INTRODUCTION

An argument is a series of statemenitsvhich one or more (the premises)

are used to establish the truth other(the conclusior) The activity or
process of using arguments by some people for some pwaodgecalled
argumentation Arguments are used in many areas of our life: in everyday
conversation, TMalk shows, newspapers, journal articles, and so on. They
are used for various purposes: to gain knowledge, to defeat the opposite party
in a debate, to wsthgbeliefsandsoen. ldowevér,s al r e a
probably the most important use of arguments is to resolve disagreement.
When A believs that S is the casad B believethat notS is the case, they

have a disagreement over the truth of S. They may exchange réasons
support their respective stands, and thereby try to reach an agreement.
Disagreement among people is a very widespread phenomenon.
Argumentation or the activity of exchanging reasons sometimes, but not
always, succeedo resolve a disagreeent. Resolvig a disagreement means
having the same propositional attitude towards a disputed claim; i.e. when
both the contending parties accept S (orSiptwe sayhatthe disagreement

has been resolved. Success of an argumentation does noancesa the
resoluton of a disagreementAn argumentation might be considered
successfl even when the arguers decitesuspend judgment about S (i.e.
neither accept nor deny S), or agree to disagree. That is, having the same
propositional attitude is not always thmest result of an argumtive
conversation. Howeverhamany occasions, we really need to agBszause

we are social beirgywe often work together, and we are very often in need

of having something common (e.g. a common economic/political/legal
systen). Resolution of aidagreement is often crucial déar social life.

In our everydaylife, when we engage in a debate, we sometimes feel that
even the best arguments would not convince our opponent and we decide to
stop arguing. This thesis concerns matlife problem of knowing the limits

of argumentation and thereby avoiding useless aegtation. The general
questionthat guides our investigation is the following: (a) In concrete
argumenatitive contexts, how @®an arguer know tha#n argumentation
would not yield an agreement among the arguers?

1 See Copi et al (2014, p. 6)



Fogelin (2005) first notedhat fact that the writings dhter Wittgenstein,

especially hisOC, containvaluable insightsnto the issue of the limits of

argumentation. Fogelin coined the tefMDe eppgbiee ment 0 ( hencef
DD) and claimed that argumentation does not work in those contexts where

the arguersleeplydisagree, i.e. do not broadly share beliefs, preferences, and

also do not agree on the procedure for resolving their disagredmdimis

thesiswe wi | | try to analyze and develop F
this, we ask the following question: (b) How do we understand the notion of

DD? (c) What are the ways to recognize a DD in concrete argumentative

situations?

The three quegins (a to ¢) we just mentioned embody our methods rather

than the goal. Our goal i's to see Wittag
be more precise, we would like to know the ramifications of the writings of

the later Wittgenstein for the problems e&psed in questionsa Although

we wi || di scuss the implications of Wi
problemof the limits of argumentation, we will focus on the problem of DD.

That is, we will focus on what could be the best Wittgensteinian answer t

the questions+o. Therefore, our central question in this thesis is:

What could we learn fronthe later Wittgenstein about the limits of
argumentation in general and about the problem of characterizing DD in
particular?

Our answer to this questionttse following. Froma Wittgensteinian point of

view, argumentation would not yield agreement in those contexts where
some of the arguers confuse a certainty witthawledgeclaim. In a DD,

some (or all) of the arguers not only confuse a certainty withoavledge

claim, they also differ among themselves in their practices or forms of life
(which are related to the issue of disagreeménf)D is not resolvable by
argumentation because it is not possible to change a whole practice or a form
of life by simply refuting a certainty that is embedded in that practice or form
of life.

Wh a't we just descri bed ar e descnbe mai n C
through the chapters of this thesi;yw we reach these conclusiona
chapter 1, we discus®w Fogelin answeredur central question. We point

out where Fogelinbs account of DD is i nc«
attempt to clarifytwoVi t t genst ei ni an notions (O6rul ect
Fogelin used in his account. In giter 3, we discusé/i t t genshnefi nds noti

certainty and clainthat the notion of certainty is preferable to that of rule to
come up with a Wittgensteinian notiohDD. We also develop some criteria
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to recognize DD in actual argumentative contexts. In chaptee 4jiseuss

some other accounts of DD and criticize them in light of our ideas described
in chapter 3. Chapted and 5 are meant to show that there asagieemesst

in the real world that fibur conception of DD as described in chapter 3. In
chapter 4, we argue that the way Wittgenstein sees his disagreement with the
traditional philosopher fits our conception of DD.In other words a
Wittgenteinian delda is a good example of a DD. In chapter 5, we try to
show that a typical disagreement between a religious and -seligious
person (with regard to some religious issues such as whether God exists or
not) could also be consideredadD.



Chapter 1
INITIATION OF A DEBATE: FOGELIN

RoberJ. Fogelin, a welknown Wittgenstein scholar, published a paper titled

AThe | ogic of d e @8p (redrintedang2005)ewhienngave 0 i n 1
rise to a big debate about the limits of argumentation. Fogelin draws our

attention to an interesting kind of disagreement (which he nadesp
disagreementwhere argumentatiorcannotestablishagreement among the

arguers. The aim othis chaptei s t o present Fogelinds
disagreement andlsoto point out where it appears to me to be unclear,

incomplete, or problematic.

1.1 Normal vs. Deep Disagreements

Fogelin claims that some cases of disagreementdesmg,i.e. they do not

satisfy the conditions of argumentation. For Fogelin, the conditains

argumentation are shared beliefs, preferences, and also a consensus on the
procedure for settling the relevant disagreement. If two arguers have broadly

shared beliefs, preferences, and also have consensus on the procedures with

respect to an argumerntet context, then this is an instance of a normal
argumentation. In one sense, preferences are also a kind of beliefs. However,
preferences can also be distinguished asfactoal beliefs which might have

theformofe . g. fia i s betrt ea ttiteeam dbdpew.oar/ bfald opr
Beliefs that are not preferences might
i s yo, et c. It seems that what Fogel in
disagreement is the evidence that is considered (by the arguers) as
compelling to end the disagreement.

As an example, |& consider the following argumentative exchange between
Tom and Bob:

Tom: (S | think the temperature in Amsterdam is beloWCl@ow
(p) | was outside a few minutes ago; and | felt it to be so.

Bob: (notS) | donét think the temperature
10°C now (q) I also just arrived from outside and | felt it to be
above 16C.

Normally, in this situation, they wouldGoogle the temperature of
Amsterdam and whatever result Google showsuld settle the debate. That
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means, they share the procedafdiow to settle the debate, i.e. what could

be a compelling evidence to show whether p is true or false. Moreover, they

share beliefs such as whatever is the overall temperature of Amsterdam is

also the temperature of the particular place which they indicated by the word

Afout si deo. Il n addition, they share pre;
reliable source to know the temperature of a place than the way somebody

feels the temperature. Thus, Tomnd Bob are having a normal

argumentation.

