thamgimar religion, constitutes a true link
between our ideas and an independent redfify As Evans-Pritchard does not give these
expressions a use or show that they have a use, heysrtipem in a meaningless and
indeterminate way.

Winch’s argument is reinforced by a claim made inTie Idea of a Social

Sciencé*? In this work, Winch argues:

Logic, as a formal theory of order, must, given thet &n interpreted logic (an interpreted
calculus), systematically display the forms of order tbimthe modes of social life. What can
and cannot be said, what follows from what, is dictatethe norms of intelligibility embedded in
the modes of social life. These finally determinedtiteria of logical apprais&t’

118 Nielsen, 200.
119 peter WinchThe Idea of a Social Science (and it Relation to Philosoployidon: Routledge, 1958.
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It follows from this that one cannot apply the critesfdogic to ‘social life as such.’
Science has one criterion of intelligibility andiggdn another. An action is logical or
illogical within science or within religion. “It wouldpr example, be illogical for a
scientist working in a certain area to refuse to take zagoe of the results of a properly
conducted experiment; and it would be illogical for a mvéio believed in God to try to
pit his strength against Go&** However, it makes no sense at all to assert thaicszie
or religion themselves are logical or illogical.

Nielsen claims that Winch is rightly understood aswlag the conceptual self-
sufficiency of forms of life. This seems to furthead to the compartmentalization of
modes of discourse and forms of life. “Winch is indeaahgpthat we cannot criticize
science or ethics by criteria appropriate to religion wice-versa*?? Each mode of
discourse must be understood in its own terms, andargl€riticism can only be made
from within that mode of discourse and not from outsid. of

Nielsen asks us to assume, just for a moment, thattWs correct in his claim
about the Azande: due to radically different conceptuatsires in our languages, it
does not make sense to say that our concept of readityrisct while the Azande’s is not.
Even if we assume this claim is true, it does nob#lthat our religion and science are

related in the way Azande magic is related to ounsdie beliefs.

There is no ‘religious language’ and ‘scientific languagdn short, ‘religious discourse’ and
‘scientific discourse’ are part of the same ovetaticeptual structure. Moreover, in that
conceptual structure there is a large amount of discouset) is neither religious nor scientific,

121 pid., 201.
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that is constantly being utilized by both the religiousmraad the scientist when they make
religious or scientific claims. In short, they shaneumber of key categori&s,

We might concede to Winch that the Azande and we pos$sesvery different
conceptual structures based on different forms ofbifie this relationship is entirely
different from the one that holds between our reiggmd our science, which share a
large amount of common discourse. Within our cultureay be the case that a
religious believer sees the language of Christian badi¢élking about ‘ultimate reality,’
while Nielsen sees this language as ‘illusion-producifiBLit all the same, there remains
a sense in which we do understand each other and in whishave a massive
background of beliefs and assumptioffs.”In light of this fact, it is not apparent that
there are no common grounds for arguing about which conokpeality are correct.
Nielsen acknowledges that Winch is correct in holdivgnotion that scientific
concepts alone can characterize objective reality is@herent one. Evans-Pritchard’s
claim that ‘Scientific concepts alone make a true \uitki objective reality’ is neither
analytic nor empirical. Moreover, Evans-Pritchard imzleed failed to give a use to ‘true

link’ or ‘objective reality.” But nevertheless, continNielsen,

When a plain man looks at a harvest moon and say# tharange, or says that the sun rises in
the east and sets in the west, or that his vineyasis poe solid, he is not making scientific
statements, but he is not makighjectivestatements either. His statements can be perfectly
objective; they can be about how things are, and theybe objectively testable (publicly
verifiable) without being scientific or without cortfing with sciencé?

123 |pid., 201.
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In a similar fashion, argues Nielsen, when people tiss@gious propositions, these
claims must be open to possible confirmation and disgoafion. “Their claims must
be publicly testable’®

However, we find that religious propositions are not ot faublicly testable. “A
claim like ‘God created the heavens and the earth,h#w@ed’ is used non-
anthropomorphically, is not testable. That is to dag,a claim that purports to assert a
fact, yet is devoid of a truth-valué?* According to Nielsen, while religious believers
claim that religious propositions are factual assestitimey are unable, even in principle,
to say how one would establish or disestablish these gitaps. “Or to put this
verificationist point in a weaker and more adequate wWaye icannot even say what in
principle would count agvidenceagainst the putative statement that God created the
world, then ‘God created the world’ is devoid of factmhtent.*?®

According to Nielsen, Wittgensteinians will respond ts #iiigument by claiming
that the propositions in question are what Wittgenstailed grammatical remarks. In
other words, these propositions “hold in virtue of the lisiti conventions governing the
crucial terms in question.” However, ‘key religiouseuéinces’ do purport to be factual
claims, holds Nielsen. The problem is that they dosnoteed in making what counts as

a factual statement. “That is, as Strawson putisal; are not actually part of that type of

discourse we call fact-stating type of discourse. Theyg lack the kind of coherence

128 |pid., 203.
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they must have to make genuinely factual claifi$.Nielsen acknowledges that this
verificationist argument may be open to objection, baintains that it is a ‘far more
powerful’ argument than the claim that scientific isl@acord with objective reality,
while it is also remains an unmet challenge to WittgensteiRideism.

More recently, Nielsen has added additional argumentasagaoth Malcolm and
Winch® The first argument takes aim at Malcolm’s interpietabf Wittgenstein’s
thought in relation to religion. Religions, claims kalm, are forms of life. “Religions,
that is Judaism, Christianity, Islam, Hinduism, Buddhista,, are ancient and complex
forms of life with their distinctive but purely congiant language-game$®* Of course
within these forms of life and their associated langtgaees, we can offer reasons and
explanations. However, there is no grounding or jestifons for them, that is, there is
no metaphysical or theological foundation upon which tlesy. If we are to follow the
later Wittgenstein, we must accept that these relgyforms of life and language-games
exist and that there is no going outside of them. ®enterely describe the practices
that they entail.

But, argues Nielsen, “[Religions] amgescapably in part metaphysical
religiosities”**? There is an integral and ineliminable element ofedifjions that is
metaphysical. We cannot remove this metaphysical aspestgions and still be left

with the same thing. Nielsen agrees that religionlire®committing to a way of living
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and conducting one’s life, but argues that religion atsessarily involves something
more than this. Religions involve doctrines such agtisence of an ultimate spiritual
being called God or belief that human beings have immartds s

The problem that we now face is this: Religions anguage-games and forms of
life, which Wittgenstein claimed could be neither justifnor criticized, but merely
described. Religions are also metaphysical doctrines, WHittgenstein claimed are

confusions of language and incoherent ‘houses of cards.’

If what Wittgenstein, Malcolm, Winch, and the pragmntatsay is so, metaphysical belief systems
are all incoherent...But...Christianity can’t be incoherémt Christianity, as other religions as
well, is a language-game—an employment of language embeddaqehitern of human life—and
thus a form of life. But forms of life and language-garmesnot on Wittgenstein’s account be
incoherent or illusory or even, in any central or @laay, in error. Such notions have no
application with respect to forms of |it&*

Thus, concludes Nielsen, two central aspects of Wittgers later thought, as applied to
religion, are incompatible, leaving Malcolm’s positionemdble.

Taking aim at Winch'’s alternative reading of Wittgenstd&lielsen offers a
second set of arguments. Malcolm had taken Wittgenstela'm that explanation must
come to end to imply that explanations end at languagegakVinch has claimed that
this is misleading. All we have to do is look to the woflanthropologists, historians,
and others to see that social scientists offer usfaugtided explanations of various
practices all the time. The important question to siskhat relevance the explanations
offered by social scientists have for the kinds of proisl¢hat philosophers are

concerned with. What ought to be argued from a Wittgenatestandpoint, contends

133 |pid., 147-148.
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Winch, is that these explanations are uninterestinguaaldss so far as philosophical
problems are concerned.
In light of Winch’s alternative interpretation of #genstein’s position, Nielsen

asks,

If Wittgenstein and Wittgensteinians...are right aboutititeherence of metaphysics and
foundationalist epistemology, then the rationalistguanents of the philosophy of religion or
natural theology or atheology cannot get off the gdoufihen isn’t the conclusion we should
come to about religion such a Wittgensteinian &tfe?

After all, Wittgenstein had emphasized that being ialig was a matter of how one
acted and oriented his or her life. Religion is notadéten of speculative reasoning.
Before we are too quick to embrace this Wittgensteiniaclasion about the
nature of religion, warns Nielsen, there are twoteelaarguments against this position.
First, to understand religion in this way implies thatsensitive, reflective, and caring
people’ are religious people. Such an understanding cortiraiesrror of turning a
necessargondition for being a religious person intswdficientcondition for being a
religious person. Secondly, this way of understandihigioa would imply that
“...Marx, Engels, Luxembourg, Durkheim, Freud, Dewey, WeB&gmsci, all become
religious. But that is eeductia”*®* This understanding of religion would result in the
conclusion that people who are outspoken critics aficgliare themselves to be

considered religious.

134 |bid., 154.
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V. Assessment

In this fourth and final section of this chapter, | willes an evaluation and
critique of the various interpretations and criticisrh¥ittgenstein that have been
considered. Let me begin by turning to the alternatitexpnetations offered by Malcolm
and Winch. Regarding Wittgenstein’s later philosophy in gdntre primary issue of
dispute between these interpreters seems to be howati lor understand Wittgenstein’s
notion that explanation must come to an end. Mals#es language-games and their
associated forms of life as the point at which Wittgeinsbelieved explanation comes to
an end. Winch does not disagree with this claim, but featst needs a bit of
gualification. According to Winch, Wittgenstein did notentl to say that no sort of
explanation of language-games and forms of life are lples&iut merely that
explanations relevant to the concerns of philosopheraa@rpossible.

To resolve this issue, it may be helpful to look at géttstein’s life as well as a
passage from his writings. As Malcolm has pointed outtg@hstein was trained as an
engineer in Germany, designed and built an experimentahftiengine as a research
student in aeronautics at Manchester, and spent hie éf@imterested in machines and
how they functiort>® During WWII Wittgenstein served as a lab assistaat medical
facility that was conducting research on human shotile riedical doctor in charge was
highly impressed with the relevance of Wittgenstein’s qaastand suggestions about
the direction and methodology of the research. énctiurse of this work, Wittgenstein

went on to develop a technique for determining the seriosigriegounds, as well as to

136 Malcolm, 4.
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design and construct an innovative apparatus for recordiag pressur&®’ In light of
these interests and endeavors, Malcolm concludespftitdibe wrong to think that
Wittgenstein was in general hostile to explanatidis.”

