Complimentary Copy
Philosophy and
The Life-world
7o . .
i Pssirot Sobruisn

A

<
Vidyasagar University Journal of Philosophy

VOLUME 7

2004-2005

Department of Philosophy and The Life;world
Vidyasagar University

Medinipur 721 102 West Bengal
India



Philosophy and
The Life-world

Chief Editor
PRABHAT MISRA
Associate Editors
KUMAR MITRA B RAMDAS SIRKARE BHUPENDRA CHANDRA DAS
SUMANA BERA B PAPIVA GUPTA B ANANYA BANERJEE

Advisory Editors
Rajendra Prasad (LLT. KANPUR) Ramakant Sinari (C.C.S., MUMBAI)
Bijoyananda Kar (U.U.) Gopal Chandra Khan (B.U.)
G.C.Nayak (U.U.) Dikshit Gupta (C.U.)
Sanat Kumar Sen (N.B.U.) Amar Nath Bhattacharya (B.U.)
Hiranmoy Bandhyopadhyay (J.U.) Arun Kumar Mukherjee (J.U.)
Dilip Kumar Chakraborty (G.U.) Karuna Bhattacharya (C.U.)
Kalyan Kumar Bagchi (V.B.U.) Madhabendra Nath Mitra (J.U.)
Biswanath Sen (R.B.U.) Shefali Moitra (J.U.)
Tushar K. Sarkar (J.U.) Sabujkali Sen Mitra (V.B.U.)
S.R. Bhatt(D.U.) Somnath Chakraborty (V.B.U.)

For all editorial Communications :

Prabhat Misra, Chief Editor,

Philosophy and The Life-world, Department of hilosophy and the Life-world,
Vidyasagar University, Midnapore 721102, W.B., India, Telephone -03222-60554
(Extn) 422-e-mail : vidya 295@sancharnet. in

Copiesofthe lournal are available at the Sales Counter, Administrative Building,
Vidyasagar University

Price: Rs. 30/-
Rs. 20/~ (for Student)
Vol. 7 BFebruary 2005
Published by Dr. Himansu Sekhar Ghosh, Registrar, Vidyasagar University and

Printed by him at Shreelipi, Mini Market , Medinipur (West) 721101



v )
A, N GiS-3T710.
Call Nouiieicinerssnens
Philosophy and

The Life-world

Volume : Seven Contents February 2004
OBITUARY:1 In Memory of Professor Ramaprasad Das 6
OBITUARY:2 In Memory of Professor Sibajiban Bhattacharya 8
G.C. NAYAK S’ankara and World-peace 9
TOMMI LETHONEN After Secularisation?

(Philosophical and Sociological Viewpoint

on the Future of Religions) 10
D.N. TIWARI A Ciritique of the Epistemic Proof 50
N.G. KULKARNI The Return of Coherence 59

TATDH WA

SCET T wAfeT
(< e

KUMAR MITRA

TR-CIIRT TG GOBoTAN Q&

G i o 72
AT TTRGIAN e dbfere [Raae ifd 80
*3 ;@ ef 92

Book Review
(Justification by Sandhya Basu) 100



- CONTRIBUTORS

G.C. NAYAK Retired Professor, Utkal University, Bhubaneswar & Former Vice-
Chancellor, Sri Jagannath Sanskrit University. Puri, Residence: N-4/215, IRC
Village, Nayapalli, Bhubaneswar, Orissa.

TOMMI LEHTONEN Department of Systematic Theology, University of Helsinki,
Finland.

D.N. TIWARI Department of Philosophy L.N. Mithila University, Darbhanga,
Bihar. Residence: 107, Upstair Hindusthan Pharma, Lalbagh, Darbhanga, Bihar.

N.G KULKARNI 4/46, D.N. Nagar J.P. Road, Andheri (west), Mumbai,
Maharastra.

SANTOSH KUMAR PAL Department of Philosophy, Burdwan University,
Burdwan, West Bengal.

BHUPENDRE CHANDRA DAS Department of Philosophy and the Life-world,
Vidyasagar University, Medinipur, West Bengal.

KEYA MANDAL Michael Madhusudan Memorial College, Asansol, Burdwan,
West Bengal.

KUMAR MITRA Department of Philosophy and the Life-world, Vidyasagar
University, Medimipur, West Bengal.




[1917-2004]



OBITUARY: |

Professor Ramaprasad Das, philosopher and a myth as teacher 1s no more
with us. He had been suttering from an incurable disease for a good number of
years. He left us for good on 28 November, 2004.

Professor Ramaprasad Das, wellknown as R.P. Das wasborm in 1917 in
Sandwip, Noakhal, Bangladesh. He continued his student life in Khulna and
Kolkata. Starting his teaching career in a non-government college he worked at
Monlana Azad College and then joined at the University of Calcutta. Before his
retirement from Calcutta University he acted as the Vice-chancellor of Rabindra
Bharati University. He was appreciated as a brilliant teacher by his students at
Calcutta University for his lively teaching and friendly communication. He was
dear to all of his students. He was loved not only by his dear students and depart-
mental colleagues, but also by the students and teachers of other departments,
particularly the teachers of Bengali, English, History and Political Science.

Atatime he was a regular writer in the popular journals life prgpasi,

Parichay, S’anibarer Chithi etc on different topics of philosophy and psychol-
ogy . His philosophical papers were published in some reputed journals of the
abroad like British Journal of the Philosophy of Science, Dialectica and Meth-
ods. His everyday companions were Russell and Rabindranath. His contribution
as a creative writer and philosopher can never be forgotten . His path-breaking

two books on Logic was Logic of Truth Functions and Sg n ketik Yuktivijnan -

He wrote several books on Logic and Analytic Philosophy of Language in Bengali
to encourage philosophy studies in Bengali. He was the central figure of

Bangiya Darshan Parishad and Indian Academy of Philosophy, the two Calcutta

based study centres of Philosophy.

Just before two years, he was honoured as Calcutta Philosopher alongwith
Prof. Shibjeeban Bhattacharya and Prof. Sankari Prasad Banerjee.

He had a poetic mind. Always he had keen sympathy and love towards
common man. He was a complete man of zeal and Zest of life.

Lying on his death-bed he was trying to complete his last work, Encyclo-
paedia of Logic in Bengali.

Loss of such a great son of Bengal will never be compensated. Let us try
to carry his living memory by developing the cultivation of Philosophy in Bengali
language.
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OBITUARY : 2

Professor Sibajiban Bhattacharya, an internationally recognised contem-
porary Indian Philosopher left his non-cternal body on 14 January, 2005. He was
scventy nine. He was suffering froman incurable discasc for a long time. We were
informed that he was slowly coming round, but from his passing away it appears
that it was hoping against hope. He lcft his wife Dr. Arati Bhattacharya, a Profes-
sor of Philosophy and daughter Dr. Shyamasrce Bhattacharya who is also a Uni-
versity Lecturer in Philosophy.

Professor Sibajiban Bhattacharya was born in 1925 at Bhatpara, West
Bengal, a historical place of the culture of Navya Nyaya . His grandfather was

famous Panchanan Tarkaratna and uncle was Srijeeb Nydyatirtha . Professor

I3hattacharya had a long teaching and researching career. e was a versatile scholar
in both Western and Indian Philosophv. Jn his teaching life he served the Depart-
ment of Philosophy of North Bengal University, Burdwan University and Calcutta
University. He took retirement from Calcutta University as Acharya Brajendra
Nath Scal Professor in 1986. Since then he was cngaged in original research
works till the last day of his life. In his long teaching and researching life he was
frequently invited as Visiting Professor to deliver lectures on both Indian and Westem
Philosophy by different Universities of India and abroad. IHe contributed more
than one hundred original articles in reputed international and National Journals of
Philosophy. He had also contribution in many collections of essays in Philosophy.
He wrote a good number of books which are both analytic agd critical in nature.
In his later part of life he was seriously engaged in creating analytic presentation of
the thoughts of Navya Nyaya . His Gadadhara's Theory of Objectivity in two
volumes is such a creative contribution.

The sad demise of such a dedicated Contemporary Indian Philosopher
has aggrieved the philosophers and philosophy teachers all over India. Let us
dedicate ourselves to do philosophy seriously to show hum right honour.



S’ANKARA AND WORLD - PEACE

G.C. NAYAK

3’ a;zkara’s Advaita is multi-dimensional and multifaceted, for it has an
unbelievable capacity to accommodate genuine faiths of all hues and colours as well
as the practical code of conduct and value systems governing day to day personal as
also social life in various ways.

Coming to the question of assessing the value of Advaita Vedanta in the
context of our search for world-peace, it must be admitted that the value of Vedanta
cannot be under-estimated even in the present context, in the 21st century, for its
value transcends barriers of space and time. Modern age, as we all know, is not only
the age of science and technology, but it is specifically known as the Nuclear age
where possiblé misuse of nuclear power is constant threat to the very existence of
mankind. And the main, the chief, factor behind such misuse can only be the same
human mind that is at the root of all the glorious discoveries and inventions with
which the modem age 1s credited including that of the nuclear power. The threat
comes from the side of human fanaticism and bigotry, dogmatism and intolerance,
and this threat is not a minor or a casual one; there is a constant threat of nuclear
war under whose shadow, we all live, move, and have our being. In the present age,
we have to understand and assess the specific contributions of Vedanta in this
background. Corresponding to the threat of nuclear war, due mainly to the human
bigotry and intolerance, there is also a threat of complete chaos, confusidn, instability,
uncertainty, and unpredictability governing the human conduct at large in the society
which is gradually crumbling to pieces, so to say, without any sustaining principle,
where we are confronted with the erosion of human values at every step. So-called
postmodernism has worsened the situation. Spencer Johnson’s bestseller, who moved
my Cheese? Which was so very popular with millions of Americans that it was
regarded as an Instant Classic, points to the inevitability of change and wisdom
consisting in accepting and anticipating the same and points to instability as a fact to
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10 G.C. NAYAK

reckon with. discord disparity, and dissension seem to be the order of the day.

In this background what Sankara offers to usis a unique philosophy of
the Advatia or Non-duality which, at least he and his followers thought, could provide
us with a foundation for integration and harmony (samanvava) and also for a stability
of human values, making adequate room for bhakti, Jnana and Karma according
to our need and aptitude and also for personal as well as social obligations, religious
as well as secular, in their respective spheres, as lokavyavahara , while the advaita
or non-duality is consistently realised as the Paramartha tattva, that which really
and ultimately 1is there as the unchanging and the unavoidable link, so to say, pervading
every thing and everywhere. It is this advaita tattva, non-dual reality
of Saccidananda Brahman, as a matter of fact, whose realisation, according to
S’ankara »can bring about not only integration and harmony amongst all our diverse,
and even at times extremely opposite views, upheld by us in vyavahara or the
practical plane, but it can make us much more tolerant of and much more
understanding about the views, both religious and secular, opposed to our own. It is
thus that the Advaita is supposed to transcend the opposites; it 1s supposed not only
to transcend the opposition ot views on the level of advaita or non-duality, in a
sense Advaita, properly understood, also is supposed to transcend the so called
dvaita-advaita or vyavahara -paramarth dichotomy. Here lies the pecuiliar strength
of Advaita Vedanta - The theory of advaita (non-duality) does not annul the dvaita
(duality) in its own sphere but it only points out that advaita (non-duality), being the

paramartha , dvaita or duality needs to be understood and assessed as the
loka — vyavhara - something that is no doubt important, for it is very much there,
not ruccha (absolutely non-existent like hare-horn) after all, but is however not the
uitimate truth. Mutual infighting and bickerings etc. could be the natural and inevitable
fate of the dvaita (duality), if it is insisted upon as the paramartha (highest truth),
while the advaita tattva, properly understood, is not opposed to any duality
whatsoever, says Gaudapadain his Magnum opus, Mandukya Karika
('Advaita  Prakarana’, 17). " Syasiddhanta vyavastha su dvaitino
n'iscita drdham  parasparam virudhyante tairayam na virudhyate”.
Acarya S’ankara, while commenting on this Karika points
out," Taihanyonyavirodhibhih asmadiyvoya m  vaidika h
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G.C. NAYAK 11

sarvananyatvaddtmaikarvadars’anapak so na virudhyate,
vatha svahastapadadibhih” = S’ankard's,Point is that "in reality, one who
knows Brahman is the very self of the dualist® - "Tatah
paramdarthato Brahmavidatmaiva vaitind m tendyam
hetuna asmatpak so navirudhyate faih".

This shows that S’a flkara, was for harmony and integration, for
samanvaya,which is the greatest need of the honour, and his Advaita, properly
understood , should promote mutual tolerance and understanding amongst people of
different faiths and belonging to different nations even. To me it appears that
BEdarcTyar_w's- well-known Brahmasutra, 1.1.4, "Tattu samanvayat” can be
applied, mutatis mutandis, to S’ar.lkara's philosophy of Advaita itself. There is
samanvaya in galore in S’ankara even on purely religious plane, as is evident
from the different varieties of Stitrasauthored by him, where Vai snava ¢ gjyq and
even different s’akta cults are taken care of. He does not hesitate to designate
Mahamaya as Para Brahma Mahi;f (the Queen of the Supreme Brahman, in
the sense of supreme Godhead) in the context of Saundaryalahiri . We find now
a days a number of teachers and preachers being designated as ' Samanvayacarya’
(Master of Integration and harmony), a title bestowed on them by some organisation
or the other, but we must not forget that it was S’a nkara really who was the first
and the foremost amongst them; his Advaita tattva (non-duality) is not only conducive
to the samanvaya(harmony) of the religious and the secular, it is also conducive to
a samanvaya i.e. harmony of 'isms' based on our particular likes and dislikes and
orginating from our diverse commitments. And is it not a fact that bringing about
samanvaya or harmony in some form or the other is one of the greatest needs of our
day, of the modern age? Mutual tolerance and samanvaya, harmony and integration,
of variegated cultures and faiths that govern our entire life-style could be a vital
factor, it goes without saying, in promoting world-peace if it is put into practice in
accordance with the spirit of Advaita.
But is there tolerance in actual practice ? Is it not a fact that Advaitins themselves
have fought bitterly against the Buddhists not only in the intellectual, but also in the
cultural plane ? Is it not true that one culture has tried its best not only to accommodate
but also to over shadow and even at times oust another culture in India? Are we not
acquainted with the well-known story of the great S'ar.lkara fighting shy of the
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12 G.C. NAYAK

company of a so-called untouchable in Vagranasi ? What do these prove after all?
They only show, in my opinion, that the ideal of Advaita which is nothing but the
ideal of integration, harmony and tolerance is extremely difficult to be translated into
action even by a staunch Advaitin. Advaita as a form of transcendental monism
promots tolerance as an ideal and makes the ground ready for the practice of tolerance
in actual life of the individual and the society.

The Manisa Pancakam of S'a nkara , where ungrudgingly accepts the
so-called untouchable (Cand ala ) with Advaitic realisation as his Guru (master),
isnot only a glowaing testimo;ly to the invaluable constributions of this rare tenius of
India, it also makes us see to what extent the implications of a genuine understanding
of Advaita could go in eradicating hatred for each other and thus being conducive to

peace.

Paper presented in the International Conference on 'World - Peace' during
December 29, 2003 - January 2, 2004 organised by Dept. of Philosophy, Gujrat
University, Ahmedabad.

Philosophy and the Life-world O Val.7 O 2005



13

AFTER SECULARISATION ?
PHILOSOPHICAL AND SOCIOLOGICAL
VIEWPOINTS ON THE FUTURE OF RELIGION

TOMMI LEHTONEN

1. INTRODUCTION

The title of this study is intentionally multi-interpretive, and there are at least
two things that it asks : "Is the process of secularisation over?", and "What would
the future of religion be in a secularised world ?" These questions are largely empirical
and sociological, but I believe that we also can interestingly examine them from
various theoretical and philosophical angles. I would like to put forward the thesis
that the future of religion is largely determined by that how and on what conditions
religious language can remain viable. This is the major thesis that I will in this study
examine.