To clarify the conception of normal argumentation further, we can
reconstruct an example provided by Fogelin (2005, p.5) in the following way:

A: I would like to take road R.

B: Why?

A: | want to pick up the §h last.

B: No, go to the Grand Union last; | don't want the ice cream to melt.

A: The traffic that way is horrible this time ofg and it would be
better towait a bit to let it clear out.

B: But, today is Saturday.

The conversation between A and B isase of argumentation because they

are providing reasons to resolaalisagreement. Behind this argumentative
exchange there |ies fia detailed knowl edc¢
frozen ice cream over melted ice cream and fresh fish over stihking h, et c 0
shared by thearguers Thus, the normal argumentation that is going on

between A and B has been possible because a large number of beliefs and
preferences are working in the background which both of them share.

Now, according to Fogelin, therare some cases asagreements in which
the argues do not broadly share their beliefs, preferences, and procedures.
That is, there are cases that do not satisfy the conditions for argumentation.

Now, beforewegb o exampl es eolboksoteclbsehatatmte s, | et 6
could be a situation where parties miat broadly share beliefs, preferences,

and procedur es. 't will take us to Witt ¢
is understood by Fogelin. For Fogel i n,
whole system of mutually supporting propositions (and paradigms, models,
styles of act (Foggin, 2005 p9Mbir eloveg) . Gi. . . a peE

participates in a variety of forms of life that overlap and crisscross in a
variety of ways. Some of theferms of life that overlap have little to do with
ot h e(Fogeling 2005, p.9Yhus,in a case of disagreement, we say that
broadly shared beliefs and preferencesk, when it involves two
incompatible forms of lif¢hencefortbol) that areelevantto the issue



A schematic illustration of the root of deep disagreements may make
Fogelinbs idea more preci nAbaieves cl ear .
thatm andher argument fom rests on the assumption On the other hand,

B believes that netn and her argument for not rests on the assumptioj

Now,ni s part of one of Ad@ereadndgjpartodbf | i f e,
one of B6s forms. oTfhelrief ei,s nfaanied syh 0F od r
betweenn andnNANd this amounts to an incomgatity between Fb and

Fdl,. Thus, the disagreement between A and B owviera deep one.

We can instantiate this scheme with a concrete example of deep

di sagreement s provided by Fogelin. We
in the following way.Example 1.1: SupposeéA claims thatn) fAaf fi r mati ve
action is morally acceptabled, and B de

the debate we find that there is an assumption or underlying primcgrid
AOGs ar gume n tn Theundenying penple is thedallowing: )

ASoci al groups <can have mor al cl ai ms a
unlike A, B does not believe that B holds notm and her argument for not
m rests on the assumptioni)y : Aonly individuals have n

apparehconflict betweem andnNgre actually a conflict between two forms
of life. nis part of F& andnN§g part of Fol. The debate between A and B is
deep because it involves two incompatible forms of life.

Fogeln also cites the example oflabate about abortion. The reconstruction

of this would go as followsExample 1.2: Abs o) ai MAbsr t(i on i ¢
morally accept abl en restsron thehassumption)g u me nt fc
AThe fetus 1 s not a pemsandrhéarguBMhe oppone
for notm rests on the assumptiom )] AThe fetus S a ©pe

incompatibility betweem andnNg actually an incompatibility between two
forms of life. So, the disagreement is deep.

It is noteworthy that, in each of these examples, a deep disagremsment
Agenerated byo a clash of assumptions.
of life, the clash amounts to a clash betwéeo different forms of life.

Fogel i no s seanms goallove this oterpretation. However, in a

footnote, Fogelin says that the above examples illustrate deep disagreements

t hat involve a conflict bet ween fdbelief
deep disagreements that i os vel eas occ oanrf @

also possible. Thkicomplicates the issue. Howtie notion of form of life

relatedto the notios of belief structures and preference scales? Fogelin says:

Abel i ef structures and preference scale
Doesit mean that they can jointly make a complex form of life? Or does it

mean that every form of life has a mixture of belief structures and preference
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scale in it?In chapters 2 and 3, we try to show that it is possible to
characterize DD in a way that doest raise these questions

12Probl em with fAAssumptiono

lets now pay attention to Fogelinds use ¢
i's what t hensest aotru si acsfis. UtofeknRiraselfits oot

happy with this expression: Aithe word '
2005, p . 8) . He also uses the word #dco
argumentation in a deep disagreement i s
s uc h ¢ o mnHodelne20a5,sp@d). @Qther synonyms that he uses are
ounderlying principlebo, Aframework prop
and Arul eso. He says: Awhen | speak at

thinking about what others (Putnam) have called framewooRositions or

what Wittgenstein wkrogelinj2a08,Ip.B)nehaptet o cal | 1
3, we will look more closelyathow Fogel i nés wunderl ying pt
background propositiormec onnect ed t o Wi ttgensteinods
and certaints. For now, suffice it to note that all the examples of underlying

principle that Fogelin provides are declarative sentences or statements (viz,

AfRhonl vy i ndividual s have mor al cl ai mso,
Moreover, two of the synonyms of underiy g principles (Afr e
proposi ti on opropostitmia)c k goouadn the word ip
Further, he al so uses expressions such
Aconfl ict bet ween framework proposition
logicalr el ati on among underlying principles
sometimes use clash/conflict with things that could not have logical relations

among themselves; for example, conflicting interests). Now, if underlying

principles are propositions, theayust, by standard definition, have truth

values. If they have truthialues, and if they are not logical truths (which they

are not as we see from the examples), then, why is it impossible to establish

them by argument s. Per ha@asundertyiggel i nds a
priniciple in a deep disagreement is not a distinct proposition; rather it is part

of a form of life where mutually supporting propositions are intermingled

with styles of acting and thinkingtc However, Fogelin also says that, in

terms ofour scheme mentioned above, the argumentfégrr e st s ono t he
underlying principle (or assumption) It is not clear what Fogelin means by

Ar est o n O,as ddioderlyidggpensiplesupportan argument fom.

Is it an argumentativesupport? Doe# make a new argument whenas a

premise? If not, then what is the exact nature of the relationship between

and the argument fom? We get no cl ear answer fro
Fogelin thinks that underlying principles are what Wittgensteinclined to

call rules.When two players play chess, they assume the rules of chess. They

7



do not explicitly discuss the rules, they do not seem even to be conscious of
them. But there could not be a chess game without some kindesf ru
Likewise, when twartiesengage in argumentation, there are shared rules
or underlying principles working from the background. But, here, the
problem is, in many cases of rdtdlowing activities, we capand in fact dp
discuss our rules, agree on them and change therdedide whether a rule
should be accepted, the participants of a game (or @oulerned activity)

may provide reasons and then take their decision. That is, a rule fisedbe

via argumentation. But an underlying principle, as conceived by Fogelin,
camot be decided to be acceptable (or unacceptable) via argumentation. This
raises the question what sensé&ogelin equasunderlying principles vih

Wi ttgenst eiwilldasn arl wlzees .Wi Wd g e rofsrdleein né6s conc
chapter 2 which wiltlarify this issue.