The point | would like to make here is that Wittgensteas involved in scientific
research and development at a number of periods iffiehisMalcolm is quite aware of
this and acknowledges it in his essay. However, itirscWs interpretation of
Wittgenstein’s attitude toward explanation that seemseraocurate in light of these
undertakings. Wittgenstein did engage in scientificarede both in engineering and in
the field of medicine. When Winch claims that Wittgensdid not object to the idea
that some sorts of scientific explanations of langugaymes and forms of life are
possible, this seems in keeping with Wittgenstein’s owngiaatiion in scientific
projects. If Wittgenstein’s belief that explanationghcome to an end entailed
skepticism about the possibility of scientific exptama, then he would not have engaged
in these scientific projects. Therefore, as Winchargsed, it seems likely that
Wittgenstein would indeed accept that the hard and sefises may offer explanations
of certain aspects of language-games and forms ofTife. issue, as Winch has pointed
out, is whether these explanations say anything abods kihanswers philosophers tend

to seek.

137 Ray Monk,Ludwig Wittgenstein: The Duty of Genilisndon: Jonathan Cape, 1990. 453.
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| would like to draw attention to a passage fromThactatus one which may
shed some light on Wittgenstein’s attitude toward scierte5.371 and 6.372 we find

the following:

The whole modern conception of the world is founded erillilision that the so-called laws of
nature are the explanations of natural phenomena.

Thus people today stop at the laws of nature, tredtieig as something inviolable, just as God
and Fate were treated in past ages.

And in fact both are right and both are wrong: thoughvtee of the ancients is clearer in so far
as they have a clear and acknowledged terminus, whileddern system tries to make it look as
if everythingwere explained®

In this passage Wittgenstein points out that the modatnas though everything is
explained by science, as though science has made alfotims of explanation
irrelevant. We notice that Wittgenstein does not Isoldnce to be unable to offer any
explanations, but he is opposed to the idea that sciegptares everything. Science may
be capable of offering some perfectly well-founded expiana of certain aspects of
language-games or forms of life. However, philosophgrisaily search for necessary
explanations. Science is incapable of providing this tymxplanation. It is where this
type of philosophical explanation is concerned that egtlan must come to an end at
language-games and forms of life. Language-games providetdr@aof explanation,
and there is nothing necessary about language-games. Nstigmeés intention was to
diagnose the sources of philosophical perplexity and tev sihat these sorts of
explanation cannot be had.

The other primary interpretative issue of the disputerdend Malcolm and Winch

is how to understand Wittgenstein’s remark, “While | arhaneeligious man, | cannot

139 Tractatus 85.
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help seeing every problem from a religious point of vieMalcolm interprets the
remark to imply that there are analogies which holevéen a religious point of view and
Wittgenstein’s philosophy. Winch resists this understandirthe remark, looking
instead to a common attitude that Wittgenstein held towasottsreligion and

philosophy.

| think that Winch is correct to resist Malcolm’s sgafor analogies. It is true
that Wittgenstein neither mentions analogy in his remawk specifiephilosophical
problems as the ones he has in mind. A browse througbendtein’s writings will
immediately reveal that there are many other probleesses philosophical ones that
Wittgenstein might be said to have seen from a religiwugiasi-religious point of view.
Therefore, there seems no good reason for confiningpplcation of this remark to
philosophical problems.

More important, however, is Winch'’s contention thahis remark is interpreted
as implying that there are analogies between a rabgimint of view and other sorts of
problems that Wittgenstein considered, then we are igedtaf losing our grip on any
manageable issue. There would be no end to the analbgiesight be drawn between
a religious point of view and the various problems thatg¥nstein considered. Winch
claims that in order to keep the analogy project a mamg®ne, Malcolm’s
interpretations rests on the assumption that Wittgensteantphilosophicalproblems in
his remark. However, | do not believe that Malcolmterpretation fares well even if we
assume that Wittgenstein meahilosophicalproblems in his remark. The following

considerations will suggest why this is so.
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Malcolm claimed to have found four analogies betweggligious point of view
and the philosophical problems that Wittgenstein considefédse analogies include, 1)
a certain attitude toward explanation, 2) a wondereaeistence of things, 3) a notion of
sickness or disease, and 4) an emphasis on actingngr ddowever, Phillip R. Shields
would both add further analogies to this list, as welt@ntest some of Malcolm’s
characterizations of these analodi&s For example, Shields finds an analogy between
the will of God and logical and grammatical form in Wy@nstein’s philosophy.
“...From the time of the first surviving notebooks Wittgensttreated logical, and later
grammatical, form as though it was analogous to theoivBod, and in this way logic
provided a standard of judgment which was absolute and coulel @&l measure of our
‘sins.””**! Shields would add this analogy to the list as oneNadtolm has overlooked.

Further, Shields would accuse Malcolm of mischaractegizbme of the
analogies. This applies to Malcolm’s third analogy invadvihe idea of sickness or sin.
According to Shields, the analogy in this respect is betwsin and certain elements of
language, as discussed in Wittgenstein’s philosophy. FalfpRhilosophical
InvestigationsL09 where Wittgenstein states, “Philosophy is a battle agams
bewitchment of our intelligence by means of language gI8&iremarks, “[Wittgenstein]

repeatedly speaks of being ‘seduced’ by logic, ‘misled’ byngnar, and ‘tempted’ by

140 phillips R. Shieldsl.ogic and Sin in the Writings of Ludwig Wittgenst&hicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1993. Shields makes no mention of Malcalmal®gies in this work, as it was published
virtually simultaneously with Malcolm’s essay.

“!pid., 2.



65

both appearances and ideat& For Shields the analogy is between original sin as a
feature of our world and Wittgenstein’'s notion that sdrinet is amiss and seductive
about certain aspects of our language. On Shield’s achtaloolm got it wrong.

Where Malcolm holds the analogy to be between ‘sinsiskness’ and something amiss
in ourintellectsthat leads us to philosophical confusion, Shields holdarib®gy to be
between sin and elements of tamguagethat lead us to these problems.

Shields would both add other analogies to the list, asasealispute other
characterizations with Malcolm. Ultimately, Shiel@d=df in Wittgenstein’s philosophy
“a picture that is broadly Judeo-Christian, usually Augiest and frequently
Calvinist.”*® The point here is that the project of searching fialagies between
Wittgenstein’s philosophy and a religious point of view dagsseem to be a successful
approach. One could constantly point to new potentebgres, and irresolvable
disputes will remain about how to properly construe tireenitly proposed analogies.

Winch suggests that Wittgenstein’s remark be interpreteefasing to a
common attitude that Wittgenstein brought to both raligiand philosophical issues. He
describes this attitude as involving a passion for clafiy: Wittgenstein clarity about
religious and philosophical issues is of the utmost impoetéam a person who is
concerned with these issues. | believe that thisgrééve tactic presents a much more

successful approach.

142 pid., 5.
143 pid., x.
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Wittgenstein discussed the attitude he thought was reagdasswrite
meaningfully about philosophical matters. In Ray Monklelmeated biography,udwig

Wittgenstein: The Duty of Genjudonk discusses this attitude in the following passage:

...For Wittgensteinall philosophy, in so far as it is pursued honestly and digcdéegins with a
confession. He often remarked that the problem ofngrigood philosophy and of thinking well
about philosophical problems was one of the will mbemtthe intellect—the will to resist
temptation to misunderstand, the will to resist supeilftgi What gets in the way of genuine
understanding is often not one’s lack of intelligence,the presence of one’s pride. Thus: ‘The
edifice of your pride has to be dismantled. And thagrshly hard work.” The self-scrutiny
demanded by such a dismantling of one’s pride is necesgargnly to be a decent person, but
also to write decent philosophy. ‘If anyone is uting to descend into himself, because this is
too painful, he will remain superficial in his writintf*

In this description we see an attitude that is a prenggfiis a genuinely religious life, is
also an attitude that Wittgenstein felt must be broumlpiilosophizing. If a person is to
write genuine and worthwhile philosophy, then he must da scspirit that is
confessional and humble, and in a manner that involheesetimquishing of pride. While
the focus here is on writing philosophy, we also notice\tittgenstein mentions the
possibility of one’s writing in general remaining supedici Thus, Wittgenstein felt that
this sort of attitude must be brought to any sort of mgitvhatsoever if that writing is to
have any merit. It is this belief of Wittgensteimattibne must embody a quasi-religious
type of attitude in order to consider problems in a genmiaener, which prompted him
to remark that he could not help seeing every problem frogtigagous point of view.

The same confessional attitude that is required ofigiae$ person, is an attitude which
Wittgenstein believed must be brought to all endeavolifeinf those undertakings were

to have any genuine merit.

144 Monk, 366.
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Next, | will consider Nielsen'’s criticisms of Wittgeteinian philosophers of
religion, the position he labels ‘Wittgensteinian FideisiMielsen’s first criticism
involves the contention that first-order religious disse is not in order as it stands.
Nielsen argues for this contention by pointing out thatlisocieties there have been
people who know very well how to play the religious largggigame of their culture, yet
refuse to participate in this language-game because theydidgcourse to be
incoherent. In contrast, he points to ‘material abjaaguage, a discourse that is
claimed not to precipitate this sort of controversy.

Let me begin by responding to the contention thatenmtobject’ discourse does
not lead to the same sorts of controversies asaaigliscourse. There are certainly
instances in ‘material object’ discourse where conti®vdoes arise. Consider the
concept ‘human being.” A central issue in contempomnasyal debate is whether the
concept ‘human being’ refers to the material objedtitha fetus. This is just one
example, showing that ‘material object’ discourse matybe as uncontroversial as
Nielsen assumes.