Secularisation and the privatisation of religion have often been mentioned as
the major threats to religion in the modemn culture. Various things are said to be
secularised, and they include society, politics, legislation, people, churches, religion
and religious festivals, among others. Some regard the private religiousness as the
hard core of religion, but others think that the privatisation of religion is just an
intermediate stage between social religion and the loss of religion. Many have debated
whether secularisation and the privatisation of religion are just transient processes,
or whether they are irreversible. Some have supposed that the inescapable final
outcome of secularisation will be the dcath of religion.

Modemisation has pushed religion to the brink of extinction, claims the secularisation
thesis. Among the known proponents of the thesis was Max Weber, the German
economic sociologist and the author of The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of
Capitalism (1905). Weber predicted that the development of the culture will gain
forms that leave less and less place for religious beliefs and myths . Particularly in
the atmosphere of the political radicalism of the 1960s and 1970s , many European
intellectuals thought, in line with Weber's view, that secularisation would lead to the
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14 TOMMI LEHTONEN

marginalisation and gradual disappearance of religion. This development would have
two major features : the social significance of religious communities will diminish
and the religiosity of individuals will reduce (Berger1967 : 107-108).

However, according to recent assessiments, religious communities, beliefs and
practices have gained new vitality in many parts of the world, and some contemporary
authors have spoken about "the return of religion" and "the retumn to the sacred.”
These authors include the well-known Continental philosophers such as Jacques
Derrida (1998) , Paul Ricoeur (1995) and Gianni Vattimo (1999), among others.
Although religiosity has allegedly strengthned, fresh surveys support the view that
the relationship of individuals to religious conmunities is loosening. This is the situation
particularly in Europe. Nonetheless, recent observations tell us social religion continues
to find new forms and new religious communities are emerging in different parts of
the world (Casanova 1994, Berger 2002, Doppelaere 2000, Wilson 1998). Some of
those new communities will probably survive only a short time, but others may
remain viable longer. It has also been claimed that the amount of religiosity is relatively
constant and that it is groundless to believe that the past has been more religious
than the present (Berger 1999, Stark & Bainbridge 1985, Swatos and Olson 2000).
Particularly from the European point of view, the present religious situation seems
confusing. On the one hand, the prediction that religion will soon die has shown to be
premature, and recent observations have questioned the notion taht the western
culture inevitably moves towards more complete secularisation. On the other hand,
the idea of "the return of religion" has been considered as exaggerating, and the idea
has been forecetfully criticized. According to a standard view, the democracies of
the western world have become increasingly secular over the twentieth century and
rehgious liberty and religious diversity also have increased. Several contemporary
sociologists (Bruce 2002, Dooppelaere 2000, Wilson 1998) have raised objections
to the alleged growth of religion and they have said the secularisation of the West'
continues. These ambiguous and also embarrassing conceptions of secularisation
are the starting point of this study. The study has two main objectives. First, I will
critically examiue the contemporary discussion of the social nature of religion and
will explore philosophical assumptions linked with that discussion. To carry out this
task. 1 will analyse and assess recent sociological studies on religion concerning
such thernes as secularisation, the privatisation of religion, and the future of religion
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in the west. Secondly, I attempt to present a philosophically sound view on what
preconditions the future of religion relies, and I will also explain why just those
preconditions direct the future of religion. The focus of the analysis lies in the social
aspect of religion and various sociological perspectives are on view in it. However,
the methodological approach of the study is mainly philosophical.

2. CONTEMPORARY SOCIOLOGICAL AND PHILOSOPHICAL
STUDY OF RELIGION

Following Thomas Kuhn's ideas about the way science develops, it has become
akind of fashion to speak about paradigms and their shifts also in the humanities and
social sciences. Tt is out of the scope of this study to examine the question of how
useful and illuminating the concept of scientific paradigm actually is in connection
with philosophy and social sciences. Nonetheless, several writers hold that
secularisation is a major paradigm of contemporary sociology of religion, and this
notion is the starting point of the ensuing discussion.

The crude core of the secularisation paradigm is the claim that religion, in the
West, is declining both in society and in the minds of individuals. This claim has
dominated the sociological discussion about the future of religion over a century.
However, at the end of the 20™ century, the secularisaition paradigm has begun to
break and several sociologists have questioned the decline of religion. At the same
time, philosophical discussion of religion, too, has been transformed : According to a
common view, western philosophy of the 20th century and particularly logical
positivism were largely critical of religion, but the situation has, to some extent,
changed at the end of the century. Religious doctrines have risen to the centre of
analytical philosophy of religion and the interest in religion has also awaken in
continental philosophy.

Pluralism, ambivalence and heterogeneity are peculiar to contemporary
philosophy, and they are characteristic to philosophy of religion as well. Many Anglo-
American philosophers of religion consider religion, particularly Christianity, having
a more or less stable and timeless core. One can express that core in a conceptual
form, which establishes a rational system of belief or dogma. Several continental
philosophers, in turn, state that religion, as a cultural phenomenon, is variable, relative
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and historically specific . They question the notion that a conceptual content is steady
and primary in religion. They also question the idea that religion and religious doctrines
could be tested by reason.

' Anglo-American philosophers of religion such as Alvin Plantinga, Nicholas
Wolterstorff, and Richard Swinburne assume and proofs are relevant, even significant
for religious belief. They ask for what reason religion is rational and on what grounds
religious beliefs are justified . For the most part, contemporary philosophical literature
on religion is apological, and several authors defend Christianity. Their assumptions
include the following notion: Nonbelief'and indifference to religion will strengthen if
religious beliefs lack rational justification. I believe that the reasons for adopting that
notion are flawed, and that there are, in fact, good reasons for not adopting it.

Most sociologists (Bruce 2003, Hervieu-Leger2000, Stark & Bainbridge 1985)
regard arguments and proofs as irrelevant to religion, and they believe that there are
other factors in culture, which are much more significant. The authors have referred
to the following, among others: the Western culture centers around individual,
entertainment increases, marketing creates new needs to people, the idealisation of
technology is common, and the pursuit of economic success is overemphasized
(Bruce 2002 : 27-28 and 36). Sociological discussion has treated these as factors for
what people fasten on the mundane things and for what religion fades away. However,
most scholars maintain that religion is not fated to disappear. Some even claim that
secularisation progresses in some parts of a society, but a countervailing intensification
of religion goes on in other part (Stark & Bainbridge 1985 : 2-3, 429 and 454). This
claim 1s linked with the idea that the amount of religiosity is relatively constant.
However, that idea is unverifiable and multiinterpretive.

As Lhave pointed out, in the light of recent sociological research the prospects
of relgion in the West are ambivalent : the religious institutions weaken, whereas
private religiosity strengthens. A fresh survey states that the religious search and
quest have increased in the European metropolises (Denz & Zulehner 2002).
However, the commitment to the church has not increased and the new religious
search is also directed to other than the traditional Christian Church. A careful
assessment would say it to be unclear whether these observations are at odds or in
accordance with the secularisation paradigm.

Philosophy and the Life-world O Vol.7 O 2005
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3. SECULARISATION THESIS

So far [ have presented remarks of general nature on the secularisation

paradigm. In what follows, [ will examine in more detail the secularisation thesis,
which is the core of that paradigm. 1 will start from etymological considerations.
The word secularisation comes from the Latin saeculum, which means both an age
or era and the world. Sometimes saeculum is also associated with the idea of a
"spirit of an age". Particularly in the West, many have stated that the spirit of the
present is worldly. Thus, in modern discussion, secularisation means, at face value,
to become worldly or mundane. More specifically modem writers use the term
secularisation to refer to the erosion of belief in the supematural. In other words,
secularisation means a loss of faith in the existence of otherwordly forces. (Stark &
Bainbridge 1985 : 429; Berger 1999 :3).
The concept of secularisation was born soon after the Reformation and was closely
linked with the European modernisation. It is unclear, however, what the core of the
modernisation is and in what way modemisation influences religion. Many have
stated that the cornerstones of the western modernisation are the progress of science
and technology, industrialisation, the increase of education, the growth of wealth and
the strengthening of democracy.These steps of progress are also connected with
problems, and the view often presented is that the western culture too much
emphasises on the individual, admires youth and teaches impatience. It has also
been claimed that modernisation involves rationalisation and technologisation of public
life leading to a demystification of the natural world and the dissolution of the stable
ties of local, kinship and primordial relationships.

According to an established view, modernisation has lead to a decline of
religion, both in society and in the life of individuals (Berger 1999 : 2). Sociological
studies claim that the major way in which this erosion of religion has taken place is
as follows : Modernisation has brought structural and functional differentiation such
that societal sectors — primarily the state, the economy, and science — have become
autonomous from the domination of religious institutions. In Medieval Europe, the
Roman Catholic Church had significant influence, for example, on political, forensic
and educational affairs, but that influence has gradually diminished due to the process
of differentiation. The secular institutions have taken over control of many matters
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that the Catholic Church used to govern. This differentiation has several reasons,
but one reason was the protest against the privilege and domination of the Catholic
Church, and against the hierarchical society it supported. The protest had partly an
antireligious tone that tended to regard religion as inherently reactionary and a threat
to liberty, equality and fraternity. (Ward 2000:107-108) . This social and institutional
critique of religion was accompained by the rational critique arguing that reason will
supersede religion to the modern man.

The process of differentiation has not only influenced the share of power
over social and political matters, but that process has also had an effect on the
control over the sacred : institutionalised religion has lost its monopoly on the sacred
and other sectors of modem societies have taken over many of the functions and
some of the meaning formerly invested in religious institutions. Now secular
professionals such as teachers, scholars, counsellors and social workers maintain
and transfer social values and common tradition, which is a task that priests used to
control. However, it has also been claimed tht secularisation is a process of
demoralisation where society ceases to be held together by shared substantive values
and practices that are of importance for the wll-being of society. Some have paid
attention to the fact that religious organisations are now able to exercise less cntrol
over the uses made of their own religious symbols. Various religious symbols have
been taken in secular use, and amny advertisements exploit religious symbols for
commercial gain. With regard to the process of differentiation, secularisation thus
represents a narrowing of the scope of institutionaised religion's authoritative control
over both the mundane and the sacred. (Feun 2003 : 3 and 5)

Many have assumed that modernisation essentially is critical of religion,
although we can question the notion that there is a necessary relationship between
modernisation and antireligiousness. More precisely, the structural and functional
differentation of society does not entail a critical stance towrds religion. However, I
do not want to deny that there are various ideological sources of secularisation in the
legacy of modemity. They include among others the following : Science and reason
liuve replaced superstition and religious explanations; the Marxist movement
attemipting to represent the interests of working people has largely been anticlerical
and antireligious; and the Freudian psychoanalysis and psychotherapy have regarded
religion and a neurosis of humanity. In this connection, I would like to make a general
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remark about the relationship between science and religion. According to a quite
popular view, science and religion are giving different answers to the same questions,
such as "What is the origin the world?", "How will the world end?" and "What is the
nature of human soul ?" I believe that this view of science and religion is based on
confusion and that in so far as religion answers any questions, they are largely
existential of nature.

As the social sciences emerged in the wake of the Enlightenment, several
authors such as Voltaire, Marx, Comte and Spencer maintained that religious
institutions, practices, and consciousness will lose their social significance. This claim
came to be known as the secularisation thesis and, as I have stated, it has long
dominated sociological discussion of religion and particularly of the future of
Christianity(Stark & Finke 2000 :29 and 57). It is of interest to note that some argue
Christianity is subject to the process of secularisation but others claim that Christianity
itself has been a major force behind secularisation for many centuries. So far from
being a victim of the process of secularisation Christianity has set it in motion and
continued to secularise various forms of magic, piety and folk beliefs. Christianity,
like Judaism, has had a tendency to demystify the world and remove from it the
sources of enchantment. Some have also alleged that the more that theology has
emphasised that God is tranchendent, the more it has succeed in secularising both
nature and society. The well-known example of this is Luther's doctrine of two
regiments, which on the basis of theological reasons distingushes between the
government of God and the mundance government. In addition, the protestant
Reformation largely contributed in the deinstitutionalisation of organised religion,
and the Protestant churches regarded it an important for all Christians to read the
Bible in their own language. According to many assessments, this has significantly
contributed in the privatisation of religion. (Fenn 2003:xiv-xv, 197,199 and 209.)

For various historical, social and academic reasons, the secularisation thesis
has conventionally been applicd to the western world, but its applicability is starting
10 broaden to other parts of the world as well. The thesis suggests that the further
modemisation progressed, the less religious belief there will be. The thesis also
alleges.that the modern culture moves irrevocably towards more complete
secularisation. Hence the basic assumption of the thesis is that the present is less
religious than the past (Bruce 2002:45). In addition, the thesis seems to entail than in
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the modern society, where the social role of sehigion dunintshes, refigion can maintain
its significance primarily as a private matter ot individuals. However, one can throw
doubt upon the notion that religion and religious institutions have lost their social
umpact and political influence. Rather it would scem that in many countries religion,
rehigious institutions and religious parties have lost of intfluence on politics and social
affatrs at present, although that influence may be indirect and implicit.

In this connection it is of interest 1o note that according to the Global Religion
Survey (2003) conducted by Zogby international and the Unmiversity of Rochester,
most respondents from seven countries, including India, Peru, Russia, South Korea,
Saudi Arabia, Israel and the US, saw the social significance of religion in positive
light. It should be noted, however, that no Western European country was included
in the poll. Most interviewed thought that religious values should be brought into
politics and government. For example, sixty-one per cent of Hindu respondents and
56 per cent of Muslim respondents from India said more religion would help society.
Sixty-five per cent of Muslims and 55 per cent of Hindus in the India segment of the
survey disagreed that religion was a source of trouble and unrest. Threc-quarter of
these Muslims said the source of violence was politics and 65 per cent Hindus
agreed with that view. (Global Religion Survey 2003.http://www.zoby.com) These
results are of interest because, on the one hand, India s religiously pluralistic society
and India is regarded as perhaps the most religious country in the world. On the
other hand, the constitution of the country is secular and the constitution does not
give any primacy to one religion over another. However some other political, social
and cultural factors, in some cases, favour and promote one religion, mainly Hinduism,
over others. In any case, India, as well as the United States, is a country where the
secular constitution and high rates of religiosity are connected.

So far I have said that the core of the secularisation thesis is connected with
the alleged process of societal modernisation, whose central characteristic is the
differentiation and emancipation of the secular spheres from the religious sphere.
Consequently, there is the concomitant differentiation and specialisation of religion
within its own sphere (Bruce 2002: 2 and 8). To this major claim, which is called the
differentiation thesis (Casanova 1994:21-20), two other sub-thesis have often been
attached. They aim to explain what will happen to religion as a result of secularisation.
One sub thesis, the decline-of-religton thesis, says that secularnsation will bring about
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the progressive erosion of religion and a lowering of religious beliefs until religion
eventually disappears. The other sub-thesis, the privatisations thesis, claims the
secularisation will bring about marginalisation of religion due to the withdrawing of
religion to the private sphere. One could say that the differentiation thesis considers
religion primarily as a social and cultural institution, whereas the decline-of religion
thesis and the privatisation thesis take religion as being both believing and practice.
These theses have been understood to from a progression as follows: According to
the predictions dating back to Max Weber, religion would first become increasingly
compartmentalised in the differentiation of modem society. It would then be consigned
to the private sphere, and from there gradually decline in significance, until it is likely
to vanish altogether.