1.3 Other Issues

According to Fogelin, deep disagreements are not resolvable by
argumentationfrom which he concludes that there is no rational means to
resolve deep disagreements. This implies that he considers argumentation as
the only rationaimeans for resolving disagreements. This is a questionable
opinion. The irrational means that Fogelin suggests for the resolution of deep
disagreements ipersuasion Here, it is noteworthy that there is no clear

demarcation between the normal and deemdis® e ment s. HRoogel i n s a
the extenthat the argumentative context becomes less normal, argument,
thatextent become i mpossible. o (Fogelin, 200

may ask: is every argument either deep or normal? The implication of the
above quote seems to be that there is no such exclusive disjunction. The
guestion arises: is #lwayspossible to recognize a disagreement as deep if it
is in fact deep? Fogelin did not give any clear answer in his paper. However,
he seems to believe ththere are some cases of disagreements that are
clearly deep. The question is: how could one recognize them? Fogelin says:

An argument on any subject can be question begging, biased,

flanted, vague, and so on. It is characteristic of deep

disagreementghat they persist even when normal criticisms

have been answered. Another feature of deep disagreements is

that they are i mmune to appeals to fze

We can read the above rean the following way: Supposgou are

debating with sombodyoveranissue. At some point, you ask yourself: does

this debate involvea deep di sagreement? |If it S
arguing justbeaas e ar gument at i agneement2Nod,mawt est abl
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can you be convinced that this agreement isyemep? Well, imagine that

you and your opponent have no normal criticisms against each other (
criticisms such awWsi@gbuf albimamcy tedigoe ha
Ayou @wread@|gWd®dy used eatc).unaddiian, inhagine that

you and your opponent agree on all facts that are relevant to the ighee of

debate. Does the disagreement still persist? If so, then this is a case of deep
disagreement.

Herein, we get two principles or clues to determine a deep disagreement. But,
they dso raise some questions. First, how to separate pigheadedness from an
attachment to a belief that imked to a particular Fol thatonflicts with
another Fb to create a DD? According to Fogelin, somebody in an
argument at i on dorginugsitogimgta alpesitions despiie the

fact that compel |l ing r eagFogelmn 2008,ve been
p.7). Her e, Acompelling reasonso are compe
person. And a person i s biedscetdin when @Ah

facts that support the side of the issue he opposes or that he has suppressed
facts that bear dRpgelinn2605, p.A)Nawv, iradbd, posi ti or
the arguersalso might stick to a position in the face of any facts or might
suppressome facts. And more importantly, how could we be sure that all

DDs do not always involve biasness/pigheadedn@s® problem arises

when we ¢da&kes di/bimisgheadednesso in its o
way to avoid the problem is to differentiate betwedhose
biasness/pigheadedness that are rooted in a deep disagreement and those that

are not. To do this, we need to clarify the exact nature of the
biasness/pigheadedness that works in deep disagreements. That is, we need a
clarification about how peopleey biased/pigheaded to a belief that is so

certain that no reasoning can make them to quit it. In chapter 3, we discuss
Wittgensteinds notion of Acertaintyo wh
second principle to determine a deep disagreement af&s raiquestion. It

seems that a vasind perhapsndeterminate amount of known or unknown

facts might be relevant to a particular argumentative context. An arguer may

not be able to bring a fact or proposition when she needs it, but still the fact

or prgposition might be relevant to the issue of debate. Thus, in practice, it

seems impossible to check whether an issue is immune to all facts. However,

we can check whether an arguer remmaininfluenced even when she faces

some compelling facts. From this,ewcan inductively decide that she is

probably immune to all facts. But this makidaeprinciple for determining a

deep disagreement rather weak and uncertain. An arguer might make

mistakes or even be biased to decide which reasons are compelling in an
argumentation. That is why we need to suppleménb g e Isécond s

principle with other principles or clues. In chapter 3, we will get back to the
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issue of what could be our criteria to determine a case of disagreement as
deep.

To sum up, we have seen that Elag raises an interesting issue about the

limitation of argumentation. He defines the condition of argumentation as

shared beliefs, preferences, and procedures. Then he provides some examples

of deep disagreements that involve a conflict between diffewemnt of life.

Fogelin later considers these examples as illustration of conflicts between

different belief structures. He also talks about deep disagreements that arise

by conflicts between different preference scales. He does not clarify how the

notions o f Aform of |l i feo, Abel i ef structur
connected to one another which is necessary if we want to analyze any case

of deep disagreement in the way Fogelin did. Moreover, we noted a

problematic notion i me netorgd lunderiing paper,
principle. This notion is cruci al for
deep disagreement s. I n Fogelinds exampl

rest on their respective underlying principles. This keeps unclear the exact
naure of the underlying principles and what kind of relation they have to the
arguements in a deep disagreement. Fogelin equates underlying principles

with Wi ttgensteinds rul es. But we saw t
sometimes some rules might lstablished by argumentation, whereas
Fogelinbés underlying principles can neyv

also raiseda question concerning whetheresovability by argumentation

could imply irresolvability by rational meangwhich Fogelin assumes)

Furt her mor e, Fogelinbés two prirasei pl es to
some questions. It is because: first, there is no clear differentiation between

biasness (or pigheadedness) as normal criticism, on the one hand, and

biasness (or pigheadednesshayated by a particular form of lifen the

other; second, it ses practically very difficult to decide whether the

position of an arguer in a debate is immunaltdacts.?

2See Finnocchiaro 2011 for a discussion of some inter
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Chapter 2

RULES AND FORMS OF LIFE

In the previous chapter, we analyzZeédb gel i nds account of DD
some unclear parts in his paper and raised some questions. To get answers to
those questions, we need to go to the o

some ideas of later Wittgenstein in order to develop his conceptibiD.

The question that we raised could be answered if we closely look at those

notions of later Wittgenstein that Fogelin assumed. Not all the participants of

the debate on DD explicitly mentioned Wittgenstein. In chaptewe will
discusssomeotheraccounts. Our purpose in this chapter and the next chapter

is to see how far Fogelinbés account coul

As many of the interpreters now agree, Wittgenstein did not want to put
forward any philosophical thesis in his later works (some intergreteke

the same claim even with regard to his early work). Rather his therapeutic
mission was to help people (perhaps including himself) to be free from
certain philosophical pictures. His method does not consist in constructing
sophisticated argumentati®o establish some philosophical thesis, rather it is

to assemble reminders of ordinary facts that can helpdmpt a new
perspective. Thus, in our analysis of some of the Wittgensteinian notions, we
are not presenting any philosophical thesis of Wittgn. Rather we are
presenting some useful observations related to the issue of DD that we get

from Wittgensteinds | at e rPhilogsophicali ngs, e ¢
Investigations and On Certainty In this chapter, we explore two
Wittgensteinian notiondhtat Fogel in mentioned in his
and o6forms of |ifeb6. We explain how Wit

works, and at the same time, address some of the issues related to these
notions that we raised in chapter one.