More importantly, however, we need to ask what Niefeeans when he says
that people have come to find religious discourse ‘incobér®oes he mean that these
people have come to disbelief? We do find people who m&sed religious and later
reject these beliefs, as well as people who congeatreligion at one point in their lives
and later renounce this conversion. But do these peopte to find first-order religious

discourse ‘incoherent’? | believe that Nielsen isaonstruing what occurs on these



68

occasions. The issue involves transitioning from one petispeo another, rather than
coming to find religious discourse incoherent.
In hisLecture on Religious BeligfVittgenstein speaks of the relationship

between the believer and unbeliever in the followingspge:

Suppose someone were a believer and said: ‘I believeastaJudgment,” and | said: ‘Well, I'm
not so sure. Possibly.” You would say there is anrenos gulf between us. If he said ‘There is a

German aeroplane overhead,” and | said ‘Possibly I'nsaaure,’ you'd say we were fairly

near**®

When Wittgenstein argues that there is an ‘enormouslptiiveen the believer and
unbeliever, he is arguing that they are “on an entaléfgrent plane.” In contrast, two
people who disagree about whether there is a Gernalararoverhead are said to be
fairly near. This is because the people discussing thiaa# share a framework of
reference, while the people who disagree about whdtbeg will be a Last judgment are
coming from entirely different frames of referencéhe point is that people who were
formerly religious and then come to disbelief have ctorgee the world from an entirely
different perspective. It is not a matter of thesepfeooming to find religious discourse
incoherent or confused, as Nielsen suggests. ThusgeNilargument for first-order
religious discourse being in disorder is based on a miscteization of what is entailed
in going from belief to disbelief.

In connection with this argument, Nielsen points out thare and more people in
our own culture are coming to disbelief. He mentionsplaple once believed in

fairies, but that this belief has gone out of existdremuse people found discourse

145 Ludwig WittgensteinLectures and Conversations on Aesthetics, Psychology, amioRelBelief ed.
Cyril Barrett. Berkley: University of California Psg, 1966. 53.
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about fairies incoherent or confused. Religion, he sstgges succumbing to the same
fate because people are seeing it as a similarly incathéiseourse. Again, | would
argue, this is a matter of change in perspective or fidmeference, as opposed to
people finding discourse about fairies incoherent. Justchange in perspective caused
the total demise of belief in fairies, it is always gibge that this sort of change could
bring religious belief to an end. But what has happenéudrcase is that people have
ceased to appeal to a certain perspective. It is nottarrndtoming to see a discourse
as incoherent.

Nielsen’s second argument against Wittgensteinian philesst religion
involves the notion of alternative conceptual scheni@sen if we concede that we and
the Azande have such different conceptual schemewéhate unable to judge the
‘reality’ of Azande magical practices, argues Nielgaig says nothing about the
relationship between our science and religion. We ddae a ‘scientific language’
and a ‘religious language.’” Our science and religion pdkee in a common language
and share many overlapping concepts. Thus, the Wittgeiastgihilosopher of religion
is unable to claim that science is an alternativeceptual scheme, one that is unable to
assess religion according to its criteria. Nielgeas on to argue that religious statements
purport to be factual claims, but do not possess a trutievalhe problem with religious
statements is that they are not publicly verifiableeeessary feature of any factual
claim.

In response to this argument, one can raise theionzali objection to

verificationism, namely, that the principle of ver#dton (a statement must be publicly
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testable or verifiable in order to be factual) is neidn@alytic nor empirical. However, it
may be more important to consider Wittgenstein’s coraparof language and games.
Wittgenstein made this comparison in order to commenh@minity of language. It
makes no sense to say that language is a unified wholasjitsnakes no sense to say
that chess, football, etc. are part of one ‘super-gaméhile religion and science may
have some linguistic concepts in common, this doeshaoat $hat these two language-
games have a formal unity. Nielsen speaks as thougm@aao measure of
meaningfulness must apply to these language-games becaysethr within the same
culture. However, these are two different practieesh having its own criterion of
meaningfulness.

The more recent arguments offered by Nielsen providedahda a fourth
argument against Wittgensteinian philosophers of religibme first of these involves
Nielsen’s contention that religions are necessangyaphysical religiosities. A problem
arises because Wittgensteinian philosophers of religiosider religions to be language-
games or forms of life, things Wittgenstein held to égamd criticism and which
philosophy could merely describe. However, it is also tinaereligions are
metaphysical systems, which Wittgenstein held to be ineohdrouses of cards.” Thus,
two central aspects of Wittgenstein’s later philosophyramempatible when applied to
the issue of religion.

The problem with this argument is Nielsen’s insistehe teligions are

metaphysical systems. Let us consider some passage¥®\Vittganstein’d_ecture on
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Religious Beliefo see why this is so. In the following passage, Wistgan speaks of

the nature of religious belief.

Suppose somebody made this guidance for this life: betjemithe Last Judgment. Whenever he
does anything, this is before his mind. In a way, hosvwe to know whether to say he believes
this will happen or not?

Asking him is not enough. He will probably say he ha®pr But he has what you might call an
unshakeable belief. It will show, not by reasoning oapgeal to ordinary grounds for belief, but
rather by regulating for his whole life.

This is a very much stronger fact—foregoing pleasuresya appealing to this picture. This in
one sense must be called the firmest of all belbefsause the man risks things on account of it
which he would not do on account of things which are faebestablished for him. Although he
distinguishes between things well-established and notestiblished?®

In this passage we find an account of the manner in whlghaus belief is held and the
way in which it operates within the believer’s life. itiyenstein claims that religious
belief serves as a picture which the religious beli@akgays has before him and which
regulates the conduct of his life. Further, we seevthde the religious believer
normally distinguishes between well-established be#iats not well-established beliefs
in the same manner as the non-believer, religiousfislheld in a special way by the
believer. In one sense we might say that thiseditmest held belief that the religious
believer has. The believer is willing to regulate higrerife based upon this belief.
Wittgenstein calls this type of belief ‘unshakeable.’ tbaother hand, it is said that
other of his beliefs are far better established for dtever. For example, propositions
about his immediate empirical experiences are faebestablished as far as the normal
sense of well-established beliefs is concerned. Whagave from Wittgenstein's
reflections on the nature of religious belief is flmather than a metaphysical system,

religious belief is a sort of picture that regulatestibkever’s life.

148 |pid., 53-54.
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More could be said about the notion of religious béliattioning as a ‘picture.’
Let me provide some examples to illustrate. The (p&tmay take the form of a model.
For example, the life of Jesus may provide a modebuwf the Christian is to live. This
model comes to mind when the Christian is reflectingem to conduct him or herself.
Alternatively, this picture could take the form of arage of God pointing at and judging
or condemning the believer when he does wrong. The pdimatishere is no one form
which this ‘picture’ must take.

Nielsen will obviously object that this is to misconstwigat is involved in
religion---religion is necessarily a metaphysicaigiekity. However, in the passage just
cited we notice that Wittgenstein responds to this. Wigen states that religious
belief is not held because someone says they havemsteal or some other kind of
proof. Religious belief is not held because the beliemgaged in some sort of reasoning
or because they can cite certain grounds for his béelibis is because this sort of
reasoning or evidence could not cause one to regulate lnés bfe in the way that
religious belief functions. Religious belief is held bigHa

Another passage from thecture on Religious Beliahay help us to understand
how faith functions in the context of religious beligh this passage Wittgenstein

addresses the issue of whether religious belief isdrettie basis of historical evidence.

It has been said that Christianity rests on an histaiscsb

It has been said a thousand times by intelligent peébpténdubitability is not enough in this
case. Even ifthere is as much evidence as for NapolBecause indubitability wouldn’t be
enough to make me change my whole life.

In doesn’t rest on an historic basis in the senselikatrdinary belief in historic facts could serve
as a foundation.

Here we have a belief in historic facts differewinfra belief in ordinary historic facts. Even, they
are not treated as historical, empirical, propositions.
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Those people who had faith didn’t apply the doubt which woudiharily apply toany historical
propositions. Especially propositions of a long timet,pets*’

Religious belief is not held on the basis of probgbdr indubitability. Evidence for this
belief would not be sufficient to give it the roleplays in a believer’s life. While
religious belief is in some sense based upon a histiasa, the believer does not apply
the evidential standards that would be applied to a normartiesl event. The normal
standards of doubt are not applied in this situation. Ehiecause religious belief is
held on the basis of faith. Faith does not invoh@bpbility and evidence. As
Wittgenstein puts it, faith requires someone to holdleebthrough ‘thick and thin,” even
in spite of the evidence. When we look closely atnidweire of religious belief, we see
that Nielsen is mistaken in his insistence that religibelief is a belief in something
inherently metaphysical. Instead, religious belief oughttet understood as a kin to a
picture, one which regulated the life of the believer.

Nielsen’s fourth and final argument is intended to follggvon this
Wittgensteinian insight into the nature of religiousdfel Nielsen claims that if religion
merely involves acting and orienting one’s life in a&@e&rmanner, then all ‘sensitive,
reflecting, and caring people’ are religious. This cotsrtiie fallacy, argues Nielsen, of
turning a necessary condition for being religious intaficsent one. Moreover, this
way of understanding religion implies that people whoewspponents of religion are

themselves religious.

17 bid., 57.
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Both parts of this argument can be dealt with by makingnaortant point. In
his earlier article, “Wittgensteinian Fideism,” Nielsdaimed to agree with
Wittgensteinian philosophers of religion that one masteha participant’s understanding
of religion in order to understand religious practic&éhis, he held, was an important and
correct insight that anthropologists have argued iorfa¥ for years. In this final
argument, however, Nielsen seems to contradict higeagreement with
anthropologists and Wittgensteinian philosophers of religide claims that the
Wittgensteinian way of understanding religion impliest thil ‘sensitive, reflecting, and
caring people’ are religious, and that persons such ax,Magles,....Freud, etc.,” who
were staunch opponents of religion, are themselvagaed. But not all sensitive and
caring people are people who have a participant’s undemstpofireligion. We might
argue that this is the case with Marx, Engles, Freted, la this case, Nielsen’s argument
seems to contradict the earlier commitment he had made.

But let us suppose that Marx, Engles, Freud, and thesatiemtioned, were
familiar enough with the religious discourse of Europbaee a participant’s
understanding. On a Wittgensteinian understanding oforligve would still notice that
these thinkers did not function with appeal to a religjpoture. The mere fact that they
were sensitive and caring does not mean that they actieid iImanner with appeal to a
religious picture. Nielsen is wrong to claim that Ys#tgensteinian philosopher of
religion turns a necessary condition for being religi into a sufficient one. A primary

insight of Wittgensteinian philosophy of religion is theligious belief functions as an
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appeal to a picture, and this condition is certainly notiméite case of Marx, Engles,
Freud, and the others mentioned.