It is worth nothing that the above-mentioned metaphor of “the return of
religion” relates to the alleged recent increase of religiosity. In so far as [ understand
it, the metaphor does not want to claim that we are returning to the situation that
existed prior to the modernisation and where secular and religious spheres were
undifferentiated. On this view, the hardcore of the secularisation paradigm is the
differentiation thesis.

To sum up the recent sociological discussion, the development of
secularisation has following stages, among others:

. the power of religious institutions and the power of state become differ-
entiated from each other;

. the political and social influence of religious institutions narrows;

. the practice of religion and religious customs and beliefs are on view less
than earlier;

. the influence of religious communities on the thinking and behaviour of
individuals weakens;

. the regular practice of religion, particularly church attendance, dereeases;

° the teaching of religion in the public schools diminishes;

° the worldview related to natural sciences displaces a religious worldview:;

. the number of members of religious communities falls;

. religion becomes increasingly a private matter;

. people speak about religion and religious matters less than earlier;

. the interest of individuals in religion fade and religion becomes strange for many;
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® more and more people are irreligious.

This alleged development progresses in different countries in different speed and
order. As I have stated, a quite common view, however, is that the roots of the
western secularisation lie in the change concerning the relationship and share of
power between church and state. This change, which started from the Reformation,
belongs to the first from of secularisation in which the mundane sphere of power
and action becomes differentiated from the sphere of religion. On this view, the
process of secularisation begins with the remodelling of the state as a secular rather
than a religious agency, and continues in its effects through the polity, the economy
and society’s cultural agencies, down to the grassroots level of declining belief (Wilson
2003:49).

It is good to note that besides the secularisation of society, some authors have also
spoken about the secularisation of religion. By that they mean the process where
the concern of religion gradually turns from the transcendent to the mundane matters
and where the ideas regarding the supernatural stay aside . This kind of secularisation
has been discussed in two different contexts. First, some western theologians have
attempted to develop a secular form of Christianity for the cntemporary age. Their
notions include the idea, borrowed from Nietzsche, that God is dead. For this reason,
the conceptions in question have been called "the death of God theologies,”" which
telis us that the authors oppose the theistic view of a personal God. Philosophical
literature often calls this nontheistic standpoint as theological antirealism, and its
opposite 1s theological realism, which is associated with a theistic standpoint
respectively. The classical theistic conception of God says that God is a perfect
being : eternal, omnipotent, omniscient and perfectly good. The classical theistic
view also holds that God is the creator of the world and that God exists independently
from his cretion. The God -is-dead theologians renounce this conception as premodern,
chauvinist and alienating. They think that the belief in God has become unfeasible.
However, many contemporary theologians still hold the theistic conception of God,
but at the same time it has become quite popular to ascribe psychological interpretations
to religious stories and docrines. The former metaphysical, supernatural and also
moral-juridical interpretations have, to some extent, given way to a more subjective
and this worldly understanding of religious beliefs. In many western countries, various

religious skill of life books have become popular, and those books attempt combine
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Christian or other spirituality with secular psychological and therapeutic views about
the well-being of one's self. Some authors regard this kind of psychologised spirituality
or spiritualised psychology, too, as a form of the secularisation of religion. Relating
to this, Bryan Wilson, the British sociologist of religion, has stated that the traditional
congeption of what it meant to be saved was survival within and with one's community.
The secularised salvation of modern times surrenders the community and the survivor
becomes the self. (Wilson 2003 :46).

Another context where the secularisation of religion has been discussed
is sociological . Sociologists have debated on the question of whether secular
views, ideologies or practices such as Marxism, science or sport could displace
religion in the modern society. The discussion of the substitutes of religion is not
only an academic subject, since in colloquial speech, too, one sometimes hears
people comparing, for example, football and cricket enthusiasts, as well as fans
of pop and film stars to ardent religious believers. It has been claimed that
watching sport and participating in a rock concert can arise social enthusiasm
and fanaticism in an analogical way to religion. Largely for ideological reasons,
some writers have regarded Marxism-Leninism and scientific atheism of the
former Soviet Union as examples of failed substitutes for religion. I find it
important to note that the discussion of the displacement of religion is connected
with the wider issue concerning the concept of relgion: to examine whether and
in what sense religion could be subsituated with something else, we should also
examine the questions of what religion is and what functions it serves in a
society. One could also ask whether the result of both the secularisation of
society and the secularisaiton of religion is eventually the same, namely, the
disappearance of religion (Stark & Bainbridge 1985 : 2, 429 and 433).

Before ending the discussion of the secularisation thests, I want to return
to that from which we first started. In the tone of the academic discussion of
religion a shift has taken place since the 1980s. Although the secularisation of
the Wet and the "death of grand narrtives" were long popular conceptions,
several contemporary authors have claimed that religiosity i1s strengthening.
The secularisation paradigm has appeared to be at least one-sided. Several
authors have held that the point of the secularisatin thesis is broken, and "the
return of relgion” has become a new thesis. Some have placed sacralisation
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theory at the side of secularisation theory. However. scholars nearly unansmously
state that the reinforcement of religion does not necessarity mean the revival of
organised religious practice or religious institutions.

4. ELEMENTARY REMARKS ON THE CONCEPT OF RELIGION

So far [ have used the word religion already several times . At this point, it

might help the reader if T attempt to specify what we are speaking about when
dealing with religion. This specification is particularly significant for the reason that
our definition and account of religion intluences our conception on what preconditions
the future of religon relies. [t is a known fact that there are numerous views and
definitions of religion paying attention to different aspects of it. In this connection, |
am not going to discuss the problems relating to the defining of religion in detail. I
Jjust want to sketch out some elementary remarks on the concept of religion.
Nounetheless, these points are relevant for the cnsuing discussion and are offered,
not as fixed beliefs, but as starting points that can be repudiated or improved.
The studies of religion often distinguish between two types of theories of religion. To
the first type belong the theories that attempt to spell out the essence or fundamental
nature of the religion phenomenon. They are called essential or substantive theories.
The theories of the second type seek to explicate the functions religion serves in
society or in human psychology. The latter theories are called functional theories,
and many classical sociological theories of religion were functional . Yet one could
remark that the function of a phenomenon can also be its essence. This is the case,
for example, in the following classical definition of religion.

Emile Durkheim, the French sociologist of the 19th century, alleged that religion
is a system of beliefs and practices that bind a community together around those
things which it holds sacred. The function of religion is to express, in a metaphorical
way, a society itself; to enhance the feeling of togethemess; and to uphold the 'we'
spirit between the members of society. Durkheim also maintained that a society
creates of itself collective or shared representations, by means of which the members
of society ascribe to the same view of reality. The social force binding individuals
together is represented and venerated in religious rites. According to Durkheim,
societies inevitably generate their own forms of religious identity and symbolism,
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and religion is thus going to be a continuing factor wherever societies are to be
found . It is good to pay attention to the fact that Durkheim defines religion by
means of the concept of sacred. That makes the extension of the concept of religion
very wide, for almost anything can be held sacred.

Philosophers often attempt to specify the essence or core of phenomena. 1
believe that in this connection it is useful to first detail other main characteristics of
religion rather than to try to determine the function ofreligion in society. Accrodingly,
the accound of religion [ will present here is essential or substantive rather than
functional. Yet, as I said, I am attentive of the fact that our account of religion
largely influences our conception of the future of religion.

First, [ assume that religion is a practice that involves the use of linguistic and
non-linguistic expressions shared by the members of a community (the expressive
aspect of religion). Linguistic expressions of religion are, for example, prayers,
creeds and hymns, and non-linguistic expressions are rituals, sacred gestures and
idols, among others. Linguistic and non-linguistic expressions of religion often are
mterwoven in each other, and various social rules direct the use of religious
expressions. The practice of religion can be public or private, and open or hidden.
Thus, one can practice religion with a group or without the presence of others, and
the practice can be in principle observable to anyone or it can be secret and revealed
only to the initiated.

Secondly, the religious use of linguistic expression entails some sort of
propositional attitude , be that conscious or unconscious, to the central claims of
religion (the faith aspect). The classical Western theology distinguishes between
the act of faith (fides qua creditur) and the content of faith (ﬁdés quae creditur).
The former is the faith by which there is belief and the latter is the faith that is
believed. Accordingly, the former is the attitude of faith and the latter is propositional
belief. For several reasons, it seems credible that a minimum condition for an attitude
of religious belief is as follows : To have an attitude of religious belief, one cannot
believe that all the central claims or principles of his or her religion are completely
false or wrong. Here [ want to pay attention to the fact that this minimum condition
is negative and excluding : it excludes the possibility that theistic belief and philosophical
atheism could be connected. To state the minimum condition positively, we could
say that to have an attitude of religious belief one should at least hope that the
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central doctrines of his or her religton were true in one sense or another. On this
view, if a person 1s convinced that there is no God, it would make no sense for him
or her to pray ad confess sins to God. However, a theistic faith is feasible for the
individual who hopes that God exists even if he or she does not believe, in an epistemic
sense, that there is God.

Thirdly, the religious use of linguistic expressions is related to dealing with specific
themes such as supernatural , transcendence, God, immortality. the problem of evil,
and the goal of life, among others (tlie doctrinal aspect). Thus, religions include
certain beliefs and doctrines, and religions have a conceptual content. 1 hold the
view that religious beliefs are not a set of propositions that can stand or fall on their
own existential merit, but they require the support of tradition or institutional authority
(cf. Fenn 2003 : 19). Relating to this, it has been remarked that, in a sense, religions
and their doctrines answer the questions and problems raised just by religious traditions
themselves. Hence religious doctrines are tradition-bounded. For example, the
doctrine of atonement answers the Christian question of how sinners can be reconciled
to God, and the eightfold path answers the Buddhist question of how the end to
suffering and attachment will result. Although religious doctrines are in this sense
particular and tradition -bounded , the believers of different religions often hold the
doctrines of their own faith as universally valid, authoritative and conclusive,

Finally, the use of religious expressions is connected with serious and elevating
emotions; with the worship of what is considered as holy; and last but not least with
cultic activity(the solemn aspect).

Thus, we can conclude that religion has following aspects, which are partly
overlapping: the expressive aspect, the faith aspect, the doctrinal aspect, and the
solemn aspect. The expressive aspect and the faith aspect are the formal and most
constant dimensions of religion, whereas in the case of the doctrinal aspect and the
solemn aspect there 1s a relatively great vanation.

I am also mclined to think that the core of the faith aspect relates to certain
human needs, of which it is difficult to say whether they are primarily inherited or
learned : First, the core of the faith aspect includes the hope that a person would be
ultimately in safety whatever may happen (the need for safety). Secondly, the
core includes the hope tor freedom. We would like 1o be free not only from suffering,
anxiety and fear, but also from addictions, compulsion and rules, and we would like
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to be creative (the need for freedom). The need for safety and the need for
freedom are often conflicting and many different interpretations of religious doctrines
can be psychologically explained , 1 believe, against the background of these two
needs. Thus, there are religious beliefs and doctrines that put more emphasis on
safety and others that more emphasise freedom. Also, it would seem that the core
of the faith aspect includes the hope that one's life would be existentially meaningful
(the need for meaning). These different elements of the faith aspect - the need for
safety, the need for freedom, and the need for meaning - have found their expressions
in various religious beliefs and doctrines. and religious stories and beliefs offer horizons
of interpretation within which a person can regard his or her experiences of life as
meaningful and understandable . (In this connection, it is good to remember that the
thinking of God 1s not necessarily religous nor necessarily involve the faith aspect.
One can think of God without presupposing his existence, and the practice of academic
theology does not necessitate faith in God).

The contemporary sociological views of the core of religion are conflicting.
Tn their n~w textbook of sociology of religion, Kevin J. Christiano, William H. Swatos
and Peter Kivisto say, "What makes religion refigion, as distinct from beliefs, is that
it is something that peope do" (2002 :3). Thus , Christiano, Swatos and Kivisto
regard praxis as the core of religion. Rodney Stark and Roger Finke, for their part,
say, "Religion is first and foremost an intellectual product, and ideas are its truly
fundamental aspect” (2000 :92). Hence some sort of boundary line would seem to
go between the theories of religion that emphasize behaviour and doing - particularly
cultic-ritual practice — and the theories that emphasize refigious thinking, beliefs,
and doctrines. However, it is good note that the distinction between doing and thinking
is not exclusive but overlapping. for linguistic practices also are doing. Religious
mclude various acts performed when words are utiered, and there are various religious
utterances by the making of which some further act is performed. Examples of
these performative utierances. term introduced by J.L. Austin, are 'T bless you' and
'l confess my sins', whose saying constitutes blessing and confessing. but bring it
about that one has blessed and confessed. It mav be useful to mention that, as
regards philosophy of religion, the Wittgensteinian tradition especially i1s known for
its paying attention to religious praxis. That is related to Wittgenstein's fainous view

of semantics according to which the meaning of an expression is its use in the
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language.

One could claim that the views of religion that lay emphasis on cultic-ritual
practice set more requirements and preconditions for the future of religion than
those views that emphasize religious thinking. This view is based on the assumption
that in principle one can practice religious thinking anywhere and at any time. Ritual
practices, in turn , are often associated with various limitations in regard to place,
time, the expertise of the performer of ritual and the participation of others. For that
reason, ritual practices demand more than religious thinking does. However, I regard
it as doubtful whether it really requires more to keep a ritual practice alive than to
maintain a religious idea viable, for we can easily name religious rituals and fetivals
which people commonly celebrate although their knowledge of the meaning of those
events may be very thin. Nonetheless, the privatisation of religion in some cases
seems to entail that, for an individual, religion is thinking rather than doing. Religious
rituals are often collectively celebrated and people take part together in religious
festivals. Religious thinking, for its part, is largely independent on the presence of
others.

One could ask further whether the view of praxis as the core of religion
entails that religious thinking is secondary or supplementary to religious practice.
When trying to answer this question, we should first note that religious practices
such as rituals, sacraments and offering usually have a meaning or propositional
content that is expressible and communicable by means of language. Hence religious
praxis is associated with religious language and thinking. Yet it is possible that there
were rituals which have no meaning or substance. Such rituals would be, so to say,
pure form, and they would merely consist of the performance of some action, motion
or gesture. Nonetheless, a meaningless ritual can still be done for some purpose, for
example, just for the enjoyment of its beauty or because that ritual is part of an
authoritative tradition. Thus, if a ritual is meaningless, it does not follow that its
performance is unintended. However, one can also perform a ritual habitually, without
thinking of it, and for that reason one could claim that religious thinking is secondary
to religious practice. To this, an idealist, for his or her part, could answer that the
propositionalk content of doing is primary to the actual performance of a deed,
because one can think and intend deeds without performing them, but one cannot do
a deed without having any intention to do so. Hence thinking and intending are
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primary to doing, and similarly religious thinking is primary to religious doing. Yet on
the basis of our own experience we know that an intention to perform an act does
not necessarily involve andy consideration of the meaning of the act in question. For
instance, one can aim to participate in the Christian Eucharist without reflecting, in
any way, on the meaning of that sacrament.I try to further elucidate my standpoint
by means of an example. Archaeologists have discovered tools, weapons and jewellery
in the ancient graves. We can ask for what reason our ancestors were buried with
those objects: Was it just a custom without any deeper meaning or a way to show
respect to the deceased, or was that practice of burial associated with certain beliefs
concerning afterlife and transcendence? Perhaps we shall never know the answer.
However, in so far as the practice of burial has a conceptual content, we can, if we
are well enough informed, represent that content by means of language, and this
conceptual representation does not, of course, require us to actually perform a burial.
Moreover, it is conceivable that there were a religion, which completely renounces
external rituals. In so far as such religion includes any rituals, they would take place
only in mind and imagination. '

The question often presented to the study of religion is whether religion arises
from the individual experience or whether religion is built on the rest of community
and of its language, needs and function. The question of whether the basis of religion
lies in an individual or in society is quite simplistic, and in a certain sense, it would be
most reliable to answer it that religion is based on both. However, it is more illuminating
to consider what kind of relationship there is between and individual and community
in religion; what factors have an effect on that relationship; and whether the factors
in question are historical, particular and accidental, or timeless, universal and
necessary. The recent sociological discussion has debated these questions particularly
in connection with the issue of the privatisation of religion, to which I will proceed
next.