2.1 Rules

211Wi ttgensteinian sense of fArul eo
In Pl 138242, Wittgenstein talks about rules and +iakowing. What does
Wittgenstein havéen mind when he talks about reeWhat is a rule? As with
other key terms of Wittgenstein, we have no definition of a rule. $n hi
discussion on rules, Wittgenstein talks about normative rules of various
activities, especially about grammatical rules. The rule is a relative notion. A
rule is always a rule in relation to an activity such as a game. There are
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linguistic rules such arules of the use of a word; also, there are rules of

games such as the rules of chess. We ca
as an expression of a rule. The diction
expression of this rule. A signpost on a roady.(an arrow sign) is also an

expression of a rule. When | explain the meaning of the signpost to a friend, |

am actually engaged in the act of explaining the rule. And when both of us

start to walk in accordance with the direction of the signpost, we are

following the rule. Glock provides a list of different kinds of grammatical

rules that are available in Wi ttgensteir

1. definitions, whether in formal (' "Bachelor" means "unmarried man")
or material mode (‘Bachelors are unmarried men’)

analytcal propositions (‘All bachelors are unmarried’)

colourcharts and conversigables

ostensive definitions

explanations by exemplification

expressions of the 'geometry' of colour like 'Nothing can be red and
green all overo

propositions of arithmetic argeometry

(Glock, 1996, p.152)

SahwWN

~

However, this list is not exhaustive; there might be other types of rules. The
list makes it clear that the grammatical rules of Wittgenstein are not identical
with the rules of schoajrammar (see Glock, 1996p.153) A schaml-
grammar would consider a sentence structure (e.g. Swgdrbbject)asa
grammati cal rul e, but n e vAccordirg tosent enc e
Wittgenstein, many of our activities are Hgeverned. Language is a
paradigm example of a rugoverned activity. An activity is rulgoverned
notin the sense that we actuallynsgziously consult rules while engaged in

it. Rather it is rulegoverned because, if required, one can justify an action
with reference to some rule(s). Grammatical rules of a particular language
determine the correct or incorrect use of that language. preyde the
justification of language use. If | feel unsure about whether my use of a
particular word is appropriate, | look up it in a dictionary which provides me
with the rules of the word. If | feel unsure about a particular arrangement of
my words ina sentence, | check a grammar book. The dictionary or the
grammar book plays the role of a source that gives the rules for justifying my
language use.

While talking about Wittgensteinés rul
constitutive rules, not of sttegic ones. Constitutive rules of a game define
the game. The correctness of the moves in a game is justified in reference to

12



the constitutive rul es. AThe king moves
constitutive rule of chess because each player mustk ntloe king in

accordance with this rule. If we change any of the constitutive rules of chess,

the game would not be chess any more. On the other hand, strategic rules are

tactics to play better and to achieve the goal of the game more easily. In the

same gme, different players might have different strategic rules. Unlike

constitutive rules, strategic rules are not precondition for playing a game. The

players may develop their own strategic rules over time as they gain more

and more experience of playinget game or they couldlso learn some
strategic rules from other more exper.i
centreo, AfTake extra care not to | ose |
rules in chess.

2.1.2 Justification of rules

Having clarified Wittgenisei n6s noti on of rul e, we ca
possibility of justifying a rule. The notion of rule has a sense in the context of

a rulegoverned activity or a game. It is fair to say that the act of
argumentation is also a ruf@verned activity or came considered as a

game. In a particular game of argumentation, the arguers make their moves

i.e. provide reasons to justify their conclusion. What could be a rule that work

from the background in a game of ar gume
your manconcl usi on without giving any rea
contradict yourselfo, etc play the rol e

Their constitutive nature is clear from the fact that if somebody denies them,
she cannot engage in the activity of anguntation any more. All the parties

in an argumentation normally tacitly agree on these rules, although they
rarely mention it. However, in an argumentation such as exampléseel
chapter 1, section 1.,1the underlying principl@ is something that hdseen
accepted by only one of the parties. The root of their disagreement lies in the
fact that both of them doot sharen. Thus, here is not at least an agreed or
established rule. However, A is firmly committedntoAll the moves that A
makes in thatcontext are operating within the framework of such
commitment. That is, in the context of the game of examplenlcan be
considered as a rule, but only for A. Now the question is: if a rule is not a rule
for both the parties of a game, canwe callédéaul ed i n the first
normal game both the parties agree on the rules; so the game goes smoothly.
A game might be interrupted in various ways. For example, a chess game
might need to be stopped because one player became ill otbalfanatch

might be interrupted because of rain. But herein the game is still normal
because there is no quarrbetweenthe players with respect to the
constitutive rules of the game. However, a game might be interrupted
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because the players cannot agree on some ttivstirule of the game. One
player wans to play with rule R, but the other player wana different rule

R, in place of R. Usually a game will start only when the common
constitutive rules are already in place. But we can imagine a game in which
the players start the game and at some point realize that they are playing
differently, i.e. although they have some common rulese are some rules

at work that are not shared. This might happen when a move which is quite
normal (i.e. in accordance with a rule) to one party seems weird to another.
For example, if one player of a chess game moves the bishop like a queen
and the quen like a bishop, then she is following a rule which is different
from the normal one. In this scenario, as soon as the other player notices this,
she would stop the game and start to talk about the rule of moving the bishop
and the queen. Now, in our expl®m 1.1, we have a similar situation. A is
trying to play the game of argumentation within a framework in whiisha

rule for him. Unlike A, the framework of B does not hawas its rule. A and

B are trying to play the same game of argumentation usifegesht rules. It

is difficult to imagine that a chess game ends successfully when the two
parties played with different rules (the situation is worse when they have
difference concerning e.g. the rule about when a party wins or lose).
Similarly, a game foargumentation would not end successfully if the rules of
the players differ. They would not able to carry the game smoothly.

Now, in a game like chess, it is easy to notice when the players differ in their
rules. When first time | move the bishop likeyaeen, my opponent would
probably notice and remind me of the relevant standard rule. | can now state
my rule and argue over why | think the rule I am following is right. My
opponent might bring a book on chess and show me a rule in order to justify
that my rule is not acceptable. However, in a game of argumentation like
example 1.1, it is not easy tdentify that the arguers are using different
rules A might never mentiom in the conversation. A herself might be
unaware than is a rule for her. Now # question is: if A or B notice that
there is a rulen which A adopts and B does not adopt, what could they do?
Like the chess players, they would stop the game and start to talknabout

In some cases, challenging a rule and starting to talk aboutatrizah In

other cases, it would be weird. Suppgsene children inverd new game.