In this chapter we have considered Wittgenstein's perstiaide toward
religion and the relation of his thought to this issuéis Telationship does not entail
analogies between Wittgenstein’s philosophy and a rekgpmint of view, but rather a
confessional attitude which belongs to religious beliehis that Wittgensteinfelt must
also be brought to the practice of philosophy. We haweeadslored the accusation of
Wittgensteinian Fideism leveled by Kai Nielsen. | argured Nielsen’s critique rests on
a misunderstanding of Wittgenstein’'s remarks on relig®well as a misunderstanding
of the nature of religion belief itself. In the nekhapter we will more deeply examine
the application of Wittgenstein’s later philosophy toidseie of religious belief, through

consideration of a leading Wittgensteinian philosopher lafio@.
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Chapter 3

In this final chapter | will consider in more detail @entribution of
Wittgenstein’s philosophy to the philosophy of religion. Whiile concept ‘language-
game’ plays a central role in Wittgenstein’s later @ulohy, it is not clear whether
Wittgenstein would consider religion to be a distinctaseguage-game, or if he would,
whether religion ought to be considered as such. lbe&din by considering some
arguments from D. Z. Phillips, perhaps the leading Whisggnian philosopher of
religion. Phillips, while cautious, believes there i@a@sons that religious beliefs ought to
be considered a distinctive language-game. Next, kwvill to Mark Addis, a critic of
Phillips’ treatment of religious belief as a distitamhguage-game. Finally, | will look at
an argument from Gareth Moore challenging the notionWhdigenstein has made a
contribution to the philosophy of religion, as opposed éoldgical or spiritual

understanding.

I. Phillips
D. Z. Phillips*® suggests that criticism of treating religious beliefsistinctive
language-games comes primarily from two directions. Fonendirection, critics argue
that treating religious belief as a language-game makesm like an isolated, esoteric
game, which is of little significance outside the insdrformalities of the religious

activity itself. Treating religious beliefs as dmtiive language-games, argue these

148D, Z. Phillips, “Religious Belief and Language-Games XNittgenstein and Religiord. D. Z. Phillips.
New York: St. Martin's Press, 1993. 56-78.
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critics, makes it difficult to explain why people shoahierishthese beliefs as they do.
From the other direction comes the suspicion thaioels belief is being placed outside
the reach of any possible criticism. The appeal tantieenality of religious criteria of
meaningfulness is seen as a justification for sometlhiaigvtould otherwise be
considered nonsense. Nielsen is of course among tauadeariety of critic.

Turning to the first type of critic, Phillips pointstdbe central concern of these
philosophers is that the importance of religious befagt be established. According to
these critics, this sense of importance will be conddyyegiving people reasons why
they ought to believe in God. By offering reasons, litelsl, religious belief will be
shown to be reasonable. Phillips contends that it fiswlif to understand what would be
involved in such an enterprise.

To explain the difficulty, Phillips points to a passagerf Wittgenstein's ‘Lecture
on Ethics.’ In this passage Wittgenstein distinguisied#&den absolute judgments of

value and relative judgments of value.

Supposing that | could play tennis and one of you saw nyagland said, ‘Well, you play pretty
badly,” and suppose | answered, ‘I know | play badly, buin'tdwvant to play any better,’ all the
other man could say would be: ‘Ah, then that’s all righgLit suppose | had told one of you a
preposterous lie and he came up to me and said, ‘You'reibghie a beast,” and then | were to
say, ‘I know | behave badly, but then | don’t want éhvéive any better,” could he then say, ‘Ah,
then that’s all right,? Certainly not; he would sdy/ell, yououghtto want to behave better.’
Here you have an absolute judgment of value whereagshaftance was one of a relative
judgment:*®

This passage shows that there is both an absolute afatiger use of ‘ought.” The
relative value judgment holds true only in situationselene desires the consequences

that follow from the value judgment. An example o€hative value judgment would be,

149 Ludwig Wittgenstein, ‘A Lecture on Ethic$?hilosophical ReviewJanuary 1965, 5.
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‘It is importantnot to catch cold.” Assuming one does not want the aspla
consequences of catching a cold, this value judgment is ttoeever, relative value
judgments are reversible, so long as one does not desioensequences that follow
from them. Taking the previous example, for instarités hot important that | do not
catch a cold, since | don’t care about feeling unpleas@bsolute judgments of value,
on the other hand, are held absolutely and are notsibiger

When this first variety of critic contends that redigs belief must be shown to be
important, Phillips asks, following Wittgenstein’s distion, whether they are using
‘important’ in an absolute or a relative sense? kro#eems as if these critics are using a

relative sense of importance.

We are told to believe in God because he is the mostrdweing. We are told to believe in
God because only those who believe will flourish in the éWe are told to believe in God
because history is in His hand, and that, despite appearahe final victory is His. All these
advocacies are founded on relative judgments of vafue.

As noted above, however, relative judgments of valueearsible. “If the Deuvil
happened to be more powerful than God, he would havewmishipped. If believers
are not to flourish in the end, belief becomes pointl&sdief in God is pointless if
historical development goes in one direction rathantanother*®® It seems, according
to these critics, that belief in God is important ohlgartain consequences follow.

But this falsifies the absolute character that béli€tod has for many believers.
“[These believers] would say that God’s divinity cannefustified by external

considerations. If we can see nothing in it, therething apart from it which will

150 phillips, 58.
151 |pid., 58.
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somehow establish its point?® To put this in another way, we might ask: if a perison
urged to believe in God, and he asks why, what morerie thesay? Phillips holds that
if a person were told of certain consequences that wesldt from not believing in God,
and this person came to believe because of these conseguden this would not in
fact be belief in God. “[This person] would have a pglimyt a faith,” argues Phillips.
There is yet another important challenge faced by iisisvariety of critic. These
critics seem unable to give an account of the distindie&tween other-worldliness and
worldliness, a highly important distinction in most reigs. This distinction cannot be
accounted for when there is an assumption that the edlreligious belief can be
assessed by applying a wider common measure. Phillipsiss&isonsider the

following arguments:

(1) We should believe in God. He is the most powerful dba@ithgs. We are all to be judged by
him in the end. He is to determine our fate. In thgsiment there is only one concept of
power: worldly power. A& happensGod is more powerful than we are, but it is the same
kind of power.

(2) Many battles are fought. At times it looks as if foed is defeated and evil triumphs. But
there is no reason to fear: the ultimate victor@dgl's. Here a common measure is applied to
God and the powers of evil, as if God’s victory is desti@ble, something recognized by
good and evil alike. The man who says God is not s would be contradicting the man
who says he is victoriods?

These apologetic moves remind one of the exchanges beRekenand Socrates in
Plato’'sGorgias Polus fails to understand Socrates’ claim that goods¢gsa man’s
advantage. He points to the Tyrant of Macedonia, avhenis wicked, but has
flourished. Here Polus is making the mistake of assurhgigSocrates can mean only

one thing by advantage, namely, what Polus himself n@aits “For Socrates,

152 pid., 59.
153 |pid., 59.
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however, it is not the world’s view of advantage whictoisletermine what is good, but
what is good which is to determine what is to count asradge.***

The apologetic arguments above claim that God is poweerful than the forces
which oppose God. On these accounts, it is one andnhe soncept of power that is
possessed by both God and these forces. God and tlaeshare the same kind of
power, God just happens to have more of it. “But, liki®dthese critics] need to
realize that for many believers it is not the outcorme dourse of events, which is to
determine whether God is victorious, but faith in God Widetermines what is regarded
as victory. If it were not so, there would be no temd&ietween the world’s way of
regarding matters and religious reactions to th&th.For religious believers ‘success’ is
determined by what God holds to be important, and in cesiiations this will be
different from what the world holds to be ‘success.’llipBi intention is not to advocate
for either side, but merely to show that any accounglifious beliefs denying that such
a tension exists ends up falsifying the nature of thefsah question.

This first variety of critic worries that treatingliggous belief as a distinctive
language-game will result in making religion out to beiaimportant esoteric game.
However, if not careful, the attempt to show théigreus belief is important may result
in distorting the values involved in such beliefs. $barce of these distortions lies in

seeking an external justification for religious belief

154 bid., 60.
155 |hid., 60.
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While the first group of critics is generally comprisdghilosophers sympathetic
to religion, the second group of critics is comprisedtolbgophers both sympathetic and
unsympathetic to religion. This second group of crittesnapt to show their conclusions
are reached by criteria of rationality which their opgrais do or ought to accept.
“Unless believers and non-believers can be shown tsing common criteria of
rationality, it is said, then the misgivings abouigielus beliefs being esoteric games
cannot be avoided:*

15710 answer

Phillips looks largely to Wittgenstein’s “Lecture on Religs Belief
this second variety of critic. He reminds us that yéitistein asked whether the believer
and non-believer contradict each other when one salyslisees and the other says he
does not. In order to contradict each other, Wittgensairgines, these two people must
share a common understanding; they must be playing thee game. “The man who
says that the sun is 90 million miles away from théheeontradicts the man who says
that the sun is only 20 million miles away from thetlearThe man who says that
unicorns exist contradicts the man who says thereatmicorns.**® In these instances,
the participants share a common understanding. “Tipaitdists about the distance of the

sun from the earth share a common understanding—nametiipds of calculation in

astronomy...The disputants about the unicorns share a comnaerstanding—namely,

156 |tai
Ibid., 61.
157 Ludwig Wittgenstein|ecture and Conversations on Aesthetics, Psychology, and RekgioByril
Barrett. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1966.
%% pid., 61.
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methods of verifying the existence of various kinds of afsttt>® The participants in
these disputes appeal to the same criteria to settlgréeaents. In other words, they are
‘one in logic.” We might say they are playing the sagame, because they are referring
to a common set of rules.

The question is whether the believer and the non-tezlievho are disputing the
existence of God, are similar to these disputantstg@fistein shows that they are not.
“The malin reason for the difference is that God’s tgadinot one of a kind; He is not a
being among beings. The word ‘God’ is not the nametbing.”**® The consequence
of this is that God cannot be assessed by a commomuraeakich applies to things other
than God. But what is meant by the claim that ‘Gaabisthe name of a thing’?