5. PRIVATISATION OF RELIGION
I have said that several recent assessments tell us the commitment to religious

institutions has weakened in Europe and the new religious seeking is directed also
elsewhere than to the traditional Christian church. Relating to this, researches have
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spoken about the privatisation of religion. However, the core of that concept appears
to be ambiguous, and therefore 1 will next attempt to clarify various aspects of the
privatisation of religion and will criticise some contemporary conceptions of it.
First, I have above assumed the private means, at face value, belonging to an individual.
Private often also means not open to the public and confidential. Language belongs
to an individual in that he or she can have the skill of speaking, reading, and writhing.
However, basically our linguistic skills exist as part of a broader social interaction,
from which they are inherited to individuals. According to Wittgenstein’s known
Notion, language cannot be private in the sense that only one person can understand
it. More precisely, there cannot be a private language such that it is not translatable
to any other language. It would seem to follow from the impossibility of a private
language that in a strict sense religion can be private only if it does not include any
linguistic practice such as religious thinking, confessing and praying. This paradoxical
view is based on the assumptions that thinking is linguistic and that language always
is a social practice. However, there also is non-linguistic thinking, such as imagistic
or pictorial thinking, as well as there are other non-linguistic mental states, and one
could suppose that perhaps a private religion would be based on those states.

I suppose most people find it natural to think that beliefs, doctrines, stories
and other linguistic constructions are central in religion. However, if we assume that
language 1s dropped out of religion, what remain left? Sometimes, not rarely, it has
been suggested that emotions or {eelings from the basis of religion. For example, the
19" —entury German philosopher of religion Friedrich Schleiermacher identified a
feeling of dependence as a central element of religious experience. Schleiermacher
held that the feeling of dependence lies at the root of all religious worship, and that
however high the spiritual life might raise it must always begin with a deep sense of
aneed which only God could satisty.

According to a rather popular philosophical view, emotions involve an evaluation
and that evaluative component of emotion has a prepositional content. For example,
if a person sees an angry dog and feels fear for it, the evaluative component of his
or her emotion could be the proposition “That dog is frightening. " Hence emotions
or, more precisely, the evaluative component of emotions presuppose linguistic
meaning. In other works, emotions require language and thus are dependent on a

community of language user. Moreover, emotions are socially constructed and
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controlled. One could accordingly expect that religious emotions also cannot be
private, in the sense of being independent from linguistic and other practices of
community. I will return later in this paper to the question of whether there could be
a religion where no language is used.

So far I have tried to explicate some elementary problems relating to the
concept of the privatisation of religion. Next I seek to identify from which those
problems arise. Religion and more specifically religious ideas and practices can be
private in many senses and that often makes the discussion of privatisation confusing.
In what follows, I will distinguish between different but partly overlapping meanings
that are associated with the privatisation of religion. I will comment the cases shortly.

(1) The loosening of the relationship between the individual and religious
community: In sociological discussion, the privatisation of religion primarily refers
to the process where the religious thinking and practice .of individuals gradually
loosen from that of their community. Consequently, people practice religion more
and more alone and not with a group. This development is seen to be connected with
the general growth of individualism and the weakening of the authority of communities.
Nowadays, individua]s are taking responsibility for on increasingly board range of

kma’ééisions, activities, and concerns. For this reason, institutionalised forms of religion
have largely lost their ability to provide an obligatory framework for individual piety
and allegiance. In this situation, institutionalised religion merely provides a set of
resources and options for individual devotion. (Fenn 2003:xv.)

(2) The personal selection of religious beliefs and practices: When
contemporary sociologists speak about the privatisation of religion, they often refer
to the process where an individual chooses, in one way or another, his or her religious -
believes and practices.In this case, the individual has not just inherited religious
ideas and practices by his or her comununity, but he or she has more or less actively
made a seletion. Such a selection can be based, for example, on the individual’s own
experiences of life; on the advices given by others; and on the assessment influenced
by many accidental factors, such as in what culture and individual has group up, and
with which religions he or she has been in contact. The selection of one’s religious
beliefs and practices does not need to be based only on existing beliefs, but in principle
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an individual can also imvent new religious ideas and practices. Some authors also
speak about “‘an ala carte religion” or “ supermarket religiosity” in which an individual
adheres 1o the beliefs and practices of several different religions according to his or
her own taste. In this case, one could say that the individual has used different

believes and practices as component parts in a personal mixture.

Above 1 have presented the two major sociological meanings of the
privatisation of religion. They are the loosening of the relationship between the
individual and religious comimunity, and the personal selection of religious beliefs and
practices. Yet a religious community, and the personal selection of religious beliefs
and practices. Yet a religious idea or practice can be private in other sense, too. The
next, partly overlapping cases, which I will review, are linked with various questions
of philosophy of mind and philosophy of language. However, the presentation of
these cases will also help to clarify certain sociological views of the privatisation of
religion.

(3) Idiosyncrasy and private habits: An idea can be private in the sense of
its being peculiar to a person or idiosyncratic, and a person can have private habits.
Sometimes we hear people to say of a person that he or she has highly individual and
eccentric views, and some people are regarded as even more original and independent
thinkers than they actually are. However, we do not always know whether an idea
or a practice truly is original or whether a person has learned it from somebody else.
The community largely influences the thinking, beliefs and habits of an individual,
and those religious phrases, ways of thinking, and practices that a person cultivates,
he or she usually adopts, in one way o another, from there, where he or she lives and

.moves. For this reason, we mainly have such religious beliefs and practices that

other members of our community also have.

(4) Private knowledge: An idea or a practice can also be private in the sense
that only a person him- or herself knows that idea or is able to perform that practice.
Thus a knowledge or skill can be exclusive such that it requires special information,
exercise, or expertise. Many religions contain secrets and mysteries which are re-

vealed only to the initiated and experts of religion are, for example, priests, monks
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and sadhus. However, their expertise is largely based on following a common reli-
gious tradition thay have learned.

(5) Private understanding: In principle, an idea can also be private in the
sense that only one person factually understands it. We all have encountered ideas
that seem to us hard to understand. In such cases, we may have thought that per-
haps it is only the initiator of that idea who is able to understand it. However, the
abstruseness on an idea does not, of course, necessarily entail that only the initiator
of that idea is able to understand it. An idea, which is hard to understand, can be a
false notion or a shree confusion, or it can be a right and meaningful notion but
requires specific background information in order to be understandable. For exam-
ple, certain ideas in mathematics and physics are so abstract and complex, that only
a handful of specialists are said to understand them. Some religious ideas, too, may
be difficult to understand, often due to various implicit tradition-based assumption
included in them. However, this kink of abstruseness does not entail than the mean-
ing of a religious expression is unavoidably inexpressible and incommunicable to
others. Nonetheless, the more religion becomes a private matter, the more difficult
and incomprehensible religious ideas and practices may seem to those who do not
practice religion themselves. Thus, if an individual lacks appropriate background
information, it.can be difficult for him or her to understand religion.

(6) Privacy of mental states . Our thoughts often are private in the trivial
sense that only we ourselves know what we are currently thinking. Presumbly on
one has a direct access to another person's mental states and we cannot read thoughts.
If a person does not express his or her religious thoughts to others but remains silent
about his or her views, one could say that religion is part of his or her private mental
states.

I have presented here various cases where an idea or a practice is said to be,
in one sense or another, private. Lastly, 1 assumed it to be common that a person
leaves his or her thoughts unexpressed to others. Although this kind of private or
silent thinking is usual, people nevertheless often share the same ideas, also religious
ideas. This sharing is based on'the fact that whatever has been expressed in the
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language is understood, and what has been understood once can be, at least in
principle, understood again. We could also put it this way: To be linguistic expression
requires that the expression is understandable. Understanding, for its part, is social
in origin and understanding requires that we have gained knowledge ot how and in
what contexts different linguistic expressions are used. We can also learn foreign
languages. That ability rests on our former knowledge about language, human be-
ings and their communities, intentions, desires, and conditions of life. Linguists have
even been able to reconstruct languages that do not exist anymore. That has taken
place by means of historical sources, knowledge about other languages and cul-
tures, and imagination. I do not know any reason why the possibility of such recon-
struction would not concern religious language as well. In fact, we can also under-
stand a dead religion, such as the religion of the ancient Egyptians, Greeks, or Ro-
mans, Hence, even if the practice of a religion would completely end at some period
ofhistory, it does not necessarily entail that the religion in question becomes impos-
sible to understand. Moreover, one could suppose that it is in principle possible to
revive a dead religion if there is enough available information about it.

I said above that the primary sociological meaning of the privation of religion
is the loosening of the relationship between the individual and community. Such
loosening can take place in tow major ways. First, the individual’s practice of reli-
gion can loosen from the rules and practices of community, and secondly the indi-
vidual’s religious thinking can become estranged from the teachings and basic ideas
of his or her community. Thus, there are the privatisation of practice and the priva-
tisation of thinking. Suffice to say here that, in principle, the sects originate and
deviate from established religious communities in these same ways.

[tis worth-noting that when researchers speak about the privatisation of reli-
gious thinking, they often mean, in fact, that the individuals’ interpretations of reli-
gious beliefs and doctrines have become estranged from a church’s official teach-
ing. We can thus distinguish between the privatisation of religious thinking and the
privatisation of religious understanding. The former would simply mean that an indi-
vidual does not express his or her religious ideas to others, but keeps those ideas in
his or her own mind. The latter, in turn, would mean that the individual’s interpreta-
tions and explanations of religious doctrines more or less significantly differ from the

interpretations given by his or her religious community.
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The privatisation of practice and the privatisation of thinking/understanding
are often connected to each other, but they can also be independent from each
other. A little participation in the activity of community easily contributes to the
distancing of religious thinking from the community’s teaching. The privatisation of
religious thinking for its part can lead to detachment from the community’s practice
of religion. Nonetheless, in Europe particularly the big mainstream churches are
doctrinally relatively liberal, and they hardly ask about the religious commitment of
those participating in religious events. Thus the privatisation of religious thinking
does not necessarily lead to exclusion from religious community, nor does the priva-
tisation of religious practice either.

I will end my analysis of the privatisation of religion with referring again to
Durkheim’s view. According to his definition, religion is a system of beliefs and
practices that bind a community together around those things, which it holds sacred.
This notion assumes that the content of religion is collective. Durkheim seemed
sceptical of a future in which each person would not only individuate collective
ideas, but where such practice would become the central focus of religious life
(Durkheim 1995:43). Along with this view, we can suppose that for an individual
believer, mémbership within a religious community may be of secondary impor-
tance. H!c.)wever, for the future of religion the existence of a community, which uses
religious language, is of primary importance. This view is based on the assumptions
that religion is a practice that essentially involves the use of the linguistic expres-
sions and that language always is a social practice.

6. COMMUNITY’S LOSS OF MEMORY

Major questions regarding the future of religion are whether and in what
way social religion will change due to the privatisation of religion. Scholars have
answered these questions differently, and the discussion of the future of religion has
been basically divided into two camps: One holds that religion can maintain its viabil-
ity only by renewing, and another, for its part, claims that the strength of religion lies
i its ability to maintain tradition.

The French sociologist Daniele Hervieu-Léger belongs among the scholars
who hold that secularisation has also advanced such that religiosity has declined.
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However, she believes that religion performs an important social function by main-
taining and transferring the common tradition of people. For both an individual and
community, it is important to remember the tradition, because the identity, or the
notion of who I am, is based on memory. For an individual, it is difficult to make
choices and decision if he or she does not remember who he or she is and what he
or she has done, said and thought. Also for a community, It is difficult to decide what
it wants from the future if it has forgotten its past. Religion gathers the past, present
and future believers as the members of community, and the collective memory or
the tradition of community is the basis of its existence.

In modern societies, there are innumerable institutions, communities and sys-
tems of habits, which are specialized and differentiated and which have various
takes and goals. Individuals simultaneously belong to different communities and are
in contact with different institutions. On the one hand, the diversity of institutions,
communities and systems of habits is confusing, but on the other hand, individuals
attempt to decipher that diversity and want to comprehend their would of experi-
ence so that it forms a meaningful whole. The common memory has an important
role in the comprehending of this whole because it gives the common background
and structure into which particular institutions, habits and goals settle.

I said that Hervieu-Leger thinks religiosity has declined. She holds that the
decline of religiosity of contemporary Europeans is not due to the fact that science
and rationality would have replaced religion. Instead, the decline of religiosity is
caused by a lost of memory. The transfer of tradition or common memory has been
interrupted when several parents have left to mediate religion to their chidren. That
has lead to the situation where individuals are suffering from a form of spiritual
amnesia. In it they forget not only their traditions but, despite their self-concern, who
they truly are. The core of their personal identity is thus in perennial danger because
they lack a spiritual and social context in which to thrive and against which to dis-
cover their own limitations. Hervieu-Leger finds that in this kind of sitution narsism
replace spirituality.

There are several factors behind the development of spiritual amnesia, and
for parents it can be difficult to teach religious customs and stories to their children
for many reasons. Parents have perhaps themselves given up religious customs and

religion is only very little on view in their world of experience, or they hold the view
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that they are lacking right words to speak about religion and religious matters. Also, -
the showing of the practice of religion to others may be felt to be embarrassing, and
many say they regafd participating in church service as annoying because the cus-
toms and hymns are strange.

The difficulty of speaking of religious matters may be due to various reasons.
It may be simply due to the lack of practice, but it also may arise from presumptions
related to culture. Parents may experience speaking of religion as improper indoctri-
pation or modification of opinion. In Europe, many think that religion is a private
matter and that everyone should find and choose his or her own faith. In the list
presented above, this way of thinking represents the second sociological meaning of
the privatisation of religion, namely the personal selection of religious beliefs and
practices.

In the present situation, several instructors avoid offering children and young
people a clear viewpoint from which the purpose of human life would open. How-
ever, for the development of a young person, it would be good to hear from his or her
parents what makes them to feel lifc meaningful. If the view of life is reduced to a
mere question of taste, it signals that all alternatives are as good. This is nihilism and
1t abolishes a genuine pluralism by flattering all differences of opinion out into sub-
jective preferences.

The emphasis on individual has also influenced the relationships between young
people and parents. Parents prefer their children's becoming independent at an early
stage. For independent children and youngsters, the friends become so important
that they can even displace parents. Culture and entertainment industry has coaught
hod of this by offering children and young people their own products. By means of
those products, there are built children's and youngsters' own worlds where they
can withdraw, either alone or with their friends. This further cstranges children's
and youngsters’ worlds from the world of parents. In this kind of situation, it is
difficult for parents to create contact to their children, for the children get their
significant symboiic and social connections outside from home.

According to a stereotypical view found in many European countries, boys
think religion is stupid and obsolate, and religion interests more women and aged
people than young men. Speaking about religion may arouse shame and embarrass-
ment in boys. However, some young people regard religion as an alternative to the
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mainline culture. For them, entertainment, technology and market powers represent
the superficial, simpleminded and restless area of culture, whereas religion is pro-
found , wise and restful. In the West, the upsurge of the sympathy towards religion
1s partly based on the fact that the Christian churches have arisen to criticise the
market economy's principles of function and that the churches have demand socie-
ties to check and control the impersonal market mechanisms. In this respect, the
churches have come closer to the political left. Religious institutions who have been
afraid of the loss of their traditions have thus found new friends from their historical

Critics.
7. COMMUNALITY OF RELIGION

So far I have presented fragmentary remarks on the nature of the
communality of religion. The final part of this study will deal with that theme in more
detail. I will summarise different viewpoints about the communality of religion and
will also return to the issue of secularisation.