Once they start playing, some of them feel that the rules are not good or the
game would become more exciting if they change some of the rules. So they
propose to change thexisting rules. This discussion for changing the rules
would be considered normal in this context. But the debate that we
mentioned in the last paragraph concerning a change in the rule of chess is
not something so common.
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In many games, the players aret ronscious of the rules. Most ordinary

language users use language easily without having the ability to recognize and

formulate the rules of the grammar of the language. To justify a rule, we need

to be conscious of it and recognize it as a rule. Butguairule (consciously

or unconsciously) within a game and justifying it cannot take place in the

same game. Discussing and settling the rules of a game is different from

playing the game. When | discuss the rules of chess in order to settle them, |

am notplaying chess. Measuring the length of the furniture in my room is an

activity that | can do with my measuring scale. Using the scale to measure,

say, my chair is one thing, and comparing different types of scales to decide

which one is the best scaleasother thing. Comparing different scales and

choosing one of them isot using a scale for measuring something.
Wittgensteinsaysi A r eason can only be given wit!/
the chain of reasons cometoanencdhat boundary G55 t he gamedad

One may ask: is it really impossible to conceive a game in which justification
of the rules takes place within the game? Suppose G is a game in which S=
{S1, S, ....} is the set of the moves within the game and R=, ...} is the

set of the rles of the game. Is it possible to justify sayWthin G? By
6justificationdéd we mean the justificatic
some rule(s). So, to justify;Rneans to consider it as a move in a game and to
have a rule that can support the claim that the move is correcanRot be
justified within G because G has already been defined aml@&member of

the set of rules R, ambta member of the set oféghmoves S. Now, to make

the justification of R possible, we need to think of another ga@nij which

R: is a move withinG Mdnd is justified by a rule say X. Now, suppose@aN;j

the set of the moves iS\ghd the set of the rules iSNifhus, R belongsto SN;j
(because Ris a move within the new gan@Nand X belongs to Rpecause

X is a rule that justifies B . L et 0 st Gaands Mave notchmanon
rules, i.e. R and Ryre disjoint. That means: X imota member of R. Can X
justify R;? Suppose Gral G Mgpresents two languaggstems (e.g. object

language and metaanguage) . According t o Gl oc
Wittgenstein would say that X cannot justify BRecause a justification i@ Nj

i s i ncommensur abl e wi t h G. fies di f fer el
different concepts, hence a statement in a different system can neither justify

nor refute grammati cal propopd47k i ons of

Letd sonsider now the other possibilities. What if X belongs to both R and

RIj This means: R arid” are not disjoint. As long as X is a rule that belongs

to RN\Ngnd justifiessome R, we gain nothing in saying that X also belongs to

R. What we actually have is two different rules of two different
systems/ games under t he omecand weihxve . It is
0 X as & Matjustiees aonfove Rvithin Gdjn d  ardle ia G that
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justifies some move(syithin G, on the other. When X has two different wle

of justification in two different systems/games, we better think that two
different rules (instead of one) are at work here. In other words, when | use a
rule to justify something, | am playing the game in which the rule belongs to
the set of the rules of that game. Now, when | use X to justifyaRd X
belongs to R, | am actualljgying the game G. But as soon as | am in need
of justifying Ry, | have to stop playing G because one of the rules of G is
under the need of justification and a game can run only when the rules are
already settled. When | question a rule of a game, | @#png the game.
When | stop playing a game, | am no more using the rules of the game. That
is why, it is impssible to justify a rule of Ry another rule of the same set of

R. R and Rannot overlap; they have to be disjoint. Put differently, a rule is
always a rule of a game. As long as X belongs to R, any justification by
means of X should be considered as something within G. Thus, when | use X
to justify Ry and when X belongs to R, what | am actually doing is assuming
G to justify a rule of G. Obvialy, this has the flaw of circularity. Now, how
about X being identical with R This is more clearly circular. One cannot
assume Rto justify R.

We can now try tasummarizethe lesson that can be drawn from the above
discussion about the justification of the rules in order to see how it can be
utilized for the problem of deep disagreements. As long as a rule is a rule it
cannot be justified within a game in which it is aeruh many cases, when

we justify a rule, we either beg the questiomcular reasoningor enter into

a different game and the rule that is being justified becomes a move in a new
game, i.e. its identity gets changed. In example 1.1, A and B are engaged
game of argumentation. For Ajs such a rule that lies in the background for
anygame of argumentation for A. For A, challenging and starting to discuss
may amount to entering r@ew game. However, when B challengesshe
considers herself to ba ithe same game of argumentation. That means the
same rulen is at work here from the background at least for A. That is why, it

is impossible to establishby means of argumentation. It involves circularity.

At this point, one may ask: how could it be ttase that a statement likée

a rule of the act of argumentation of example 1.1 or 1.2? Apparently, the
content of n has nothing to do with argumentation. For this we need
Wittgensteinds conceptillianalyzeonftheqexr t ai nt y
chapter

Letds mowetabbkbut what nits meamd et d osajyot
contexts such as example 1.1 or 1.2. We have mentioned before that the

activity for whichnis a rule is the act of argumentation in which both A and

B are involved. But that does not mean thatould not be a rule for other
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activities of A. A rule could be so general that it covers a broad category of

activities A rule could also be a rulerfa particular subset of the set of all the

possi ble moves of a particular activity
directiono is a rule that mainly regul a
might regulate some other moves indirectly. For examplaay want to

move my pawn to a particular square, but the position of the kingngnd

awareness dafe rule for the movement of the king stops me. But there are

rules that regulate all moves, or that are at work behind all moves of a game.

For exdouwli @, wihen you place the opponent
there is no legal move left for her to save her Kirigthis is a very general

rule of chess that regulajes® to spealall the moves of a normal chess game.

Thus, when we are talking about rules witgard to the problem of DD, we

are dealing with very general rules of the later kind. In example 1.1 or 1.2,

althoughn is working as a rule for the act of argumentation, it could be

considered as a more general rule that involves a broader category of

activities of which argumentation is a part. We can think of a rule that

regulates the lives of the people of a particular culture.nOnirexample 1.1

(or 1.2) is such a general rule for the group of people of which A is a member.