If one says that something exits, it makes sense to thitliabthing ceasing to
exist. However, we would not say that God might céasxist. This is not because
believers think God will exist forever, but because it @sako sense to speak of God
ceasing to exist. We also notice that believers hadetrible thing not to believe in the
existence of God. The peculiarity here, as Wittgengteints out, is that ordinarily one
would never hold it a terrible thing not to believe in tkistence of some object. We
might also question why there is such a fuss aboub#tisf. After all, religious

believers onlybelievethese things to be true. In normal situations we nsgiit “You

159 hid., 61.
180 hid., 62.
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only believe—Oh, well...” “But, is it not queer to say ofnsbippers, ‘They only believe
there is a God'?®*

Phillips points out that these critics are not unavedithe differences between
talk of ordinary objects and talk of God. However, theg these differences as
indicative of serious blunders that have been commiittéte name of religion. “Once
the differences are seen as blunders, it is assumedliabare sometimes called ‘the
logical peculiarities’ of religious discourse are dewias from or distortions of non-
religious ways of speaking with which we are famili#f"It follows from this that the
reality of God is made subject to wider criteria of lildéility. As with the hypothesis
about the distance of the sun from the earth, oexigtence of unicorns, beliefs about
God are thought to have a reality relative to the aitey which they are assessed. “In
the case of religious beliefs, it is said that whHeeytare brought into relation with the
relevant criteria of assessment they are showe tmibtakes, distortions, illusions, or
blunders.*®?

Wittgenstein felt that this conclusion arose, attl@apart, from a deep
philosophical prejudice. “One characteristic of this pregids the craving for
generality, the insistence that what constitutesieelligible move in one context must
constitute an intelligible move in all context$* In terms of the topic we have been

discussing, this prejudice takes the form of illegitimatdévatingoneuse of the words

181 hid., 62.
182 hid., 62.
183 pid., 62.
184 hid., 63.



84

‘existence’ or ‘belief’ as a paradigm fany use of these words. In his ‘Lecture on
Religious Belief,” Wittgenstein is giving us reasons aberthe different use that
‘existence’ and ‘belief have in this context, and teisethe craving for generality.

One form this craving takes within philosophical discussidmsligion is the
notion that nothing can be believed unless there is evedengrounds for that belief.
There certainly are beliefs relating to religion whgreunds and evidence are relevant,
such as the belief in the authenticity of a holy rdbc example. But it does not make
sense to ask for the evidence or grounds of every relidpelies.

Wittgenstein considers belief in the Last Judgment. gt ask what evidence
there is for this belief. Some people are sure itaeitur, others think possibly it will
occur, and yet others believe it will not occur. ThestLJudgment seems to be thought of
as a future event which will or will not occur. “Wencsay, as we did earlier, that the
disputants are one in logic....Those who feel sure Itogitur, those who think it might
possibly occur, and those who think it will not occur dkdagically, on the same
level.”®> These people seem to be playing the same game and &xptesief, half-
belief, or unbelief in a hypothesis.

But must religious belief be taken as a hypothesis?af@rinot. Wittgenstein
points out that the word ‘God’ is among the earlieatht. While we learn it by means of
pictures, stories, catechisms, etc., Wittgenstein witnatsthis does not have the ‘same

consequences as with pictures of aunts.” “l wasn’t shighat which the picture

185 pid., 63.
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pictured).*®® Wittgenstein remarks further on this picture of Gothiafollowing
passage:

Take ‘God created man.” Pictures of Michelangelo shguhe creation of the world. In general,
there is nothing which explains the meanings of words dsawe picture, and | take it that
Michelangelo was as good as anyone can be and did hisbddtere is the picture of the Deity
creating Adam.

If we ever saw this, we certainly wouldn’t think this thatide The picturehas to be used in an
entirely different way if we are to call the man inttaeer blanket ‘God’, and so on. You could
imagine that religion was taught by means of thesegst ‘Of course we can only express
ourselves by means of pictures.” This is rather queeauld show Moore the pictures of a
tropical plant. There is a technique of comparison betywatare and plant. If | showed him the
picture of Michelangelo and said, ‘Of course, | cantivgtyou the real thing, only the
picture’....The absurdity is, I've never taught him the technique iofguhis picture®’

The primary point of this passage is to show that ifierence between the believer and
non-believer is like the difference between someohe goes and someone who does
not believe in a picture.

Does believing in a picture amount to believing in a hypidReft does not. As
Wittgenstein points out, “The wholeeightmay be in the picture'® Religious belief
lies in the power of the picture itself. “A man’dibéin the Last Judgment may show
itself in the way a man has this before his mind when kestany decisions of
importance, in the way it determines his attitude to tpga@sons and failures, or to the
fortunes or misfortunes which befall hitf® Wittgenstein is stressing the grammar of
religious belief, what ‘recognition of belief’ amounisin this context. It does not
involve reasoning or weighing evidence to reach a concludiather, what is involved

is seeing how the belief regulates a person’s lifettg&fstein describes this as follows:

186 Wittgenstein, 60.
187 |bid., 63.
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Here believing obviously plays much more this role: suppas said that a certain picture might
play the role of constantly admonishing me, or | asviynk of it. Here an enormous difference
would be between those people for whom the picture istaotly in the foreground, and the
others who just don't use it at aff.

The issue now becomes whether the people who do ndtisigadture contradict those
who do. Wittgenstein argues in the following passage tiegtdo not contradict each

other.

Suppose someone is ill and he says: ‘This is a punishnaat’l say: ‘If I'm ill, | don’t think of
punishment at all.” If you say, ‘Do you believe the op#si—you can call it believing the
opposite, but it is entirely different from what we wouldmally call believing the opposite.

| think differently, in a different way. | say diffent things to myself. | have different pictures.
It is this way: if someone said, ‘Wittgenstein, you tdgke illness as a punishment, so what do
you believe?—I'd say: ‘I don’t have any thoughts of punisimta® ™

We see that believing in the picture means putting ongss in it, sacrificing for it,

letting it regulate one’s life, whereas not believinghe picture means it plays no role in
one’s thinking. Those who do not use the picture canmabmpared with someone who
does not believe in a hypothesis. It is not that tleradict the picture, but rather, they
simply do not use it at all.

A religious belief, such as belief in the Last Judgmismot a testable hypothesis
but is an absolute for a believer in so far as it predates and determines much of the
believer’s thinking. “The absolute beliefs are the oatenot the object of
assessment.” If these beliefs provide the criteria by which othengsiin the

believer’s life are evaluated, then the charactéh@de beliefs is falsified in so far as

170 pid., 56.
171 pid., 55.
172 phillips, 65.
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they are construed as hypotheses. Wittgenstein renf@iHespoint is that if there were
evidence, this would in fact destroy the whole busin&$s.”

The difficulty lies in seeing what would be meant by sayieg aibsolute
religious beliefs are actually mistakes or blunders. oAding to Wittgenstein, a blunder
must occur within a particular system. “Whether a thing blunder or not—it is a
blunder in a particular system. Just as something sralét in a particular game and
not in another®* For example, when someone has been asked to gdtmsame way,
and continues the series 2, 4, 6, 8, 10... by repeating tawsee what blunder has been
committed. However, Wittgenstein points out, if someeaid they were going to add,
and then wrote on the board ‘2 and 21 is 13,” “I'd say: “€lismo blunder.*”> We
would not say this person had committed a blunder in addingh&ube or she was not
adding at all. By comparison, Wittgenstein imaginesesmme who had a dream of the
Last Judgment and then says he knows what it muskdoe lli we imagine this to be like
assessing next week’s weather, it would be strange to d¢hithe dream as slender
evidence. Wittgenstein goes on, “If you compare it @&itkithing in science which we
call evidence, you can'’t credit that anyone could solaedye: ‘Well, | had this
dream...therefore...Last Judgment.” You might say, ‘For ad#u, that’s too big.*"®
In such a situation, we might say this believer wasgpor insane. The question which

arises is precisely that raised by the second groupt@kcriHow do we know that

13 Wittgenstein, 56.
17% pid., 59.
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religious practices are not forms of disguised nonsehgehywfor some reason or
another, believers do not recognize as such?”

Thus far Phillips has responded to critics who resistachearizing religious belief
as a distinctive language-game, either because theytovanow that religious belief is
important as one might show a course of action tprbdential, or because they want to
show the rationality or irrationality of religiouglef by assuming the existence of God
to be established by reference to criteria under whishoihe instance among many.
Both of these attempts, argues Phillips, falsify the absaldracter of the belief in
guestion.

However, it may still be argued against Phillips, thatiew allows religious
believers to say whatever they like. This criticisnstrengthened both by the notion that
language-games have an internal criteria of intelligibénd by the notion that it is
impossible to render one language-game unintelligiblermg®f the criteria of another.
In response to these critics, it may be pointed aitdlreligious believer can make a
mistake within his or her religion. After all, theaee criteria of intelligibility for what
can and cannot be said within religious practice. Budgtloeitics may press further.
They may point to the possibility of an internally cistent, but pointless, set of rules.
“To argue, therefore, that religious beliefs are d&tve language-games with rules
which their adherents may follow or fail to follow doeot, of itself, show that the rules

have any point'®

Y7 phillips, 66.
178 |bid., 67.
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Phillips finds this last criticism justified. It points a strain in the analogy
between religious belief and language-games. One dostaowtwhy people should
cherish religious belief merely by distinguishing religgdbelief from other modes of
social life, even though important distinctions aredariade here. If religious belief is
thought of as cut off from other modes of social lifert it could not have the
importance that it has. The work of Rush Rh&dwas assisted Phillips in coming to
understand the full implications of this point.

In the Tractatus Wittgenstein thought that all propositions must hagerzeral
propositional form. Later, in th@vestigationswhile Wittgenstein had relinquished the
idea of ‘all propositions,’ he continued to be interdstewhat belonging to a common

language meant. Rhees responds:

When he says that any language is a family of languagesyaand that any of these might be a
complete language by itself, he does not say whethergabm might take part in several such
games would be speaking the same language in each of théact, | find it hard to see on this

view that they wouldverbe speaking a languatf8.

One reason for Rhees’ conclusion is that Wittgenstekes the assumption that the
same language is being spoken in each of the diffenegideye-games. “But if this is so
the sameness or unity of that language cannot be explayndescribing the way in
which anyparticular language-game is playet?* The problem becomes more acute
when Wittgenstein claims that each language-game cowddbenplete language in

itself. One reason for Wittgenstein’'s argument fer¢bmpleteness of language-games

179 Rush Rhees, “Wittgenstein’s Builder®iscussions of WittgensteiNew York: Schocken Books. 71-
84.
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was to rid us of the notion that there is a generglgsiional form. There is no one
propositional form which underwrites all usages in a laggudn other words, the
various language-games do not comprise one big game. HowWaltgenstein wants
to say that a language, the same languagefamily of language-games—that is, that
this is the kind of unity a language ha&" It is at this point that we encounter a strain in
the analogy between language and a game.