A sociological standard view regards religion as a social phenomenon, al-
though the social dimension of religion has been transformed, particularly in many
European countries, in the last decades. According to a common assumption, the
communality of religion appears primarily such that people participate together in
the events and activity of their religious community. However, some contemporary
authors have questioned the notion that the communality of religion is essentially
social gathering (Laermans & Wilson & Billiet 1998, Hervieu-Leger 2000). They
have increasingly paid attention to the fact that the social sharing of religious atti-
tude, practice and understanding does not necessarily require direct interaction be-
tween people. Behind this view there are several factors, but the rapid development
and expanding of communication has especially aroused attention. Internet, radio,
television and movies as well as books, magazines and ncwspapers have replaced to
some extent the physical contact between people. In a cybernetic world, there is
little immediate connection between one's actual social status or physical location on
the one hand, and the limits of available interaction on the other. Now in many cases
the media sustain the transmission and social sharing of religion as well. The media

also transform people's assumptions about what others think and believe. For the
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communality of religion, it is central that a person assumes there are also others who
believe and feel in the same way as him or herself. In my view, this is the core of the
communality of religion, which the public cultic-ritual activity reinforces.

[ think that religion has, perhaps interestingly, a similar relationship te commu-
nity thatn literature has. Both religion and literature require community whose mem-
‘bers express their thoughts, emotions and ideas by the signs that also others are able
to understand. Thus both religion and literature include a social and communicative
aspect , and it is for communication reasons, among others, that the religions of
literate cultures have been able to expand more widely than the religions of illiterate
cultures. The analogy between religion and literature extends also to the ways of
attitude: One regards as good and interesting a book that another would not care to
read, and one holds religion and its stories as impressive, whereas they leave an-
other cold and emotionally uninvolved. Max Muller and Max Weber called the latter
type of people, who are personally indifferent to religion, "religiously unmusical."
Perhaps people who are personally interested in religion could respectively be called
"religiously musical."

The scientific study of religion has long held the view that individual religious
commitment is rooted in social support and reinforcement (Stark & Finke 2000 :
141; Hervieu-Leger 2000 : 25, 86 and 88). I would say further that religion is social
essentially for the reason that people use religious language, which is a practice
regulated, reinforced and mediated to individuals by community. The maintaining of
this practice requires that individuals leam religious language. The learning of reli-
gious language, habits of thought and practices is based on that there are people
who show example and who teach about religion what they can themselves. Of
course, one can also gain knowledge of religion, for example, by reading books or by
seeing movies. In fact, nowadays, there are several media available for leaming
religion. However, the traditional home place of religion is cultic-ritual activity, and
the corporate practice of worship is the native soil from which talk about God springs.
Nonetheless, religious thinking and language also live elsewhere, and it seems to me
that religious language will increasingly flourish in literature, theatre and movies,
which fuel imagination and arouse emotions: joy, grief, fear and hope. However, |
am much more unconfident with the view that private religiosity could survive even
if the social practice of worship would completely end. Yet, for many people, it 1s not
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necessary to take much part in cultic activity by themselves. For them, it is sufficient
to trust that the professionals of religion, priests and monks, faithfully take care of
the rituals even if nobody is seeing that.

The researchers who emphasize the communality of religion are inclined to
think that social practices, rituals and cultic activity are central in religion. One can
practice religion alone, for example by quieting down for prayer, but the private piety
has meaning and significance only in relation to social practice where people regu-
larly act in a certain way, for example pray. The studies which emphasize communality
have often also appealed to the fact that the experience and activity of the founders
of religious (Buddha, Jesus and Muhammad par excellence) arc based on what
they have learned and adopted from the culture and community whose members
they are . In other words, religions are subject to the influence of community, its
tradition and practices already from the origin.

One of the main advocates defending the secularisation paradigm, Steve Bruce
says, "Shared believes sustain the community, which in turn extracts commitment
and sacrifice from the individual” (Bruce 2002 :95). The social fragmentation and
diversity in turn bring about secularisation and their secularising impact depends
largely on an egalitarian culture and democratic polity (Bruce 2002 : 26). A society
advancing equal rights for all seeks to offer the same rights to the adherents of
different religions and that prevents any religion {rom attaining & monopolist posi-
tion. Bruce holds that the increase of tolerance and the awarencss that believes and
ways of thinking are historically and culturally relative have lead to secularisation in
the West. However, 1t seems that the case 1s different, for example, in India where
religious pluralism has not resulted in relativism nor secularisation of the western
type. Thus, religious pluralism docs not necessarily get people to sce their own
tradition in a relativistic light. However, Bruce holds that tolerance and relativism
lead to secularisation because when people cease believing in the uniqueness of
their own faith, they lose the desire to get others to believe in the same way . At the
same time, the starting point for spreading and maintaining a particular religion dis-
appears. In this kind of situation, religion remains at best a matter of individual taste.
One could ask if it is then impossible for religious language and practices to maintain
their viability in the modem pluralistic and globalizing culture. This question deserves

a more profound answer but, in brief, it seems that religious language and practices
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have been able to maintain their viability.in various cultural, historical and political
circumstances; also in a situation where there is religious pluralism. India could
again serve as an example of society where religious pluralisin has not resulted in
the loss of social religion.

1 will to end this discussion by shortly referring to a classical view of the
nature of religion. According Friedrich Schleiermacher, religion causes so great
feelings and emotions in humans, that those feelings must be shared with others . On
this view, what matters in religion is its emotional effect and impressiveness. It
would seem that the diversity of religions and religious experiences does not neces-
sarily reduce the impressiveness of a particular religious feeling, at least not to
those who share the same feeling and sentiment. Next, I will proceed to treat the
question of in what way various assumptions concerning language madify our view
of the future of religion.

8. LANGUAGE AND THE FUTURE OF RELIGION

The speaking, writing and reading of the natural languages such as Bengali,
English and Finnish are based on the rules, habits and practices that the community
of language users maintains. However, one could ask if there are rules of language
that would be even more fundamental, innate and independent from community and
culture. This kind of view has long history in the western philosophy since already
the church father Augustine (354—430) seemed to assume that there is an inborn
language of thought and that a child has to learn a spoken language only.
Noam Chomsky, the American linguist and well-known developer of the theory of
mental language, states that a small child has a remarkable amount of innate knowl-
edge about the grammar that is common to all human languages (Chomsky 1957 : 4
and 30; 1965 : 47-59). Thus, according to Chomsky, there is some kind of universal
grammar . His ideas have been further developed by Jerry Fodor, the central con-
tributor to the philosophy of psychology and the science of cognition, who claims
that the learning of a language requires that a person already commands another
language (Fodor 1975 : 65). Based on this assumption, Fodor comes to a similar
view than Augustine : One of the languages that a human being commands must be
inherent, for otherwise the learning of language is lacking a base. Furthermore, the
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language of thought has to be at least as rich and expressive than any natural lan-
guage that we could learn. Our ability to learn Bengali, English and Finnish rests on
this innate mental language.

Chomsky's and Fodor's view is speculative and fanciful, but it also has its
advantages. First, it answers the question why a child learns to speak in a very short
time in comparison to that the learning of language would be based only on collect-
ing cxamples of use. Secondly, the theory of mental language also answers to the
question of why a child very quickly begins to combine words and sentences and
thus to produce expressions that he or she has not heard earlier. In other words,
Chomsky's and Fodor's view explains why a child who is learning to speak is able to
understand language and to form new meaningful expressions.

As regards religion, the theory of mental language is interesting because, if
the theory is right, the linguistic and conceptual basis of religion can be inherent and
precede experiene. Fodor's amazing claim is that we do not learn concepts but they
are inherently in mind. Thus, we all share the same concepts stored in mind. Ac-
cording to the established view generated on the basis of sociological and anthropo-
logical rescarch, all societies include religious activity, and religion is a characteristic
peculiar to human being and human communities. Based on this view, one could
regard it as likely that the alleged language of thought also includes religious con-
cepts. However, it does not follow from this that different religions were in mind of
humans in form of the organised systems of doctrines. Instead, the religious con-
cepts included in the language of thousht just offer a condition of possibility for
religious thought constructions, so that various beliefs and doctrines can arise. In
other words, relying on the theory of mental language and on sociological knowl-
edee of the commonness of religion, one could assume that religious beliefs and
doctrines arc based on concepts inherent to human beings. Such concepts could be,
for example. the concepts of holy, sacred, and almighty. However, the theory of
mental language does not dispute the view that the various factors relating to soci-
oty culture and historical situation shape religion and the language and practice
asosiaed with it

According to the theory of mental language, a human being is able to express
the imeaning of the concepts in mind when he or she learns spoken language. None-

theless, it s possible that the members of a society become estranged from religion
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and forget it at some period of history. If the theory of mental language is right,
religion is, however, in some sense independent from whether anyone speaks about
God or other religious subjects : Religion cannot disappear completely if religious
concepts are deposited in the inherent language of thought that is common to all.
However, the theory of mental language is controversial, and Ludwig Wittgenstein,
among others, criticised the Augustinian view of the language of thought. He re-
jected the view that there are inborn concepts in human mind (PI 32). According to
Wittgenstein, understanding is a practical skill or ability and not conceptual knowl-
edge (P1 199). The leamning of language is the practice and adoption of right habits
and uses, and the understanding is based on the practice of them (P1 5). Wittgenstein
held that the meanings of linguistic expressins are revealed by observing humans'
use of language, and that the understanding appears in behaviour so that human
beings act in a certain way and use certain linguistic expressions regularly in situa-
tions or contexts of a certain kind. Thus, the meaning requires consistency of use,
and such consistency can be understood only against the background of social
practice. This view is associated with Wittgenstein's known notion that language
cannot be private, in the sense that only one person can understand it. Moreover,
there cannot be a private language such that it is not translatable to any other lan-
guage. Wittgenstein found that language exists as part of a broader social interac-
tion, from which it is inherited to the individual (PI 256-271). In order to be able to
think and to tell about his or her thoughts, the person has to command the use of
linguistic expressions. This command is not purely a private action, but it presup-
poses public rules, habits and practices . In addition, if the meanings of words were
private, we could not communicate. In other words, a private language could not
serve as a means of communication.

One could expect that what Wittgenstein says about private language must
also concern religion and religious language. Yet it is necessary to note that
‘Wittgenstein did not deal particularly with religion when he spoke about the impossi-
bility of a private language. Nonetheless, his ideas concerning language have in
many ways influenced contemporary philosophy of religion and the work of theolo-
gians, too. Although Wittgenstein's remarks on religion can be interpreted in various
ways, his view of religious belief has quite often been stated as follows : Religious

belief is a steadfast commitment that guides one's entire life and is not based on
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evidence or arguments. Religious belief is incommensurable with atheistic thought
in the sense that the assertions of believers and noubelievers do not contradict one
another, and although religious belief 1s not reasonable, it is not unreasonable . This
view of religious beliefis commonly called as fideism.

It has also been stated that for Wittgenstein religioh was a kind of ultimate
question that has turned into a form of life. Wittgenstein held that the form of life of
a human being bases on the conditions of life on the rest of which he or she lives.
These conditions of life appear in the practices that are important to human being,
and a form of ife can change only if the conditions of human life will drastically
change (OC 232, 341, 356, 358). This view does not, of course, entail that there is
only one possible form of life nor that only one kind of social construction of reality
is feasible.

Wittgenstein called language and the whole of those functions with which
langage is interwined as language game, and according to him, a word can have
meaning and can refer to something only as part of the linguistic and functional
environment formed by a language game. According to Wittgenstein, the religious
form of life is related to the "problem of life" or the question whether our fundamen-
tal language-games and respective form of life agree with our real conditions of life
(VB 1980,5). Wittgenstein thought that the life itself determines what kind of funda-
mental language-games humans have, and for example, birth, ageing and dead are
common and constant conditions related to the structures of life. Religion as the
ultimate question concerns whether language and a form of life are truthful, or
whether they obscure and hide our real conditions of life and so uphold a kind of
brainwashing (VB 1980, 27). Many writers have stated that consumptionism or
materialism, entertainment, and the idealisation of technology, fashion and sex are
the trends in which the present culture indoctrinates us. Nonetheless, the problem of
life concerns, in principle, all humans and communities, and therefore the basis of
religion is, in a certain sense, timeless and universal. One could put it this way : The
basis of religion is , in a certain sense, timeless and universal. One could put it this
way : The basis of religion lies in the lasting need for a critical stance in regard to the
prevailing culture and form of life.

Wittgenstein's view about the impossibility of a private language offers a
philosophical argument to the claim that religon rests on community. A person can
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practice, in a certain sense, private thinking and he or she may have original ideas,
but also in that case he or she thinks in the language, which is a social practice. For
this reason, religion as a linguistic phenomenon cannot be private. Religion could
disappear if nobody ever uses religious language. However, this line of development
is not in view.

In the light of the above interpretation of Wittgenstein, the social basis of
religion is twofold : First, religion deals with questions that in principle concern all
humans. Secondly, the dealith with religious questions takes place by means of lan-
guage that requires a community of language users. On the one hand, this view of
religion may seem rather intellectual and problem - centered. On the other hand, it
leaves unexplained the question of why exactly religion is appropriate for dealing
with the problem of life. I am inclined to answer it this way : The answer to the
problem of life consists of participating in a form of life that seeks to disclose out
existential conditions of life. The problem of life needs a practical solution and par-
ticipating in a religious form of life supports the striving for that goal. This is because
religion is focussed to keep the problem of life alive. In a sense, religion carries the
problem of life with it. The task of religious beliefs and doctrines, for their part, is not
to present patent answers to the problem of life. Instead, religious doctrines and
stories are means for keeping the problem of life tangible. They remind people not to
be in love with themselves, with high living and riches , with the pleasures of sences,
or with human plans and desires. Religious Doctrines and stories teach us the tran-
sistorises of the world and human glory, but they also teach us love, compassion,
self-sacrifice, humbleness, and patience.

What I have presented here is, of course, and idealised view of religion, and
I'do not want to deny the various problems related to religions and religious beliefs.
In his book Religion and Community (2000), the British Anglican theologian Keith
Ward states those problems as follows: “Religions can become tools of tribalism and
nationalism, of violence and intolerance. They often foster unthinking traditionalism
and authoritarianism, or an astonishing indifference to considerations of ordinary
human welfare.” Ward continues that “against such tendencies, the protest of secu-
larism, at its best, insists on freedom of conscience, the right of dissent, and the need
to contribute positively to human flourishing. Yet secularism, too is ambiguous, and
has sometimes led, paradoxically, to the collapse of any moral sensibility, and to the
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advocacy of totalitartan views of the supremacy of the state.” (Ward 2000:357—
358) We can conclude that religion, at its best, upholds a critical stance to the pre-
vailing culture and from of life, but at the same time the danger of religion is to turn
into a new alienating system. This is the Scylla and Charybdis between which reli-
gton should navigate.