In other wordsn is a wle for the community of A in the sense that the people

of this community follow the rule in all of their activities. This brings us to
Wittgensteinds anafbllgwsgng.s of t he notion of

2.1.3 More clarification of the notion of rule
Letds take the example of the word fdfAcub
P1138142. | knowthewordic ub e 6 means |lu skinnogw fitchueb erou.|l e

Al the occasions when | correctly and
instances of my following the ruller using this word. Now, one may ask:

what is the source of the releo |l | owi ng activities concer
could explain the fact that | can correctly use the word in many occasions? Is

it something called fAmeaniectguee?Wd t he wo

are able to grasp the measedfnghfoudbeitc uibse o
extended in time. Does this imply that the meaning consists of something

di fferent from the use? Letds i magine t
my mental pictte of a cube. So when | hear the
cube comes before my mind. Does this pic¢
I use Acubeodo when my ment al piature fit

mental picture may even fit e.g. a prism. fEhés nothing inherent in the
picture that can compel me to a particular use. It is always imaginable that |
use the picture one way rather than another. The same mental picture might
lead to different applications. A rule could be interpreted and applieery
different even contradictoryways.In Pl 201 Wittgenstein says:
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This was our paradox: no course of action could be determined
by a rule, because every course of action can be brought into
accord with the rule. The answer was: if every coursactbn

can be brought into accord with the rule, then it can also be
brought into conflict with it. And so there would be neither
accord no conflict here.

However, in practice, we normally do not see such chaos. The explanation by
Wittgenstein is thatit s basically in our actions th
opinion, not in any formulation of a rule. Our rdt@lowing activities show

that we have succeeded to grasp a rule.

There is a way of grasping a rule which is not an interpretation,
but which, fran case to case of application, is exhibited in what

we call dAfoll owing tPRI&O1ly ul ed and fAgoi
Thus, our activity of correctly using
postul ating ment al ideas that consi sts
ruef ol l owing activity with regard to fAcul

it as part of a practice of a community
or incorrect only in the background of a practice in which a group of people

are already engaged ifwVe need to be d@ned inthis practice. A blind

acceptance of a practice is a logical prerequisite for us to be engaged in a

game of wusing Acubeo.

In PI, Wittgenstein gives another example in which a child is being taught

how to add 2 wh naturainumbers. The child has begiven the formula and

some examples. But it starts to make misaeer 1000; it says: 1000, 1004,

1008¢ . However, the <c¢child could justify
reference to its understanding/interpretation of the faniticould say that

it understood the formula as saying that it should add 2 until 1000 and then

add 4 from 1000 and so on. However, in practice, normally no such

confusion occurs. The child easily gets trained in an existing practice of
calculation. Itshows that understanding and interpretation of a rule (herein,

the formula) come after an existing practice and training and are logically
dependent on it (what we mean by Ol ogi c
cannot be conceived without the later).ruide or an interpretation of a rule

does not contain all the steps that consist of the correct application of a rule.

Practices are the foundation of the rules. In brief, rules are embedded in the

practice of a community. The implication of this for theljem of DD

seems the following. In our example 1.1 (or 1.2), being a rule the statement

cannot be reduced to an ordinary statement of fact; rathersomething
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enmbedded in practice. That is whye cannot deal witm in the way we d
with other ordinay statements in an argumentative exchange. In shart,
explanation ofthe Wittgensteinian notion of rule makes it clear why a
sentence that works as a rule in an argumentation cannot be justified.

2.2 Forms of Life

We now focus on the second Wittgeisian notion that Fogelin used. In a

recent paper titled AWittgenstein on For
of Li vi rSpasrock@0ge5 forthcoming) made an attempt to clarify

the notion. She notes that the concegooh of lifeisoneofbhe fAif r amewor k

conceptso of Wittgenstein. |t is diffi
concept as well as other related concept
Ol anguaang® , oways of livingé, mastd O6fact s
fundanentalc oncept among al l t hese, then prob
this status. I't is the dAultimate rock b
be accepted, the given,iiso one could sayf or ms &f345) i f e. 0 (

Moyal-Sharrock discusses some campi ng i nter pretations of
Aform of Il i feo. She gives her support t

Conway (1989) and Stanley Cavell (1996) (which are almost similar). For
them, there are two senses of form of life:

1. vertical (or biological)
2. horizontal (or ethnological)

In the first sense, human form of life is different from other lower forms of

l'ife, say, canine f or nsfronfthelhierirehyof t he nam
higher andower animals) All human beings are participants of the human

form of I i fe. Our human form of |l i fe co
and environment o. Trans!l ati on from one
because of this common human form of life. On the other htrel

horizont al s e n s «ultusak differenoets withidf @ form Bfs o c i o

I i feo

Moyal-Sharrock also mentions an alternative formulation of this
classification, viz. generic versus specific forms of life:

[T]he generic being the human, canine, ieenand all non
human forms of life forms of life being, as | will argue, refer to
communities of individuals and their environment, characterized
by shared ways of living, being and acting, they cannot include
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vegetal or mineral forms of life, includiralien forms of life; the
specific referring to the various forms of life generated by a
generic form of life. For example, the specific forms of human
life generated by the human form of life would be the religious,
the nomadic, the academic, €2015,p.4)

For our purpose, the specific forms of life are specially important. We are
interested in whether different specific farof life might be in clash or what
doesit mean to say that two (specific) form of life are in clash. We need
Wi t t g e n didneof cerfamity forathis which we discuss in the next
chapter.

MoyaFShar rock discusses and rejects two I
| i f ed, dwhieh.ardreexacdliunsgi vel y ei ther vertical
i n Newton Gar ver 6fa vfeartm cafl Iriefaeli ng uni
organic or biolog ¢ a | 0 -Shakack; 2015, p). Thus, for Garver, human,

canine, bovine, piscine, reptilian etre proper examples of form of life.

Garver equated the form obehaviowrmfan | i fe
manki ndo. H eShasrock finds thisl viewadoblematic because of
AWittgensteinds multiple references to
of the common behavior of mankind but of the natural world, such as:

mountain tdompti smphaluf an hour ; cats don
worl d has existed f eSharreck, 2085, y5). Theseg t i me.
gener al facts of natur e, she argues, a

human exi stso and t h eeptiongflruman foonfof Wi t t gen
life.

She also <criticizes Baker and Hacker 6s
excludes (or more precisely, makes insignificant) the biological aspect. Baker

and Hacker think that there is no significantly distinguishable catedory o
humanf or m of i fe I n Wittgensteinos wWr i
Wittgensteinds notion of form of [|ife,
have essential places, whereas the concephuofian form of life is

biological. However, against this, Moy@harock argues that, Wittgenstein
treats | anguage as something that S
Also, biological and cultural are not clearly distinguishable in the case of

human being. That is why, unlike Baker and Hacker, M&madrrock think

that Wittgenstein would really accept the existence of a human form of life.

o
Q)

There is a broad agreement (among e.g. Baker and Hacker,-Stugabck,
Glock) that every culture that has its own language [uirch culture) can
be considered as a formldé. One may ask whether there are smaller forms
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of life. Moyal-Sharrock mentions religious, nomadic, academic forms of life.
But they are not necessarily smalkyan say a cultureThey might be
extended across more than one culture. For example, dnereeligious
people in almost all cultures. We need a precise definition to decide whether
a phenomenon could be regar@desa form of life.