At the beginning of thénvestigationsWittgenstein presents a hypothetical
discussion about a group of builders. He suggests tlattaa language of a tribe might
be comprised of orders and response, constituted by omshoating ‘Slab!" and

another bringing a slab. Rhees comments on this hyjrthgituation as follows:

But | feel that there is something wrong here. Thelile is not to imagine a people with a
language of such limited vocabulary. The trouble isnagine that they spoke the language only
to give these special orders on this job and othemeser spoke at all. 1 do not think it would be
speaking a languag®

Wittgenstein imagines the adults of the tribe teachuegchildren the shouts for a slab.
But this would not be a part of the order and response aitctiol job itself. Further,
there must be other situations that take place outsedeasic work of the job. People
would likely go home and discuss work with their famili8aags will sometimes occur
in the course of the work, which have to be dealt wRhees argues that Wittgenstein is
describing something more like a game of building with stpcerrect methods of
reacting to signals, as opposed to people actually buildmgise. Rhees’ point is that

learning a language cannot be identified with learning whatnisrglly done. “It has

182 1hid., 68.
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more to do with what it makes sense to answer or whadkes sense to ask, or what
sense one remark may have in connection to anotifefhe meaning of the builder’s
expressions cannot be entirely with the job. “Weudthoot be able to grasp the meaning
of expressions, see the bearing of one expressionaihex, appreciate why something
can be said here and not there, unless expressionsaverected with contexts other
than those in which we are using them ndf."n light of this point, Rhees says that
when a child comes to differentiate between sensisdrse and a jumble of words,
this

is not something you can teach him by any sort of dsliyja might perhaps teach him the names
of objects. | think he gets it chiefly from the way in @fhthe members of his family speak to

him and answer him. In this way he gets an idea of hownlenare to be connected, and of how
what people say to one another makes selrsany case, it is not like learning the meaning of
this or that expression. And although he can go on sggdkis is not like going on with the use
of any particular expression or set of expressions, althofigourse it includes th&t°

Phillips suggests that what Rhees says of the buit@ersilso be said of religious
worshippers. Rhees argues that when we imagine theetsiddt off from everything
apart from the technique of the job, the builders sewmely to be playing a game of
building with blocks, a system of responses to signseraktan actually building a
house. Similarly, imagining religious worshippers as éufrom everything apart from
the formalities of worship, makes their activity seeshto be worship, but rather some

type of esoteric game.

184 hid., 80.
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Phillips asks, “What is the difference between aaedad for an act of worship
and the actual act of worshig%® It cannot be a matter of responses to signs, beeause
correct response to signs may be given in a rehedrsdher, the difference lies in the
point the activity of worship has in the lives of thersloppers. This entails the bearing
it has on other features of their lives. “Religiors samething to say about aspects of
human existence which are quite intelligible withod¢rence to religion: birth, death,
joy, misery, despair, hope, fortune and misfortuti®.Moreover, the connection
between these other aspects of human existence andrmradignot contingent. Many
religious beliefs could not be what they are withoesthother aspects. Phillips points,
for example, to Jesus’ words, ‘Not as the world givetie giunto you.” The force of this
contrast depends logically on both parts of the comtriisus, the force of religious
belief is in part dependent on what is outside of religion

Phillips has argued that religious reactions to varidusisons cannot be
assessed by external criteria of adequacy. Howevagipted reactions to such situations
must also not be fantastic. Whether these reacticmfantastic or not is decided by

criteria which is not in dispute.

For example, some religious believers may try to ex@wiay the reality of suffering, or try to

say that all suffering has some purpose. When they sieakils, one may accuse them of not
taking suffering seriously. Or if religious believeatktof death as if it were a sleep of long
duration, one may accuse them of not taking death seriostiiese examples, what is said
about zllégfering and death can be judged in terms of whatresdglknow and believe about these
matters.

187 Phillips, 69.
188 |hid., 69.
189 pid., 70.



93

Thus, religious reactions are fantastic when thepdisthat we already know about
matters. If a religious reaction does commit this ebdistortion, no appeal to saying it
in the name of religion can justify or excuse theatton.

What we have seen is that the meaning and force oionadidpelief depends in
part on the relation of these beliefs to other featofdhuman existence. Without this
dependence religion could not have the importance it idaée lives of believers.
Objections to treating religious beliefs as distinctargyuage-games arise from
awareness of this importance. However, there is canfusithese objections. This
confusion is the result of drawing false conclusionmfimportant truths. While these
critics recognize, rightly, that religious beliefpartly dependent on features outside of
religion, they conclude, wrongly, that one would codicehimself if he claimed both to
recognize this dependence and to recognize that religioes$skeie distinctive language-
games. “They are led to this conclusarly because they assume that the relation
between religious beliefs and the non-religious facts is that betwesnsyustified and
its justification, or that between a conclusion and its grouritfs When it is said that
religious beliefs are partly dependent upon non-religiocts féhis is not to say that

religious beliefs are justified by or inferred from thdesets.

II. Addis
Now that we have looked at Phillips’ defense of applyingg#hstein’s

conception of a language-game to the issue of religiolief,det us turn to a criticism of

190 pid., 72.
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this approach advanced by Mark Addts Addis claims there is a difficulty in the
relationship between Phillips’ treatment of religiouddas a distinct language-game
and Wittgenstein’s own conception of the distinctivengfslanguage-games. “ltis
important to observe that Wittgenstein did not makeramarks about the uses to which
Phillips put the idea of distinct religious language-gaarasthat therefore this usage
lacks exegetical support®® Addis points out that Phillips emphasizes the lirftthe
analogy between games and language. This emphasis pdinesfact that there are
different language-games played within the same languBlge question that arises is
what methods are available for distinguishing a distamguage-game. “Arguably,”
holds Addis, “there is no (good) exegetical evidence ingafitstein about what
principles or methods should be used to assist in théfidation of distinct religious
language-games

Addis claims that the most promising justification Riillips’ treatment of
religious beliefs as distinct language-games is found iBtben Book where there are
analogues to distinct language-games. However, Phillipsspoin that while
Wittgenstein stressed the distinctiveness of languageggdmaealso spoke of the links
between them. According to Phillips, Wittgenstein waaravof the bearings that

various utterances have upon each other. But iBinen Book Addis claims,

191 Mark Addis, “ D. Z. Phillips’ Fideism in WittgensteinMirror,” in Wittgenstein and Philosophy of
Religioned. Robert L. Arrington and Mark Addis. London: Routled?f#)1. 83-100.
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Wittgenstein does not treat the relationship betwesguiage and games in the way

Phillips construes it.

That is to say, concern is not with how utterancedenia autonomous and isolated language-
games affect each other....[Rather, Wittgenstein] wesested in how actually existing and
potential but non-existing language-games might intéract.

Thus, even in thBrown Bookwe do not find exegetical support for Phillips’ treatment
of language-games.

Addis also points out that there is not a singlearmfway in which the notion of
a language-game is treated throughout Wittgenstein’s writikgs example, during the
middle-period, in which thBrown Bookwas written, Wittgenstein experimented with
the idea that language-games were miniature models of lgagaiad the extent to which
they could provide an account of what language is. lifatke period, in which the
Philosophical Investigationwas written, hypothetical language-games were thought to
illuminate our language by displaying similarities and défeces with it. “An important
consequence of these differences is that if Wittgenstelmnging perspective on
language-games is to be taken seriously then language-ganrext be treated by just
one account, as Phillips attempts to 45.”

Phillips discusses the notion of the completenetangiuage-games, claiming
that Wittgenstein emphasized this in order to removaskamption that there is a
general propositional form. But in his later writing&ims Addis, Wittgenstein thought
that focusing on the completeness of language-games waddrelithe way in which

they should be used to understand language. The goal of khsoplmer, in these later

194 pid., 93.
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writings, is held to be the resolution of philosophicalgems, not completeness or
exactness.

In considering Addis’s objection, we should remembetr lHrEguage-games are
not something which Wittgenstein discovered, and that tie/peculiar feature of being
inexplicable. Rather, the concept of a language-gameeisded as a methodological
tool of analysis, one which helps to resolve philosophiaablpms. As Addis indicates
at the end of his criticism, the issue is not aboeitcthmpleteness or exactness of the
account of religious belief yielded by the applicatiotemjuage-games to this issue, but
rather, whether the application of this concept hdpshed light on, and give
philosophical understanding to, the issue of religious belie

Let us begin by taking up Addis’s contention that thecept of a language-game
does not have one uniform usage throughout Wittgensteiitingg:. Hans-Johann
Glock" tells us that Wittgenstein used the term language-game 932 onward.
Initially, the point of this concept was to draw attentto the similarities between
language and games, namely, that language is a rule-guidé@tiacthe notion of a
language-game replaced an earlier idea Wittgenstein hadcdculus model of
language. According to the calculus model, language wasged by a set of rules
which constituted a ‘rigid, precise, and definite order hiddehind the motley

appearance of language.” “By turning to language-games, Wstegerswitched

19 Hans-Johann Glocly Wittgenstein DictionaryOxford: Blackwell, 1996. 193.
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attention from the geometry of a symbolism (whethaeglage or calculus) to its place in
human practice™®”’

There are four different ways in which Wittgenstein &yp the term ‘language-
game.” The first usage, found in tBeie and Brown Booksnvolves teaching practices.
“Language-games are explained as ‘ways of using signs’ wracsirapler than those of
everyday language, ‘primitive forms of language,’ with wHeckehild begins to make
use of words.™®® This usage evolves into a conception of language-gansst@sns of
communication by which children learn and are taught ttaive language. These
practices are important to Wittgenstein because thew $&matures of our language which
continue to play a role as standards of correctnessvet#w, this usage recedes in favor
of a fictional conception of language-games.

The fictional conception of language-games involves thi@m of “hypothetical
or invented linguistic practices of a simple or primitiied.”**® This usage of
‘language-game’ refers to hypothetical language-games @fygovimitive nature, which
we invent for purposes of comparison with our actuabdisenguage. Through this
process of comparison we will shed light on the featofeour actual linguistic usage.
This fictional conception of language-games dominatesishge of this concept in the
Brown Book but has receded by the time theestigationss written.