Above ] have put forward a possible reading of Wittgenstein’s view of reli-
gion. That reading suggests that religion is inescapably social because of language.
This view is based on the assumption that language 1s essential in religion. However,
one could ask if it is possible to have a religion where no language is used. Some
contemporary theologians and philosophers of religion have proposed something like
this, but the roots of that view extend to the classical apophatic or negative theology
that forbids us to follow the natural ways of thinking and to trust in the ability of
human thinking to grasp God. The famous view of the negative theology is that God
is ineffable at utmost. From this kind of theology, it is a short step to a non-cognitive
conception of religious language. According to that conception, religon claims actu-
ally nothing. Yet religious language includes propositions or sentences which look
like propositions, but the real task of those sentences is else than to present claims
about this world or the transcendence : Religious language represents, in a meta-
phorical way, emotions and values and it gives form to the believer's view of him - or
herself and to his or her experience of "being-in-the-world". However, this kind of
expression can take place also in other way than by means of language, and for
example, art, music and dance can be the means of expression for religion. None-
theless, it can be difficult for us to imagine what would be a religion, which re-
nounces language altogether. obviously, it would be something else than correct
belief. Perhaps, a religion without words would be a kind of meditation , but it also
could include ritual positions, motions and gestures. Perhaps, a languageless religion
would be a specific mode of being, and in that it could have connections, for exam-
ple, to mysticism, to the silent practice of religion in monasteries or to the spirituality
of the Quakers. However, the silence relating to at least the last two is a different
thing than rejecting language and conceptual thinking altogether. Some traditions of
mysticism also encourage giving up language only when a person has practiced
conceptual thinking as far as possible. Also, even if a meditation itself would not

require language, one could expect that at least the instructions to meditation would
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be linguistically expressible. Moreover,even if there can be ineffable or inexpress-
ible things, at least we can say that of them. On the basis of these remarks, one
could suppose that language is a means by which one can, at least to some extent,
approach that which in itself is not expressible by means of language.

Epiologue : In Finland, a classical form of spirituality which has gained
favour in recent years is the retreat of silence. The participants of such retreats
bound themselves to a common silence for some days. The favour of the retreats of
silence can partly be explained by that they give both individual freedom and a
spiritual community to the participants but the retreats do not demand effort for
constructing interaction in speech. Some have also claimed that in the past the
community of faith required a language, but not any more. Now people want to
preserve the quality of faith even though they hesitate to accept any specific prede-
termined orders of faith. People are after a direct experience without a given vo-
cabulary and fixed syntax.

9. SUMMARY

In this paper, 1 have sought to defend the view that the future of religion is
primarily determined by that how and on what conditions religious language can
remain viable. Language always is a social practice and therefore the future of
religion is largely dependent on that what will hapen to religious communities. The
key question of the future of religion is how we can learn and keep up religious
language and transfer it to the next generation. Particularly in many European coun-
tries, children learn near instructors who could show example and who could teach
about religion what they can themselves. The teaching ofreligion and the transfer of
religious practices are decisive for the viability of religious language. 1 believe tha
the role of literature, theatre and movies as the bearers of religious language will
strengthen, even though the basis of religion lies in the social practice of worship.
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A CRITIQUE OF EPISTEMIC PROOFS:
IN THE CONTEXT OF BHARTRHARI

D.N. TIWARI

Bhart r hari has a cognitive understanding on the problems of language, being
and cognition. It is evident from the fact that, while reflecting on the issues, he is
always seen well aware of the limits of philosophical reflections, which are confined
to the beings, revealed by language in the mind. His aim, in Vc_zkyapaahT ya and in
Mahabha s yadipika , is neither to found or to support a metaphysical theory of -
language nor to follow or th found any epistemology. He investingates into the cognition
by language in order to clarify the right conduct establised by the scripture and to
remove the impurities of language and of verbal cognition that deviate, confuse and
corrupt the right conduct established by scriptures. Bhart r hari clearly writes 'Right
conduct is not established by the reasoning without association from scripture. Even
the knowledge, which the sages possess, has the scripture as authority'. VP.1/30.
He 15 a language Philosopher ( S abdika ) for whom language 1s the guide and what
the language expresses/reveals is the authority in the matter of knowledge.

Knowledge, for him, is determinate knowledge since all knowledge is
intertwined with and revealed by language (VP 1/123). The knowledge infused by
language is determinate. As it is revealed by language in the mind, it is veridical
knowledge. It is for the sake of interpreting the knowledge, revealed in the mind by
language, in terms of validity and invalidity that the means of knowledge,
epistemological proofs and the issue of validity and invalidity based on them gets -
importance. Nevertheless, even in those cases, the knowledge revealed by language
in the mind is the foundational.

Bhart rhari is not concerned more with epistemology as the term is taken
popularly but with a philosophy of epistemology. He analyses knowledge, different
sources and proofs of knowledge accepted by different schools of philosophy popular
At his time on the basis of cognition as it figures or revealed by language in the
mind. One cannot miss to appreciate the novelty of Bhartr hari s reflections on
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the criticism of the theorists who accept knowledge as knowledge derived through
means of knowledge viz. visual perception, inference (including imposition and
implication) reasoning (7arka), etc. He provides secondary importance to sources
of knowledge except scripture (agama) that accepts the foundationally of the
knowledge directly revealed by language. Sensory perception or the data derived by
senses, for him are only means helping the manifestation of the language ( Sphota ).
Manifested by them, the language ( Sphot a ) reveals its own from first from which
it’s meaning is revealed non-differently. In precise, he believes in the active theory
of knowledge for which it is an act of knowing the expresser and the expressed that
it expresses and their identity as well. It is not confined to the acts of perceiving,
hearing of verbal utterances, etc; which are only tools in the manifestation of the
language and of which verbal utterances are only garbs.

The sources of knowledge like perception, inference implication, presumption,
etc, are only tools that help manifestation of the real language () that expresses the
knowledge that is always the knowledge expressed/revealed by language in the
mind. Reasoning and inference do not furnish knowledge independently of language.
Knowledge is always a knowledge revealed/expressed by language in ht mind.

He has mentioned perception, inference, adrsta, Abhyasa (practice) as
conflicting sources of knowledge an account of them is given as follows.

1.PERCEPTION

He has mentioned two types of perception -

1. Indirect perception is perception by sense organs, which is not free from
illusion(VP. 2/140). According to Bhart r hari although the same object is perceived,
its perception varies person to person. Even the same person perceives the same
object in a different form on another occasion. Perception varies with the difference
oftime, space and the changing form of the object (VP.2/136). In this connection, he
has suggested that a wise man should see, even a thing that he perceives with his
eyes, through the eyes of settled reasoning ( Yuktitah). Let him not determine a
thing on the evidence of his physical perception (VP.2/141). Not only that but there
are objects that are beyond physical perception also (VP. 1/36).

it. Direct perception, that is, the knowledge revealed directly by language in
the mind. In case of such a perception, Bhartr hari accepts the data acquired by
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other sources of knowledge i.e. by sense-object contact, as instruments in the
manifestation of the language in the mind ( Sphota ) that reveals the knowledge.
This kind of perceptual knowledge is irrefutable as the language directly reveals it.
He writes 'When a man does not doubt the perceptual knowledge of a reliable
person as if it were his own, how can another one (given to reasoning) make him
who, thus, stands on the side of perception, turn back ? (VP. 1/39).

2.INFERENCE:
Bhart r hari has not favoured inference as an independent source of
knowledge . He has criticized reasoning and inference as independent sources of
knowledge. An account of his arguments against those sources follows.

CRITICISM OF REASONING AND INFERENCE

There is difference between reasoning (tarka) and inference ( gnymana):
Harivrtti 1/1 He has described two types of reasoning .
1. The conjectural reasoning that is not based on or which is without an indication
(lin ga) is called reasoning (s"u s katarka ) that is erroneous. It is implication while
the reasoning drawn on the basis of an indication and furnished for convincing others
in a syllogistic form is called inference ( gpuymang)- 1 shall discuss his criticism of
inference after few steps. Presently, I think it necessary to say that conjectural
reasoning for Bhartr hari is erroneous and is just a guess.
2. Bhartr hari has accepted another sort of reasoning (Zarka) that function as
authority. Reasoning which is not contradictory to the Veda and the scriptures is an
eye to those who do not possess the vision into the significance of scriptures (Vedas).
The sense of a Vedic sentence is not obtained from its form alone. (VP.1/136).
Human reasoning is the power of language. The reasoning is in accordance with the
language (scripture) with is not based on anything other than the scripture. VP.1/
138.

For Bhart r hari knowledge is not merely reasoning, it is virtue. In the context
of scripture as the source of knowledge, I have already referred to Bhart - hari's
argument according to which 'if knowledge were reasoning ( Syabhavika
Jrnana )then scripture is of no use but if virtue is the cause of knowledge then the

scripture (Veda) is the foundational ( Jygna svabhavikenarthah s’astraih
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kas’cana vidyate. Dharmo Jansya hetus’cet tasvamnayo nibandhanam
VP.1/134). Ihave taken the term ' Syabhavika Jaana ' for reasoning. K. Pilai has
translated the term as instinctive knowledge . Bhart r hari inhis Vi i has defined
the term in the sense of knowledge revealed independently of scripture and with a
purpose of demonstrating or proving one's own interests and avoiding disadvantageous
- one ( Ahitprati s edharthanamhitpratipadanarthanam copades’a s'astranam
Vaiyarthyam Prasajyate). The Vruisupports my stand on the meaning of the
term as reasoning derived through the senses naturally fixed in the objects of their
own.

In the light of knowledge as virtue, Bhart r hari has criticized reasoning
(Tarka) including hypothetical reasoning) specifically in verses VP1/30-31, 1/136-
138,2/78 and inference in VP 1/30-42, 136,138,2/299, 2/352, 2,368, as the sources
leading to erroneous cognition on the basis of which communication can not be
established .

CRITICISM OF INFERENCE IN THE LIGHT OF ASTKARYAVADA

The basic argument given by Bhart r hari for the refutations of inference may be
recovered from his verses VP 1/32, 34, 37-42 and Harivr tti on them. 1t includes
presumption, implication, etc, also as there is no separate mention of them in
Vakyapadi ya. He has refuted inference for two reasons firstly, inference is not a
valid source of knowledge and secondly, it cannot function as a source of knowledge
independently and isolatively from scripture. This issue will be discussed after few
steps under the point scripture as the source of knowledge. According to verse VP
1/32, the properties of substance change with the changes of their status, time and
space. Because of their changing properties, the invariable concomitance, on which
inferential knowledge is based, cannot be established. For instance, green long pepper
causes cough while the dried pepper removes the vitiation of the three humeral of
the body (rridos as ). The sprout comes out from the corn in a state but does not
germinate if mouse smells up the corn Water flowing from Himalayas is cool but
water in some places in some ponds is hot even in winter. The water in the well is

hot in winter while the same water in summer is cool.

In the vrttiof VP. 1/37, Bhartr hari has refuted the possibility of inferential
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cognition (Anumiti Jugna ) asaccepted in the theories of Asatkarva and Satkarva .
While discussing the argumenté of Asatkaryavada ,he has notmentioned Py rvavat
S’esavat and Samanyatodrsta are possible. An account of the discussion is
given here below.

1. An inference of a pyygvar type in which the effect, yet to take place or to be
known, is inferred on the basis of perception of the cause, which is present
( Pirva karanam asyastiti Purvavat ). For example, the inference 'it will rain' on
the bases of perception of clouds present in the sky. According to Bhart r hari , the
inference of the capacity acting on effect is possible only if the effect is perceived.
The effect yet to take place is non-existent at the time of inferring and, thus, there is
no actual presence of the reason (Hetu) for inference. In the absence of the hery,
the inference of a Py vavar » type is not possible.

2. The infernece of a S’es avat type is described as the inferential knowledge of the
cause based on effects perceived in the past (s’esd syastiti s'esavat). Vacaspati
Mishra in Samkhya Tattva gayumudi P57, definesitas’ S’is yate Paris’is yati
iti s’esah Sa eva Visayataya yasyastyanumana Jananasya tat s’esavat for
example, the inference of saltiness of the rest of the water of an ocean on the basis
of tasting only a drop of it as salty. The testing salty of the drop is a past effect in the
infeence of salty-ness of the rest of the water of the ocean.The effect, being past, is
non-existent in case of present and cannot serve as reason (hetu) in the inference
of the rest of the water the reason in the inference of which has yet to take place
and, thus, in the absence of reason (heru) there is no possibility of the inference of
a sesavat type.

3. In Samanyatodrsta, the inference is acquired because of an indicatio
(linga)apart from the cause and effect. For example, only based on perception of
cluster of blossoms on a tree in a particular space we infer the clustering of blossoms
in the trees related to different spaces. This type of inferring is not possible in cases
of things related with past and future. Let us quote the lines of Vreti
" Turotpattipak s etavat kat/zarna.padamavastu niratmakamadr sta pratiniyata
karanas'aktiparigrahamadhigantum s’akyate” . By the qualifier ' adrsta ,
Bhart) hari has refuted the knowledge inferred by pirvavar and s’esavat and
by the qualifier 'pratiniyata, he has refuted the Samanyatodr sta. In the theory
of asatkarva, the things in its past and future state are without a substratum
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(apada) as it is non-existent (niriipakhya).
CRITICISM OF INFERENCE IN THE LIGHT OF SATKARYAVADA

After refuting inference in the theory of asatkarya, Bhartr hari inhis V rtti has
refuted inference as established by Satkaryavadins who accept the non-manifested
prior position of an effect because the effect, in this theory as he observes, is non-
perceived (ad rsta) If an effect is accepted as existent even if it is not produced
or yet to be perceived, the effect unperceived is not capable of being a reason
(hetu) in an inference and, thus, that non-manifested effect is non-existent for the
purpose of inference. '

Overall, inference has its limitation. It is applicable to a limited sort of objects. There
are objects beyond the reach of inference, for example, the objects known by constant
practice, the parental excellance and other super natural powers (VP 1/37-41). As
we have seen earlier, Bhartr hari establishes that inference is erring not only in its
field proper as prescribed to it by the logicians but is ineffective in the field beyond
its scope also. Moreover, Bhartr hari accept it merely as a tool in the manifestation
of the cause. He writes 'Long technical terms used in grammar depend on their
form in conveying their meaning. In addition, inference manifests the presence of
causal factors by proximity. VP. 2/367.