Moyal-Sharrock makes an attempt in the following:

[A]6f or m of dingldwaydf acting cimaradterishof a
group of organisms (such as speaking, calculating or eating
animals), but must include innumerable other such shared ways
of acting that cohesively form the necessary background or
context or foundation of meaning. (2015, p.3)

In Pl 19, Wittgenste n says #fito i magine a | anguage
|l ifeo. This suggests that a | anguage i s
and can emerge only from that. Our form of life is the foundation which

makes it possible for us to learn a language.

In light of what we discussed before, we can now try to come up with a list of
the features of a typical form of life within the human form of life:

1. agroup of humans

2. shared ways of living, being, and acting that are countless in number
3. aunity of thesevays of living, being, and acting

4. (3) providing the basis of language and meaning

We will also usehe termfipr act i c e @& phenamenore thae has theo
features just mentioned (in some cases,
of | Soffaewe have tried to characterize a typical form of life. But, as we

suggested before, Wittgenstein himself would probably not allow a definite
characterization of this notion. Moy8harrock agrees with the following

remark made by Baker and Hacker@{2(p.223):

Of course, in advance of a particular question and a specific
context it would be quite pointless to draw hardifast
distinctions between what counts as the same and what as a
different form of life. Such distinctions depend upon the pwpos
and context of dierent kinds of investigationfcited in: Moyat
Sharrock, 2015, forthcoming,495)
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This suggests that a strict definition of the notion of form of life is not
possible. Whether a phenomenon could be distinguished as a form of life
could only be decided with respect to the context and purpose of different
kinds of investigations.

To conclude, our di scussion imf this <c¢h
O0rul es 6 an dcouwdfbe undesstoam forddr to fine he roots of

DD.We al so noted that the notion of O6rul
Fogelinds wunder | yi ng;bptrtcannotiexplhirvghy ar e not
the arguers often confuse the underlying principles with ordinary fatds.

wi || di s c u s motioVf tettagnty m tthe nemt&lwaptehere we

will also discuss its connection with the notiorra@iesandform of life
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Chapter 3

CERTAINTIES

In this chapter, we look at another important notion of Wittgensteia.

certainty, F o gpaperi thatGn#iated the debate abbi was inspired by

Wi ttgemOE€tasmmidn 66sc er t ai nt yo IO€ Althtugh centr al
Fogelin mentioned O0rulesd and o6forms of
about o6certainti es 06 llyimake bense of fhe rpteomns. Howe v
of rules andforms of lifein relation to DD, one cannot avoid the notion of

certainty because of the close connectioalladhese notions. This is wiwe

need to look at this notion more closely. More importantly, we armytieis

chapter that O6certaintyd not O6rul ed shol
DD. We will also try to come up with some clues to recognize certainties in

concrete argumentative situations.

3.1 Certainties in the guise of empirical statements

We are interested in the questiwhy some debates or disagreemesgsem
irresolvable by argumentation Are they really irresolvable by
argumentation? If so, how do we know that and what could explain that?

In a typical argumentation or debateordinay life, there exists a standpoint

(or contention or motion). The arguers provide premises for or against the
standpoint. Suppose, in a debate, A is supporting S and B is denying it. A
provides some statements such asp, etc to establish S, whereas B
provides @, o, etc to refute S. Diagrammatically

Standpoint: S

S notS
TN I\
[A] [B]

(A premise can provide support to a conclusion independently, or in
conjunction with some other premise(s). Moreover, any premiséucier

be supported by other gmise(s). For the sake of clarity, we avoided these
complexities in the diagram.)
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A precondition for this debate to mn instance of argumentaticthat all

the sentence$S, notS, pi, P, i, &, ... ) in it $rould belong to the category

of knowledgeclaim® (or disputedclaim). In other words, in an argumentative
conversation, any argument put forward by an arguer is a set of statements in

which one statement is the conclusion and the others that support the
conclusion are premises. All ohd statements of an argument must be
knowledgeclaims (or disputedclaim) that sayssomething. Beinga
knowledgeclaim, each of the statements of an argument is either true or

false. Thus, afar asit concernsargumentation, all arguers must provide
somedisputedstatement(s) to establish some other statement. The statements

should be knowledgelaims that might have trutvalues. Now, the problem

arises when one or both of the arguers naakeéstake by treating a sentence

as a statement of fact whichita ual 'y 1 sndot. How coul d
Wittgenstein draws our attention to the fact that human language is a
complex phenomenon. Sometimes similarities on the surface level of our
language deceive us. We mistakenly put two expressions of two different
categories within a single category, i.e. we commit category mistake. In this
chapter, we will concentrate on thmategory mistakes concerning the

cat e goceraieted odnd 6empirical statementso.

It is clear that our empiricalrppositions do not all have the
same status, since one can lay down such a proposition and turn
it from an empirical proposdn into a norm of descriptiofOC

167)

Letds | ook at the following table 3. 1:

7T
I Il

The earth is the densest planet in| The Earth has existed for many yed
solar system

The cat is a carnivorous animal Cats dondot grow

Some notable people were behea| | f someoneds he

in the past person will be dead and not i
again

Newt onb6s t hr bed to| There are physical objects
the physics of most motion

Trees are the source of many of { Trees do not gradually change ir
worl dés best knagmenandmen intotrees

3 A knowledge-claim need not be a claim that iSknowledge.

4The sentences in column (I) have been collected from Wikipedia.
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On the surface level, statements in column (I) and (ll) looklagirm kind.

All of them appear to be empirical statements. But Wittgenstein argues that

there is a fundamental difference between them with respect to their logical

status. In normal circumstances, people do not doubt or try to justify the

statements icolumn (Il). By contrast, in normal cases, any sentence from (I)

can be explicitly stated, doubted, or |
refer to something tha involved with the sentences similar to column (l1).

The column (ll) suggests thabme seeminglyempirical statementsare
actually disgui s e deredoes rotarefer ttoi aensental 6 Cer t a i
state; it is not the feeling of certainty with regard to the truth of some

proposition. It indicates the different logical status of soheus beliefs

which are different from ordinary beliefs.

3.2 Features of Certainties

Certainties are not descriptionsampiricalstatements in the sense that they

do not describe the world; neither @hey hypotheses since they are not

refutable. They constitute the bedrock or the foundation of our rational

thought. With an ordinary empirical proposition, we can check whether it

agrees with the world and thereby check if it is true or false. But, avith
certainty, we cannot do this. |t i's bec
consists of our certaionsi wbat iAbdgt bemeer
me a ns . @03)( KbCepistemic properties can be attributed to the

certainties: they cannot be trudgls known/not known, etc. (Moyal

Sharrock, 2005p.7). One way of describing them could be to regard them

not grounds but background of our knowledge. Certainties provide the
background for making knowledg#aims possible. We do not learn

certainties asuch, but we acquire them while we learn other things. Nobody

ever teach a child that f#Athere i s a wor
in the world it acquires the certainty that there is a world. Certainties are

never taught; we are conditionexdthem through repeated exposure or drill.