While Wittgenstein continued to believe that the carcsion of fictional

language-games was important for understanding our actuakliegtoncepts, in the

197 |bid., 194.
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Investigationsand other later writings, the usage of ‘language-game’ $esumore on
actual linguistic activities, and describes them agaimsb#tkground of our non-
linguistic practices?® In thelnvestigationsfor example, we find a list of speech acts,
including giving orders, asking, swearing, and constructing actoiogan a description,
among other things. In connection with this third usagloguage-game,’
Wittgenstein also speaks of the language-game with aydartiword, such as ‘game’,
‘thought’, ‘read’, or ‘pain’. This involves discussing holaese concepts are used in the
context of our non-linguistic practices.

The fourth and final usage of this concept involves esiez to the overall system
of our language. Wittgenstein speaks of ‘the whole langgagee’, ‘the human
language-game’, and ‘our language-game’. “Indeed, it is throughise of the term that
he makes his most important point: ‘I shall also ttedlwhole, consisting of language
and the actions into which it is woven, the ‘language-gafé This is the usage which
comes to more and more dominate the use of this tetine iprogression of
Wittgenstein’s writings. “Whereas at first words hawveaning within a proposition, and
the game they are used in, he later said that ‘wordsrhas@ing only in the stream of
life.” %2 The idea is that concepts have their meaning withimvtiae framework of a
language, its rules, and the non-linguistic behaviors wdmclmpany it.

Perhaps we should attempt to identify which usage Philapsrhmind when he

employs the term language-game. The first two usagestseeenmmediately ruled out.
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Phillips’ discussion is not about practices used toh¢lae language of religious belief,
nor is it about invention of fictional language-gamesdmpare with the actual use of
religious language. While there is some discussion wfwe use the word ‘God’, we
would not say that Phillips’ discussion is simply abdet nguage-game with the word
‘God.” However, neither is Phillips discussing our whialeguage. His focus is on
religious language. It seems then that Phillips employmgthe term language-game
falls somewhere between the third and fourth usage.ifh#l concerned with the way
in which the whole ofeligiouslanguage is woven into human actions.

Therefore, Addis is correct in claiming that Phillipse of the term is not
supported by the conception of language-games found Brtven Book TheBrown
Bookentails the first, and primarily the second, usagéetérm. Addis goes on to
contend that Phillips cannot utilize one account of laggtgames because of
Wittgenstein’s changing conception of the term. Howetbé€illips utilizes something
more akin to Wittgenstein’s mature and dominant notiotiisfconcept, there appears to
be no problem with this approach. Again, | would argueqtlestion is whether
Phillips’ application of this concept helps to shedtligh a philosophical understanding
of religious belief. In so far as there are distimees of the word ‘belief’ and ‘exist’
within the sphere of religious activity, then it mag feelpful to describe religious beliefs
as aspects of distinctive language-games. The sigrakoaindoing so is to show that
these words are used in a peculiar way within this spHetis@urse, differently from

how they are used in other realms of discourse.
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Addis’s final criticism is that Phillips’ employs theea of distinct language-
games in manner which Wittgenstein never endorsed. dicepto Addis, this is
because Wittgenstein never developed a methodology forfidegtdistinct language-
games. Addis’'s seems to feel that we need to have ahdrast method for identifying
distinct language-games, and in so far as we do not,@htlontention that religious
beliefs are distinctive language-games is unacceptablek @&marks, regarding the
criticism that there is no criteria for identifyingstinct language-games, “There is no
fundamental difficulty here. Wittgenstein distinguishieguistic activities at different
levels of generality. What counts as the same ac{(eity,, whether one needs to
determine telling a story from telling a joke) depends ondwel concerned, and on all
levels there will be borderline case8> Language-games involve the notion of an
activity. When locating a distinct language-game, wetirie look for a difference in
activity, that is, a difference in linguistic usage amel way it is woven into out non-
linguistic behavior. But actual linguistic practices ao¢ neatly and uniformly
partitioned, nor is there a single methodology by whicttaudd identify the contours of
these practices.

We seem to have come back to the same question, nasrmehijllips’ account of
religious beliefs as distinctive language-games approgdaatéis level or type of
activity? Addis’s merely argues that Phillips’ usageas exegetically supported by
Wittgenstein’s writings. However, he offers no comtr@mwhether religious belief

itself is appropriately treated as a distinctive langugmy@e. The criticism that there is
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no exegetical support for Phillips’ argument does notdstgmwhen we consider that he
is employing Wittgenstein’s concept of a language-game iegong like its more
mature usages. Beyond this, we must consider the actuatlyeof religious belief and
whether it is appropriately treated as a distinct langigagee. Phillips, largely
following Wittgenstein’'s ‘Lecture on Religious Belie§hows that there are reasons to

treat religious belief differently from other sphecddiuman existence.

[11. Moore

Gareth Moor®* does not disagree with Phillips’ application of languageagam
to the issue of religious belief. It is true, he Isolthat religious belief is a distinctive
rule-guided linguistic activity, one in which discourse ha®wn peculiar manner of
functioning. Moore’s criticism of Wittgensteinian philgdwy of religion comes from an
entirely different direction. Moore points to Phplii use of the distinction between
absolute judgments of value and relative judgments of walWéttgenstein’s ‘Lecture
on Ethics.” Phillips criticizes those critics who wém make religious belief seem
important by accusing them of thinking only in worldly ternidhese critics argue for the
importance of religious belief by making belief in Godcteiely better than not doing so.
God is more powerful than the world or the Devil, areté¢fore we should believe in
God. However, God just happens to be more powerfuhinfjs were otherwise, then

there would be no necessity about belief in God. Tihispnly relatively true that we

204 Gareth Moore, “Wittgenstein’s English Parson: Soméeeebns on the Reception of Wittgenstein in
the Philosophy of Religion,” iReligion and Wittgenstein’'s Legaey. D. Z. Phillips and Mario Von der
Ruhr. Burlington, VT: Ashgate Publishing, 2005. 209-228.
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ought to believe in God. Phillips suggests that peoplehelieve in God for this reason
‘have a policy, not a faith.” Moore tends to agree Withllips on this point, but feels
that a number of questions are raised:

There is a great deal in what Phillips says with whisympathize, but if | am sympathetic to
Phillips here, is this because | think he expressesgfiilosophical insight, or because my
religious sensibilities are similar to his? Is thespa against whom Phillips is arguing making a
philosophical mistake or is he rather expressing a refgitewpoint of which Phillips
disapproves®®

In answering these questions, Moore asks us to imagirfelkheing
conversation between person A and person B.

Suppose A says to B: ‘“You really ought to try to behaatéeb,” that B counters: ‘And what if |
don’t?” and that A replies: ‘Because you will be judged log @ the end, and he will determine
your fate. If you mend your ways, God will welcome ymio heaven, but if you don'’t, you will
burn in hell fire.**®

As we consider what has transpired in this exchange, Mamgests that it will not
occur to us that person A is engaging in philosophy. Ratheris a religious or
theological argument about someone’s eternal desiivilyile philosophical mistakes do
occur in areas other than philosophy itself, the faatt tiiis argument is over someone’s
eternal destiny should make us hesitate about expressimtisagreement by ascribing a
philosophical mistake to person A. It would be more natarelaim that person A is
making a religious or theological mistake. Perhaps, stggsore, ‘mistake’ is not
even the correct term in this context.

We might say rather that we find repugnant the view of GatlA is expressing; we might say
that it gives a truer picture of God to say, not tleatHreatens B with eternal punishment but that
he loves him, and that this is why B should change hisway we might say, does not
understand God if he can talk about him in that way; bueitiersay that, we charge A with

205 |pid., 220.
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theological error, not with a philosophical mistakasiGod that we claim he misunderstands, not
the conceptof God?®’

If we follow Phillips in claiming that person A has maaphilosophical mistake,
we would be committed to the claim that person A isemgfaged in genuine religious
discourse. Person A has a policy, rather than bali&bd. However, this would be an
odd claim, as person A says just the sort of thing vgghih@xpect a religious person to
say. The implication would be that person A holdsi@sathat are incompatible wittue
religion (ortrue Christianity). If it is claimed that person A has eng conception of
God, then the implication would be that person A isrebgious in a perfectly obvious
sense. Thus, concludes Moore, “Phillips’ argument is moiné&ibution to a
philosophical understanding of what religious belief iss rtather the expression of one
particular religious belief, or of one particular thepéal or spiritual viewpoint within
the Christian tradition, and a rejection of an opppsiewpoint.?°®

The real significance of this discussion, contends Mdsneot to criticize
Phillips so much as to raise the question about Wittgerstavn contribution to the
philosophy of religion. “It seems to me that very mahthe remarks of Wittgenstein
which are held to contribute to the philosophy of religiane in reality little to do with
the philosophy of religion; they are rather expressidm@sparticular religious sensibility,
or expressions of a religious point of viefd™ If Wittgenstein makes any contribution to
philosophy of religion, it is not through clarificatiofhwhat counts as religious discourse

as opposed to non-religious discourse, but by expressingitiopamf what counts as true
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or deep religion. However, what is true or deep religionot established by
philosophical means, but is a matter of sensibility.

Wittgenstein accuses those who do not share his sdresbalf being dull or
stupid, of not understanding religion. But he doetsaccuse these people of not being
religious. “What | want to suggest here is that fottgéinstein there is no such thing as a
religious understanding of life and the universe. Theratiger a range of religious ways
of understanding®® A person may have a deep understanding of faith eryashallow
one. But even the shallow religious believer isatbaless a religious believer. Thus,
Wittgenstein’s remarks about religion are a set ofldggoal or spiritual remarks. They
depict a certain sensibility about what is deep or prafanmeligious belief. They are
not philosophical remarks and do not make a contributionetphilosophy of religion.

In considering Moore’s criticism, it will be importattt distinguish between his
objection to Phillips, and the subsequent conclusion héesabout Wittgenstein's own
remarks on religion. While Phillips may be advancing sagespiritual sensibility in his
use of the distinction between relative judgments afevaind absolute judgments of
value, we should not be so quick to conclude that Wittgeristremarks on religion are
also therefore depict a certain spiritual sensibility.

One of Wittgenstein’s fundamental insights about refigs that it functions like
a picture in the life of a believer. This pictur@rge that the believer appeals to in the

conduct and course of his or her life. Perhaps oneofvagdressing Moore’s criticism is
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to ask whether this notion of religious belief functianas a picture belies a commitment
on Wittgenstein’s part to a specific theological origpad sensibility.