The basic reasoning lying behind refutation of Tarka and 4pn3mang by him is that
they are subjective and are dependent upon means by the defects of which the
knowledge acquired by them is corrupted. The power that a substance is well known
as possessing towards a particular activity is obstructed when it comes into association
with another specific power. VP. 1/33. Not only that but they need a cognitive
ground that is to be proved by them also and, thus, they cannot work independently
of the knowledge revealed in the mind by language that serves as the cognitive
ground of reasoning and inference as well. Considering the matter in view of vrtti,
we can easily say that Garthgmumana 18 not different from implicationand
pararthamumana is the knowledge revealed by the sentence put in the form of
subordinate clauses i.e. syllogistic form. In precise, Bhartr hari theorizes that even
a conclusion inferred after great consideration by expert logicians is decided to be
otherwise by other more qualified logician (VP. 1/34).
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3. SCRIPTURE (AGAMA)

Bhartr hari writes' i knowledge were reasoning (Svabhavika Jaana) then
scripture 1s of no use but it virtue 1s the cause ol knowledge then the scripture
(Veda) is the foundational. (VP. 1/134). I have taken the term Syabhavika Jiana
{or reasoning a clarification for it will be given after few paragraphs. The scriptural
truth is of equal use to all humanity down to the Candalas in their judgements "this
1s virtue' and 'this is vice'. (VP. 1/40). _

We can say that Bhartr hari has refuted inference (anumana) and reasoning
(tarka) in so far as they are accepted by the theorist as a means of knowledge
independently of language and have accepted their importance as far as they are
based on the scripture (Agama / Veda) . He criticises inferential reasoning in the
following verse 'Like a blind man running along on an uneven path obtaining his
knowledge of the path only from feeling from his hand, the knowledge of he who
relies on inference will speedily fall. (VP. 1/42), and elucidates the importance of
reasoning based on scripture. He who has the Vedic knowledge that shines like
unbroken consciousness is not influenced by inferential arguments. VP. 1/41. Scripture
is the established knowledge, the right conduct expresed by language (Vékya)that
infuses knowledge. Isolated from the language, knowledge ceases to be so (VP. 1/
123). Bhartr hari writes ‘Right conduct is not established by reasoning disassociated
from scripture. Even the knowledge which the sages posses has the scripture for its.
evidence/reference. (VP. 1/30) No one can refute by reasoning or by arguments of
empirical obviousness those unbroken an traditional paths of right conduct. (VP. 1/

31).
4. PRACTICE ( ABHYASA)

Bhart r hari has mentioned it also as one among the sources of Knowledge. He has
not given any detailed description of it but has tried to clarify it on the basis of an
instance of the knowledge of value of diamond. He writes 'Such knowledge as
discriminates between different diamonds, coins, etc., a knowledge that cannot be
described to others-arises in those possess it, only from practice and not from
inference (VP. 1/35).
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5. SUPERNATURAL POWER (ADRSTA)

He, at least, in one verse has mentioned it as a source of knowledge. The supernatural
power that demons, departed souls and ogres possess, which transcends the perceptual
and inferential knowledge, are the result of their actions done in their previous births
(VP. 1/36)

6. PRATIBHA

Pratibhz 1s the flash of understanding. Bhartr hari has admitted six kinds of such
flashes. If we mind those kinds, we can very easily find that it is direct perception
and practice (abhyasa) and supernatural power , which are generally enumerted
by the scholars of Bhartr hari as separate sources of knowledge, are included
among them. It is the basic source of knowledge and scripture 1s not different from
it becasue of the reason that scripture is direct knowledge revealed by language.
Nothing isknown if pyqtibhg is notrevealed and Sphot arevealsit. The Sphot ais
a flash revealed by itself when manifested by articulations. It reveals prqribhg non-
differently. The same flash from the point of view of expresser is Sphota that
reveals Prgtibhg non-differently and it is ppgsiphg from the view of meaning
revealed non-differently and itis pygsiphg from the veiw of meaning revealed non-
differntly by the Spho ¢ a . Different sources of knowledge in different cases serve
as the tool helping it's understanding through them. We know the pyqtiphg as it is
revealed or as it figures by Spho t « in the mind. Our knowledge is confined to and is
based on those beings thatare the Sphota and pyaribha - Pratibha initselfis known
by implication as the ontic substratum of the object expressed by Sphotain the
mind. In- itself, it 1s a subject matter of sabdasadhana.

The knowledge whose source is error and the knowledge , which is not about
the empirical world, are beyond language. Language is the source of knowledge.
(VP.2/297). As knowledge is revealed by and is infused by language (VP. 1.123), it
15 veridical knowledge. There is difference between veridical knowledge and valid
knowledge. Veridical knowledge does not require any extraneous proves in order to
be proved so; 1t is verity. This verity for the sake of understanding through perception,

reasoning, etc, is interpreted int ersm of valid/invalid, truth/false etc. In a scheme of
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demarcation terms of valid and invalid, proved and disproved knowledge on the
basis of soruces of knowledge, proofs , evidences and justifications, the veridical
cognition, revealed by language in the mind, serves as their cognitive base . If
otherwise , in the absence of tht cognitive ground, that is verity, there will be no
cause of incentive, base and purpose of proofs of validity and invalidity. Other sources
of knowledge, isolated from them, cease to function even for validity or invalidity.
Conclusively, all knowledge , for Bhartr hari's philosophy of epistemology, is
knowledge infused by and revealed by language in the mind. Different sources of
knowledge, popularly accepted by different theorists as independent means of
knowledge, perform secondary only function useful for making the veridical knowledge
revealed by language in the mind, understantdable to those who can understand the
verity through those means in terms of validity , invalidity, truth and falsity. The
verity serves as the ground not only for the exercise of those means but also for
deciding the case of affirming or denying the same base. If thsoe means affirm the
same cogniton, it is accepted valid and if otherwise, invalid. The validity or invalidity
may be deviated from communication . Veridical cognition revealed by language in
the mind is the knowledge on which not only communication is established eternally
but which serves as the substratum of those activities also. In one line, his criticism
of reasoning ams to elucidate that the knowledge revealed directly by the language
is veridical and as the Ianguage is eternal tradition of knowledge (4gama) and it, by
nature, infuses knowledge , the (4gama)and the grammar (the Veda & the Loka)
are not only authority but also foundation in the matter of reasoning. Reasoning
independently of language , is unfounded (s"u s ka) .
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THE RETURN OF COHERENCE

N.G. KULKARNI

“The truth is rarely pure and never simple”
Algemon in “The importance of Being Ernest”.

British Idealism having been cast into the outer darkness by Moore and
Russell for more than half a century is showing some signs of life. It would be
inaccurate to speak of its revival. But some elements in it are, once again, in the
centre of philosophical discussion. The coherence theory of truth and knowledge is
undoubtedly the most important of them. The theory gives us the ‘form’ or ‘structure’
of the prepositional systems we elaborate, as well as the world we hope to understand
by means of them. The element, which gives the ‘content’ of British Absolutism and
justifies the application fo the term ‘Idealism’ to it, is not in favour at all. No eminent
philosopher in the Anglo American world would accept, in the words of Bradley,
that ‘Nature is a system of sentient Experience ‘some form scientific naturalism
constitutes the orthodoxy, and coherence is called in to redress the errors and distortions
of early analytical philosophy (atomism) and positivism and its immediate successors.
Questions about truth and knowledge form questions about meaning, and so, semantic
considerations come into play. There is a movement away from atomism and towards
a holistic theory of meaning. The philosophical tradition starting with British empiricism
and culminating in the early theories of Russell and Wittgenstein is frowned upon.
Coherence is made attractive by the difficulties of ‘correspondence’ which goes
with empiricism and atomism, and the failure of various forms of foundationalism -
the search for some basic, self justified, propositions which validate or lead to other
propositions accepted as part of human knowledge.

The return to coherence appeared, rather early, in the philosophy of Carnap.
He regarded ‘Truth’ as a syntactical predicate of systems, of propositions, to bring
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i conformity to facts, as the criterion of truth would be to bring in comparison of
sentences with a non — linguistic reality, which would be metaphysical. Later, when
he was cured of his phobia for semantics by Tarski, he admitted *Truth™ asa semantic
predicate. But the choice of a system as true, from among the many alternative
systems open to us, would be justified by pragmatic considerations. ‘the ontological
commitments of a system’ would be guided by the convenmience of the analyst
concerned and not by metaphysical insights or speculations. Carnap never denied-
what would never have been admitted by Bradley- that it is possible to construct
systems of propositions internally consistent and equally comprehensive, but mutually
inconsistent, this is indeed a major difficulty of the coherence theory, and we have to
consider whether either the classical solution or the answers suggested by
contcmporary writers, particularly, Lehrer in his ‘Theory of knowledge’, are
acceplable. He, as also Bonjour and Rorty, scem to think that, once foundationalism
1s rejected, “coherentism’ —as they call it — is the only theory left in the field. All that
remains is to work it out in detail and mect the standard objections.
The criticism of foundationalism plays a major part in paving the way for coherence.
It 1s not necessary to devote much space to this criticism, partly because it is
acceptable by and large, and also because the ambiguitics and defects in such criticism
do not affect the exposition of coherence in a new idiom. The difficulties of
foundational ism present themselves under two heads:-
(1) the candidates for the role o[ basic, sclf-justiticd, propositions and
(2) the relation between basic and non-basic propositions. Philosophers now
despair of finding propositions, which are at once sclf, evident and descriptive
of the world - at any rate, informative about it in any inleresting way.
Bradicy secms to aduud this mdirectly wnen aiscussing the undesirability of
mathematical proposition-. Their cerwanty, he teils us, 1s due to their

absiractness; wil ooy vain msehi-evidence ey loose in richness of content.

(GhIS Iy woven v aldrs vension o gyl contemporary common place

Ol ais @ 1ot o onnaoi. L AEe Vactous, ) ho, feaving aside metaphysics in
Uo mreee e w2 Dot ouiscives the modest task of organising
Canfeer oS s ol sworie, iere tae basic propuositions would be
G o R s s ci el L lececol propositions-w hich merely record

P cdosense cxperience. It has been argued that we

Philosopity and e Lije-aorid Dol 7 03 2005



N.G. KULKARNI 61

can be mistaken even about these. But when objections are met and the
method of introducing sense-data justified and carried to its logical conclusion,
we seem to be left with a contemporary state of the subject a statement
about feeling ‘somehow’ rather than about being aware of something (in
the world). The arguments in this regard may not be conclusive, but they
are certainly forceful, secondly even if we are alloyed a stock of suitable
basic propositions, their relation to justified propositions present’s difficulties.
The task of translating physical object statements into logically equivalent
sense datum statements and at a later stage, statements about scientific
entities into statements about physical objects- has now been abandoned as
hopeless. We shall have to have recourse to postulation and inference. This
means controversy and, more importantly, the certainty of our starting point
is not transmitted to justified propositions.
In view of all this, fallible foundationalism may appear the more promising alternative.
Here the strongest and the most plausible argument against granting a pre-eminent
status to come commonsense propositions is that the sceptical argument questioning
them is not self contradictory or based upon an objectionable shift in the meaning of
key epistemic expressions like “certain’, justified’, etc. however unassailable they
seem, and however much they go unchallenged in every day life. This line of
reflection is acceptable, but it is doubtful whether the consequences of its acceptance
can be confined to failible foundationaiism. This brief exposition of the criticisms of
foundationalism (and indirectly realism) serves a purpose, for, the most recent versions
of the coherence theory are put forward because the alternatives to it are considered
unsatisfactory. ‘Coherentism’, they weem to be saying, is our only hope.
What are the standard objections to the coherence theory, in any any form?, These
are as follows:-

(1) Most advocates of the theory mix up the question of the definition or analysis
of the concept of truth with the question of a general criterion or test for
accepting the truth of any given proposition. Prof. Ookerjee has assured me
that Bradley does not do so and Bradley has, indeed, declared more than
once, that truth is agreement between our experience and reality; the more
the former approached the latter, the more truth it will have. Never-the —
less it may be convenient to have the distinction more precise y stated. The
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truth of a proposition cannot be defined in terms of its coherence can only
be defined in terms of truth. In the minimum or weaker sense two
propositions p and Q are coherent if they are compatible 1.e. can be true
together. In the stronger sense coherence is implication i.e. the truth of P is
incompatible with the falsity of q. 1f the implication is both ways then neither
can be true without the other being true. Classical coherence theory would
exhibit our know-ledge, ideally, as a system in which every proposition implies
every other. In practice, there will be sub-systems within our over-all system
which are just compatible, and between which there is very little active
commerce. But the intellectual journey 1s a striving, with varying degrees of
success, towards an all-inclusive, harmonious whole of experience.
Secondly, even as a test of truth, coherence will be effective only if, at any
given time there is one and only one system which is more comprehensive than any
competitor. When determining the fate of any given proposition, P. we have to find
out whether or not it coheres with the largest possible system of consistent propositions.
Suppose there are two systems, and s2, both of which are (i) internally consistent (i1)
equally inclusive but more inclusive than any alternative and finally (ii1) equally
incompatible. In such a situation, coherence will break down as a criterion of truth.
Classical Advocates of the theory, like Bradley, insist that such a situation, if it
arises, will be short-lived. Sooner or later, guided by the aspect of comprehensiveness,
we shall find that one of our systems turns out to be more inclusive. We shall find
that one of our systems turns out to be more inclusive. I am not sure this is always
the case. Taken Euclidean geometry and the two alternatives to it —elliptical and
hyperbolic — which result from modifications of the parallels postulate. The
alternatives are consistent if the Euclidean system is, and all are complete deductive
systems developed with equal formal ngour. If we now ask-which of them is true of
the actual world, i.e. whose postulates are satistied by the structure of physical
space? - The answer will be based on empirical considerations. The results of certain
experiments — though not divorced from considerations of coherence- are of decisive
importance. That they have gone in favour of elliptical geometry — as part of the
general theory of relativity-is not so important for our purpose as the necessity of
going beyond deductively closed systems to answer questions regarding the structure

of the space-time world.
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" This consideration is reinforced by an argument intended to show that
systematic coherence cannot be the sole test of truth. if a proposition, say P, be
accepted on the ground that it coheres with say P, r etc. and these on the ground that
they cohere with s, t, v etc. clearly there will be an infinite regress, or else we shall
have to turn round and justify the later propositions in our sequence on the ground
that they cohere with the earlier ones. In spite of the use of temporal language — and
of course there s temporal activity involved-the difficulty is purely logical. Both the
regress and the circle can be easily avoided by breaking out of the confines of our
prepositional systems and appealing to facts of experience, whether or not such a
procedure leads to some form of foundationalism, it certainly leads to the abandonment
of coherence as the sole criterion of a proposition or system of propositions.

Lehrer, while admitting that the difficulty must be met if the project of
constructing coherence theory is to be carried out, seems to treat it as the difficulty
of completing the process of justification-apparently endless —in a finite period of
time. He writes: ‘not all completely justified beliefs need to be justified by appeal to
evidence. Appealing to evidence. Appealing to evidence. Appealing to evidence is
an activity or process that occurs over a time. Being completely justified in believing
something is a state that exists at a time and need not result from the activity or
process that occurs over a time. Being beautiful is a state that exists at a time and
need not result from the activity or process of beautification”. A little later, he adds
‘one may justify a belief by appeal to evidence, but many beliefs are justified without
such appeal just as one may beautify a nose by appeal to surgery but many noses
are beautiful without such appeal’. (Theory of knowledge, P 86). The argument is
so perplexing that I prefer to think that I have failed to understand it. To say that ‘a
belief may be completely justified for a person because of some relation of the belief
to a system to which it belongs’ is intelligible and- acceptable, if it means that the
system in question consists of the cognitive dispositions of the person which is not
activated at the time that his belief that P is said to be justified. If it means that there
is such a system present to the mind of the observer, O, who pronounces on the
cognitive claims of some other person S, then the contention is wide of the mark. If
the claim that Pby S, is justified thon it must be related to some system of beliefs of
S himself. But even if the dormant beliefs of S are added to the justificatory
background, the problem is not solved. Then the question is how they were justified
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when they were not acquired nor is the difficulty removed if we all start ith a stock
of innate, cognitive dispositions, for, then the problem would be whether and how
these are justified. The argument would be even more wide of the mark if the
system In question is a possible system ready to be conceived and made operational
or being justified in accepting that P is notlike enjoying good health on account of
the normal functioning of my liver which h may go on even 1f I am not aware that |
have liver.

Lehrer discusses the above difficulty in the context of what he calls
‘explanatory’ coherence. He refers to Karl Hempel’s nomological-deductive model
of explanation, where the proposition to be explained is deduced from certain
observation statements (‘boundary conditions’) together with a statement of a
relevant law. Our premises are both necessary and sufficient to ensure deduction.
He rightly points out the notorious logical difficulty that almost any law can be used
for the subsumption of the present case under it. But for our purpose the most
serious dilficulty thata proposition deduced according to Hempel’s model may not
be explained by such deduction. He gives an example, which is certainly odd; but
the oddity can be removed only by making explanation relative to what he wants to
know. Thus our attempt to analyse knowledge 1n terms of explanatory coherence
runs into a circle. | think the circle is only verbal and harmless. But it is not necessary
to enter into details. The most amazing thing is that the difficulties he set out to rebut
have nothing to do with the explanatory or any other form of c¢oherence. That
coherence is not an effective test when nothing answers to the description, ‘the
largest possible system of coherent propositions’, and that every member of a system
of consistent propositions cannot be justified by appeal to systematic coherence-
these difficulties are left where they were before we set out on our mntellectual
journey.