Let us consider, in this context, the distinction whichlig¥n James makes
between ‘sick-soul’ and healthy-minded’ religion in Tilse Varieties of Religious
Experiencé™’ ‘Sick-soul’ religion is constituted by religious bdlteat focuses on the
notion that something is deeply wrong, sinful, or corrmitih the person. ‘Healthy-
minded’ religion, by contrast, is constituted by a sdpositive-minded spirituality or
religious emotion. We might say the believer whocfions with a picture of God
judging and admonishing before his mind—a sort of ‘fire and $iome’ religion—
practices a ‘sick-soul’ variety of religion. The igeer who acts with the life of Jesus
before her mind, as a sort of positive role-model, tar@s a ‘healthy-minded’ variety of
religion. Wittgenstein’s insight is that in eithexse religion functions as a sort of picture
to which the believer appeals. This point is independetfiteoparticular spiritual
sensibility held by the believer in question. Therefowould argue, Wittgenstein is not
endorsing one or the other spiritual sensibilities justdeed. Rather, Wittgenstein’s
insight that religious belief functions as a picture tool the believer appeals, is indeed
a contribution to a philosophical understanding of retigio

Moore’s criticism began by taking aim at Phillips’ catien that someone who
believes in God for instrumental reasons (i.e. atired sense of value) has ‘a policy,
rather than a faith.” According to Moore, in so farRhillips criticizes those who have

an instrumental religious belief, he is endorsing a sigetiéological or spiritual

2l william JamesThe Varieties of Religious Experientdew York: Touchstone, 1997.
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sensibility. Even Jesus himself appears to endorssthef instrumentalist sense of

self-preservation which Phillips calls a ‘policy’ iretifiollowing passage:

If your hand causes you to sin, cut it off; it is betteryou to enter life maimed than with two
hands to go to hell, to the unquenchable fire. And if yoat ¢auses you to sin, cut it off; it is
better for you to enter life lame than with two feebe thrown into hefl*?

Is Phillips then opposing the very founder of Christighiit seems that Phillips is
endorsing a certain spiritual sensibility in this argumethe is making a claim about the
sort of spiritual attitude or sensibility that one mpsssess in order to have ‘true’
religious belief. However, it would be a mistake to dfevn this, as Moore does, the
conclusion that Wittgenstein’s own remarks on religibelsef express a certain spiritual
sensibility. Phillips’ argument arose from his owteatpt to show that religious beliefs
ought to be treated as distinctive language-games, andovasmething derived from
Wittgenstein’s remarks on religion. We find that wigerattention to the actual usages
of religious discourse do not show us that Phillips’ desongs correct, the same cannot
be said of Wittgenstein’s remarks about the grammariefliscourse.

So much for the notion that Wittgenstein is expressiogreain spiritual
sensibility in his remarks on religion, but what of Me's contention that he is also
expressing certain theological assumptions? Afteaallstinction can be made between
a believer’s spiritual sensibility, and the theologjsasition to which he or she ascribes.
One might claim that Wittgenstein has a very Kierkedjaarconception of religion, and
therefore, does indeed endorse a certain theoldgyay be further pointed out that

many Christians endorse some other theology, sudiaasftSt. Thomas Aquinas, for
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example. In this case, Wittgenstein's remarks ara@mointribution to the philosophy of
religion, but the endorsement of one theology ovettzer.

Wittgenstein’s intention is not to endorse any theologgther, he looks to the
actual use of religious discourse, and in keeping with bihod of philosophy, gives us
insight into how this discourse functions in the livéseadigious believers. While
Aquinas may have developed an intricate metaphysical systgstify Christianity, and
some believers may be appealed to by this system, wieodmok at the role this
metaphysical system plays in religious belief. Isrtigaphysical system what brought
them to religious belief, or is it an attempt, aftex fact, to intellectually justify or further

explain their belief? Wittgenstein, observing the agbuattice of religious belief, says,

...All sound doctrines are of no avail. One must changés difee (Or thedirectionof one’s life).
That all wisdom is cold; and that one can no more usebiting one’s life into order than one can
forgecoldiron.

A sound doctrine does not havecttch holdof one; one can follow it like a doctor’s
prescription.—But here something must grasp one and turaronad.—(This is how |
understand it.) Once turned around, one ratastturned around.

Wisdom is passionles$*®

A doctrine, such as a metaphysical system, does not gidbfreomeone in the way that
religious faith is adhered to by religious believers. t§féihstein describes what we find
when we observe the nature of religious belief infolewing remark, “It strikes me that
a religious belief can only be something like a pass@oammitment to a system of
reference.** Here is an account of the role religious beliefyplin the life of the

believer.

2131 udwig WittgensteinCulture and Value53.
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But Wittgenstein is not alone in his observation thataphysical doctrines play,
at best, a secondary role in believers’ religiouthfaWilliam James had remarked, “I do
believe that feeling is the deeper source of religiod,that philosophic and theological
formulas are secondary products, like translation okiirieo another tongue?*
Metaphysical doctrines are a ‘translation’ of religioe$ids into an intellectualized
account of these beliefs; they are not the sourtieeoi. James goes on to explain that
these metaphysical doctrines could only have arisenrafigious belief was already

assented to.

When | call theological formulas secondary products,dmtbat in a world in which no religious
feeling had ever existed, | doubt whether any philosopi@clogy could ever have been framed. |
doubt if dispassionate intellectual contemplation of thigarse, apart from inner unhappiness and
need of deliverance on the one hand and mystical enatitime other, would ever have resulted
in religious philosophies such as we now pos$gss.

Like Wittgenstein, James finds that theological or ileyaical doctrines would not be
enough to grasp the believer in the way that religiouk éoes. The difference between
James and Wittgenstein lies in the fact that wheteafrmer came to this conclusion
by observing the psychological experiences of religious\meis, the latter arrived at this
conclusion by focusing attention on the functioning agrels discourse.

Recall, that for Wittgenstein, philosophy does not ieterin the world, but
merely describes the usage and functioning of language ddscriptive, rather than
prescriptive. As Phillips points out, the important iseaee is to describe what
recognition of belief amounts to in the context dijieus belief. This is shown by

displaying the ‘grammar of religious discourse,’ in otherds, the rules which govern

215 James, 337.
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the use of religious discourse. In so far as Wittgemstescribes the grammar or rules
that govern the use of religious language, he is apbitgathe subject from a
philosophic standpoint, as opposed to endorsing any partibelalogy or spiritual
sensibility. Wittgenstein’s own attitude toward religgolanguage-games seems to be a
naturalistic one. If Wittgenstein’s philosophical asses#mof religious discourse yields
a picture more Kierkegaardian in nature, this in no sfaws that Wittgenstein’s
insights are theological rather than philosophical.

But even if this descriptive account shows that theo&gioctrine plays a
secondary role in religious belief, a sort of irgetualizing of this belief, it might be
claimed that it does inform religious belief nonetesleWhat then are we to make of
theological doctrine on a Wittgensteinian account odiiels belief? This is a very large
topic and much could be said. However, | will merelyega brief summary here of the
sort of approach to theology that Wittgenstein wouldyil@ndorse. While some
philosophers and theologians have viewed theology asod sath-claims about a
transcendent reality, a Wittgensteinian approach seefotly as a set of descriptive
claims about the religious experiences of a commuiibebevers. Theological
doctrine, on this account, is not making universal or atérath-claims, rather it is
expressing the historically and culturally bound religiowcpees of a specific religious
community. Theological doctrine is also providing theaimmar’ or rules for the use of
religious language. For example, let us take the th@albdoctrine that God is omni-
present. This doctrine is describing a religious expeeesuch as, ‘when everything in

my life seems to be going wrong, | feel that evemi@ed is with me.” But not only is
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this doctrinal statement describing the religious experiehaegparticular religious
community, it is also providing a grammatical rule fomhthe concept of God is to be
used. It tells us that when we speak about God, we agetk of Him as being omni-

present.

In this thesis, | have located the place of religiothe earlier thought of
Wittgenstein’sTractatus TheTractatusconceived of religious truths as being ineffable
and falling outside of the realm of meaningful languagettgéfstein would go on to
reject this ‘scientific’ philosophy and to develop a morenhn-centered view of
language in hi®hilosophical Investigationand other later writings.

Next | examined the competing interpretations of Wittggnss later philosophy
as applied to religion offered by Norman Malcolm and Pétmch. | found that Winch
had the more plausible interpretation, pointing out thiétgéhstein was not opposed to
scientific explanation, but merely to the idea t@énce explains everything. Further, |
argued, Winch offers a much more successful approacketpiating Wittgenstein’s
religious attitude than Malcolm. We should not lookdoalogies that hold between
Wittgenstein’s philosophy and a religious point of view, bstead recognize that
Wittgenstein thought a ‘religious’ attitude must be broughhe practice of philosophy.
| also examined Kai Nielsen’s classic critique of Wittgfemian philosophy of religion.
In response to Nielsen, | argued that he is mistakérsiapproach to the nature of
religious belief. Nielsen attempts to provide a verifaaist argument against religion,

contending that religious propositions claim to be fdcwuhile failing to meet the
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conditions of verifiability. However, Nielsen fails see that the difference between the
believer and non-believer is a matter of perspectheuse or non-use of a picture, as
opposed to a differing set of factual assertions.

Finally, | examined arguments from D. Z. Phillips, whittemnpt to justify the
treatment of religious beliefs as distinctive languggmes. Mark Addis criticizes
Phillips’ treatment of language-games, holding thatckda exegetical support and that
there is no method for determining distinctive languageesa Further, argued Addis,
due to Wittgenstein’'s evolving usage of this term, Phillipsfarm treatment of the
concept could not be justified. | argued that there isesal of a method for identifying
distinctive language-games. What we are looking foddferent activities and a
difference in usage or rules of grammar. Phillips, Wity Wittgenstein, points to
distinctive usages of religious language, which judtifating religious belief as a
distinctive language-game. Gareth Moore offered an atteeneriticism of Phillips and
Wittgenstein, holding that these philosophers offeredjimidrom a certain spiritual
theological perspective, rather than a contributiothéophilosophy of religion. |
attempted to show that while Phillips’ argument mayusesptible to this criticism,
Wittgenstein’s own remarks are not made on behalf eftio spiritual perspective, but

instead make a contribution to the general philosophiagnstanding of religion.
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