The point that the standard objections are not met by Lehrer, though he
formulates them very clearily and faitly, cones out clearly when we consider the
version of the coherence theory he considers satisfactory. He calls 1t undefeated
personal justification, which 1s the same as complete justitication. We begin with the
acceptance system of a person at a time 1.e. the system of atl proposiions aceepiced
by a given person ata given time. We go through verttic systems - wystems to which

a proposition under consideration is referred and in relation to which wis justified or

Philosophy and the Life-world 3 Vol.7 O 2005




N.G. KULKARNI 65

validated. We finally arrive at an ultra system. The process is complex and so is the
exposition (perhaps, it could have been simpler if some of the twelve definitions
were telescoped into others and the relativising conditions were stated at the outset,
so that each definition would have been easier on the eye and therefore on the
mind).

Informally this is the gist of the process. We start, as noted above, with the
acceptance system of a person which, at a given time, the inspiration that impels us
in our search being the desire to accept truth and avoid error. We also reject or
neutralize all competitors to the proposed statement. The resultant system is worthy
of acceptance. Any new claim can be assessed by considering whether it or its
negation coheres with our undefeated system (In eliminating-all false propositions
and rejecting competitors, we have settled that certain propositions are false before
we arrive at our ultra- system. But the apparent circle could only apparent)

But how do we eliminate the logical possibility of two alternative ultra systems
with one of with one of which a given statement is coherent, and the negation of the
statement with the other undefeated system? It would be difficult to work out in
detail such a situation in the case of singular judgements of perception. However, if
the proposal being considered is a scientific hypothesis indirectly verified by
experiment and which further is a member of a complex system of propositions, the
dilemma, can be very real. Lehrer says surprisingly little to show that coherence, as
undefeated justification, can overcome the standard objections. Two other difficulties
that go with those we can easily preserve coherence by limiting our system. Secondly,
we can suitably enlarge our system by offering new interpretations and
reintérpretations system by offering new interpretations and reinterpretations and
also by pleading illusion and hallucination in the case of troublesome perceptions.
Bradley dismisses the first by saying that consistency without comprehensiveness is
unstable and not worth having. He is right.

Of course, but, theoretically, we cannot lay down a limit beyond which such a
procedure of immunising ourselves against error is irrational. The two difficulties
are connected. The first, unless it is just closing of eyes to ‘inconvenient facts’,
leads to the second and finally results in the elaboration of an alternative system.
Both concern the point at which our systems impinge on experience and this interface
is of the greatest importance to a coherence theory.
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Ordinarily we would say that we ascertain certain facts by experience and
tailor our system to provide for their truth. A rigorous coherence theory cannot
allow any thing other than coherence as a criterion of acceptance. Lehrer writhes (I
bid pp 143-45)’ In fact we may easily supply an argument that on form of the
isolation objection can succeed against our theory.... To be personally justified all
competitors in the justification game consists, apparently, in asserting firmly that the
claimant is not isolated from the external world and that there is the appropriate
truth connection between internal coherence and external reality. This is illustrated
by number of brief, endearing conversations on pp 143-45. Apparently the sceptic
wins 1f the last objection is not one is cut off from the external world, our coherence
theory yields the appropriate world. Lehrer writes: personal justification of what we
accept from perception, memory and introspection results from our accepting that
these sources are trust worthy, and personal justification is transformed into undefeated
justification and knowledge, when we are correct in accepting that these sources
are trustworthy. The transformation argument meets the objection appealing to
sources of knowledge in the same way that it meets the isolation objection. Coherence
transforms sources of information into sources of knowledge (Ibid 146)..

It is easy to see how some form of foundationalisn would overcome the
difficulty by appealing to certain self justified or basic propositions as the basis of the
our system. But how is Lehrer’s vindication of the coherence theory different from
fallible foundationalis that starts with corrigible, basic, propositions, which provide us
with a reasonably firm basis?

His position is that the most obvious judgements of perception may be
sceptically challenged without self-contradiction, and that their truth is based upon
the reliability of our sources of information and our competence to make appropriate
discriminations. I have no quarrel with this view. But two things may be noted. First,
this type of acceptance of observer’s competence and reliability of sources of
information is not to adduce further propositions, which cohere with the proposition
in correct. And if the correspondence theory is correct in defining truth of a

proposition, then what we are asserting is that there is the existence of a certain
state of affairs in the world of which our coherent experiences are an indication.
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Secondly, unless the evience we have compels assent to the proposition being put
forward, sceptical doubt cannot be ruled out of court here any more than in the case
of fallible foundationalism. _

The point of contact between experience and the world is so important that
Bonjour provides for it by imposing an observation requirement and ruling that various
beliefs that arise spontaneously in relation to stimuli are reliable and likely to be true.
(The structure of Empirical Knowledge,

141 to 46). This represents a concession to correspondence and abandonment of
radical coherence. Lehrer rightly ‘objects that accounts for its justification. Lehrer
rightly objects that it is not the spontaneity of a belief but its content that accounts
for its justification. We may note that the same is true if we ‘naturalize epistemology’
(Quine’s phrase) and lay down further requirements; for instance that our belief
response must be reliable and caused in a regular casual way (Armstrong). It is
easy to construct counterexamples, but the most important objection; from the point
our response in fact fulfils these or any other requirements. We must know that
these requirements are met if our belief response is to constitute knowledge. So we
have to appeal to knowledge of other propositions to justify our present claim to
knowledge. Prof. S.K. Mookerjee and many other philosophers would admit the
need to go beyond a system of beliefs. But when we appeal to facts of experience,
so he would maintain, we still employ coherence and accept the statement that
brings about the maximum coherence among our perceptual experiences. But here,
I think, there is a shift in meaning from’ consistency among propositions’ there is a
shift in meaning from’ consistency among propositions’ to ‘conformity to facts of
experience’. When we judge that the fingerprints on the murder-weapon are those
of the accused, this will enter into the system of statements whose central proposition
is the hypothesis that a committed the murder. Similarly, eye- witness accounts that
A was present at a certain place on a certain occasion, reports of ballistae experts,
particulars entered in a sales register etc. all enter into the prosecution story. But the
experiences of the various persons concerned do not. Much less do the experiences
and activities involved in establishing the competence and reliability of a witness.
These are tangential to our story, and not part of it like evidential statements. These

later, when based on sense perception, affirm the existence of certain states of
affairs in the world. It is these cognitive claims that are elements on our system. In
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the simplest cases we seem to ‘read oft” facts in the world. Appeal to corroborative
experiences, intrasubjective as well as inter-subjective, is implicit in the acceptance.

But even when explicitly brought into the picture, they are not part of what we
assert. '

This way of looking at the epistemic situation is based on a certain picture of
the world, and on drawing, in a certain way, the categorical contours of physical
objects, which are, overwhelmingly, the occupants of this world. We may modify
this picture in various ways or challenge it altogether, but common sense and make
coherence the sole criterion of knowledge, we shall have to maintain that we cannot
and need not go beyond our prepositional system. If we achieve the maximum
possible coherence in our systems, it will approximate nearest to the world. Though
coherence 1s the only way to achieve understanding of the world, the kind of
approximation and the degree of it that we have attained, cannot be directly verified.
The comparison of our system with facts totally independent of experience is
impossible. Prof. Mookerjee is a blue-blooded Tory in philosophy. An intelligent and
evolving Bradleyan, he holds with him that applying coherence thoroughly. With a
toe- hold in experience that reveals the broadest features of the world, we can

construct a system that captures the general structure of reality.

Contemporary advocates of coherence, needless to say, have no such ambition
and on sympathy for system building. Their desire 1s to delineate the contours of
scientific discourse and trace significant movements within it. This can be done for
any philosophically interesting area of language, like talk about like minds, their
activities, their relation (s) to the physical world etc. The key to a proper understanding
of meaning, truth and knowledge is ‘holism’ and the term occurs frequently in the
discussions of the above themes. Quine struck the keynote when he wrote in his
now famous ‘Two Dogmas of Empiricism’, ‘our statements stand the trial of
experience, not singly but as a body. The entire fabric of knowledge which is a man-
made body propositions has to be adjusted to boundary conditions of experience’.
We have a great deal of latitude in making these adjustments. Like Carnap, he
would make the choice between alternative systems incompatible equals-pragmatic
or even aesthetic in a broad sense. In him Empiricism firmly controls relativism. But
in some who followed, relativism overwhelms empiricism as when Goodman writes:
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......... all we can leam about the world is contained in right versions of it; and
while the underlying world, bereft of these need not be denied to those who love it,
it is perhaps, on the whole, a world well-lost (Ways of world making’ — P. 17) This
view — described, by Goodman as ‘Radical relativism.. .. eventuating in irrealism’,

Is motivated by aversion to realism with its represent atomism and talk of
objective, independently existing reality. This apparently indefensible form of irrealism
need not be considered in the context of coherentism because it is not a logical
consequence of it. But the desire to all cognition, our descriptions with a reality
independent of all cognition, our cognitions with a reality independent of all cognition,
our descriptions with facts neutral between them and therefore apparently not
conceived or described in noe way rather than another, is central to coherentism or
holism.

Rorty, for example, repudiates all such talk. But he accepts objectivity if it
means inter-subjectivity. I fact, the latter is to be substituted for the former. Rorty
thinks that people like Sealer who talk of accurate representation of (mind) independent

-reality confuse two senses of words like ‘reality’ ‘facts’ etc., the philosophical and
the no philosophical. In the Latter sense ‘to aska witness if she has accurately
-represented a situation is to ask about her truthfulness and carefulness. When we
say that a good historians accurately represent what they find in archives, we mean
they look hard for relevant documents, do not discard the documents tending to
discredit (their) thesis, do not misleadingly quote passages out of context, tell the
same story among themselves as they tell us and so on... (It)_is not to assume any

thing about the events, or about the truth conditions of statements conceming such
events, or about any other philosophical topic (Truth and Progress, P.73. Emphasis

added). The concluding sentence is particularly surprising because it is apparently a
return to the harsh and literal application of the verification principle where as Rorty
characterises positivism in its heyday to have been as intolerant and fanatical as any
intellectual movement.

Hostility to independent facts has now assumed a strange from. By the time
we have finished with representation’s, we have arrayed at the rejection of
independent facts where ‘facts’ are understood in a sense that is ordinary, natural
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and taken for granted in all our discourses. Rorty correctly summarizes the
qualifications of a good historian; but, still speaking non-philosophically, the
qualifications are relevant because the person possessing them seeks to discover
historical facts, as far as that 1s humanly possible. Surely all history 1s not concerned
with archival material, even if our historian is, and takes herself to be concerned
exclusively with documents. At some stage or other, there must be historians who
soil their hands with excavations write down what they have witnessed, apply various,
recognised procedures to determine the date of artefacts, etc. They are creating
primary sources of historiography. Moreover, we can raise the question whether our
historian is as impeccable as she claims to be. Perhaps, having become a social
activist she is tampering with her material? Idealism is, sometimes, powerful motive
for falsification. Whether or not she is doing so is settled, not by what she says about
herself, nor by what others say about her but by finding out, as well as can be, what
she has been doing. All this ts elementary and may not logically imply any philosophical
theory-either realistic representationism or pragmatic relavivism-but it does imply

that there are belief-independent facts which we can ascertain by agreed procedures.
That the facts to be discovered are predominantly or even wholly linguistic does not
make any difference to their independence. The process of ascertaining facts will
involve the use of language and the conceptual scheme embedded in it. But the
outcome of our procedure oil is divisively influenced by the non-linguistic component.
Fact and belief, language and reality, scheme and content are inseparable but
distinguishable.

It is not enough to tag on to a system of my choice, ‘scientists of my culture
circle accept it. It 1s vital to find out whether this is really so. Similarly, that there are
alternative world- versions and that some of them conflict and that some thinkers, to
whom | am sympathetic accept one of them-all these have be discovered.

Even if we supplement verbal behaviour with non-verbal patterns of behaviour,
as Rorty tends to do, we have to find out whether they did occur, or are occurring, or
will occur. Nor is it very paradoxical to imagine that there are facts, which nobody
can now ascertain. Our ideal historian, for example, may have found some secret
papers and made momentous discoveries, but perished in a fire with all her papers.
No body con now find out what they were. Rorty says that ‘to retain the holism of
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idealists while junking there metaphysics, all that is necessary is to renounce the
ambition of transcendence. But some degree of transcendence is built into our very
conceptions of truth and knowledge, as in the above example. If coherentism is
unable to accommodate it, it cannot claim to have disposed of ancient perplexities.
To shock the intellectual bourgeois is a pleasant occupation, and may be profitable
even to the shocker if he realises fully the implications of what he is saying.

This article is a slightly revised version of a paper presented in April 2000, at a seminar in honour of
Prof. S.K.Mookerjee, on his completing 75 years. The felicitation was organised by the Department of

philosophy, Bombay University, and the Bombay Philosophical Society
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TW: “In fact, I already overcame-the point of view at the time of its publication”.
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B Book Review

ON READING A BOOK NAMED JUSTIFICATION

[JUSTIFICATION, Sandhya Basu, Progressive Publishers, Kolkata]

It is really a matter of good fortune for any reader to come across this book. A
grand feast for the intellect is served and a reader is only to regale himself/herself
onit.

The presentation is graded and systematic,‘Justification’ is being taken
here as one necessary condition of knowledge. The concepts initially discussed
are those which are required to justify beliefs constituting knowledge. These con-
cepts have been divided into three classes, namely epistemically positive,
epistemically negative and epistemically neutral. The positive concepts are closely
associated with the requirement of certainty. Along with the much discussed (and,
obviously, much-debated) concepts like ‘indubitability’, incorrigibility, ‘infallibil-
ity’ and ‘certainty’, the author has introduced the concept of ‘self-justification’ (a
much required but rarely discussed one) which plays an important role in analyzing
empirical propositions. All these concepts form one heliocentric system, the helos
being the concept of certainty.

The analysis of the above-mentioned concepts touches upon the rational-
1sm empiricism controversy and passes on to the concept of justification. Here the
reader, longing for a fuller discussion of rationalism-empiricism debate m this con-
text, may feel a bit disappointed. What 1s more, the reader may here stumble on
the uses of words like ‘belief’, statement” and ‘assertion’; William James would
have nodded in glee at the uses of these termis as synonymous, but this sort of use
may have its own pitfalls.

Atthe very beginning of the chapter on * Concept of Justification’ the au-
thor assures us that ‘Knowviedge is possible’. And another important point to be
noted here is to quote:
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“...there 1s no act of believing, though
all beliefs are acquired at some point i
of time or other.”

Clearing her stance on these two points, the author here introduces, al-
most imperceptibly, the internalist - externalist controversy, which awaits final cul-
mination at the end part of the book. On an enjoyable journey the reader now
meets Chisholm (already met earlier), Price and Goldman. Gettier’s problem has
been revisited here with charming clarity. Next, the reader gets access to the three
major theories of justification (namely, Foundationalism as propagated by Chisholm,
Van Cleve and Nelson Goodman; Coherence Theory, being surveyed on a huge
time span, starting from Spinoza and Leibnitz, going through Neurath, Hempel,
Camap and Lehrer and culminating into a pattern woven by Quine and Davidson;
Relhabilism, inculcated by no other than Plato, later on by Descartes, Bernard
Williams, Papineau and Goldman). The striking feature of this discussion is that it
shows the mutual dependence of all these theories upon one another (an insight
miserably absent in the writings of all the luminaries mentioned above).

Now the internalist-externalist conflict comes to the fore and through a very
detailed discussion of both the contending parties, the reader arrives at the con-
clusion that the correct way to look at the two apparently opposing viewpoints is
to take them as complementary to each other.

As this book goes on enhancing a reader’s expectations, it is not unlikely
that a reader, with all the intellectual cuisiness placed in front, may still ask for
more. Keeping this over-expectation aside, the present reader can only whisper

“at the author: “Very special thanks for giving us the opportunity to read this book;
thank you.’

KUMAR MITRA
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