Moyal-Sharrock claims that there is no gradation or differences of depth
among certainties: we either hold them or not (2p051). The certainties
that are in my bedrock are interconnected in such a wagltalitng one of
them shakes all others. Wittgenstein says:

| believe that | have forebears, and that every human being has
them. | believe that there are various cities, and, quite generally,
in the main facts of geography and history. | believe that the
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earth is a body on whose surface we move and that it no more
suddenly disappears or the like than any other solid body: this
table, this house, this tree, etc. If | wanted to doubt the existence
of the earth long before my birth, | should have to doutstcaits

of things thastand fast for mgOC 234)

All certainties have the character of rules, but not the other way round. Thus,
the class of certainties is a subclass of the class of grammatical rules
(6grammatical 6 i n settien2.klecmapter2 we ment i onec

For our purpose, the issue of justification of certainties is important. Would it

be possible to justify the certainties? Since certairthemselvesare not

statements of fact, they cannot support a statement offiffldn e does not
infer how things areO€C30)om one's own cert

A certainty is not a knowledgel ai m because it i's ground
usually i mplies that o | have right g
circumstances, we do not wutter a certai.l

the negation of a certainty would soungird in a normal situation. This

impossibility of negation shows thatcertainty is not a hypothesisither is

a knowledgeclaim. It explains nothing, nothing follows fromit.Cer t ai nt'y i s
as it werea tone of voice in which one declares how things laut one does

not infer from the tonef voice that one is justified. OC 30) If x is a

certainty for me, there is no statement p that can support x. It is because any

such p is already grounded X in the sense that thery act of considering

or thirking of p itself is constituted by certainties like x.

Another  feature of the certainties is that they make
judgment/testing/hypothesizing possible. Wittgenstein says:

| say worldpicture and not hypothesis, because it is the matter
course foundationf or ér esear ch and as such a
unmentioned(OC 167)

| have a worlepicture. Is it true or false? Above all it is the
substratum of all my enquiring and assertiQC (1 62)

But | did not get my picture of the world by satisfying myself of
its correchess: nor do | have it because | am satisfied of its
correctness. No: it is the inherited background against which |
distinguish between true and fals®8(94)
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It is noteworthyherethatWi t t genstei nés word for t

world-pictureor Weltbild.
3.3 Certainties in argumentation

Now, the question arises: how do the certainties work in an argumentation?
How are they connected to the statements of an argumentation? Wittgenstein
says:

All testing, all confirmation and disconfirmation of a hypothesis

take place already within a system. And this system is not a

more or less arbitrary and doubtful point of departure for all our

arguments: no, it belongs to the essence of what we call an

argument The system is not so much the point of departure, as

the element in Wich arguments have their lifg@©C 105)

We can try to relate Wi ttgensteinods
Argumentation, in the traditional sense, is usually aangit, at least in
principle to start from a common ground in order to reach a resolution of the
difference of opinion:

S (issue of debate)

|

p (assumed common ground)
If p proves to be not a common ground, then p becomes the new issue of
debate:

p (newissue of debate)

|

p1 (@ssumed common ground)
A complex argument used in an argumentatiorinked to a certainty
entirely, not partiallylt is because certainties encompassrythingwe say
(and do) including all of our premiseshe following diagran shows this
point:
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We have noted earlier that C does not support any p or S in the way a
premise supposta conclusion In the diagram above, the circle that
encompasses all the statements of the argument indicates how the certainty C
is related to those statement$ieTsupport of a premise to a conclusion has
been shown by an arro islinked to p orS as the provider of sense as
background. How certaims work as background would be clear if we
consider the connection between certainties and forms of life.

Wittgenstein notices important connection between certainties and forms of
life. In one remark, he even seems to take them as identical:

Now | would like to regard this certainty, not as something akin
to hastiness or superficiality, but as a form of life. (That is very
badly expressed andgbably badly thought as wel((pC 358)

However, considering Wittgengdtlsoi nés hesi
what he says about certainties in other places, M8lgalrock thinks that
certainties arpart of a form of life.

[T]he extremely general facts of nature that belongs to our
human form of life are certainties for all human, whereas the
facts thatframe the various forms of human life are certainties
for only some humans depending on culture, society, education,
interest etc. (MoyaSharrock, 2015, forthcoming, p. 4)

That is, a certainty is na part of a form of life in the way a set could be a
subset of one of its superseA certainty is something that is embedded in a
form of life or, put differently, could be reconstructed fronCiertainties lie

in our ways of acting/behaving/livingDne may ask: what IS
acting/ behaonwaredghey reélated to the rotiomdof form of life?
Thoughtl|l essness is important to underst.

acting/behaving/livingsee MoyalSharrock, 2004, p.64)t becomes clearer

when we look at the behaviour of lower animals lisads or cats. The way

they act, behave, and live is spontaneous andpinesense, thoughtless.

Behind our thoughts and reasoning there lies a basis which consists of this

kind of thoughtless ways of acting/behaving/living. And a form of life, as we

mentoned in chapter two, consists of a unity of shared ways of acting,

behaving and living of a communitccording to MoyalSharrock (2015,

forthcoming), what iommonin both the notions of certainty and form of

l'ife is that t hey nar e ni uwhg rcdu nddoeudb t f ocuannc
They are beyond the possibility of doubting.
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One may ask: do certainties vary from person to person? Could a certainty be
attached only to an individual ? Appare
certainty for Ludwig Wittgenstein, not for me. However, this certainty was

shared by his family members, friemdand many other people. He himself

learnt it from other people. A community of people that has a shared ways of

acting and behaving is the basic thing associated with certainties. In absence

of a better word, we can ceahavitnhgios afis h:
form of life. But we need to keep in mind that, a form of life in this sense

not necessarily associated with a distinct language such as English, Dutch,

and Bengali However, the group of people that shows a form of life also

shows minimallysome distinctive commonality in their language

Moyal-Sharrock recognizes two different ways of characterizing certainties:

one as doxasticategoryand another as doxastttitude.Hingesy dvays of

acting and speakirigetc are descripti@of certanties as doxastic attitude,

whereas #Afoundat i onRpoi,ctfulracok garroeu ntdedr, msfi wtoc
certainties as doxastic category. They are just two ways of seeing the same

thing. Thus, in a particular situation, one of our attitude or stance alirggan

may express a certainfy.I want to say: it's not that
the truth with perfect certainty. No: perfect certainty is only a matter of their

atti tOC4D4). 0 (

Certainties concermur f undament al attitudes, not
i's not bado expresses an ordinary attit
because | may come to know some fact(s) that can change it, for example the

fact that fsmoki ng cfa ussoense ocnaen csearyos.: BfiyT hce
did not exi st before my birtho, this i
expression of an ordinary attitude. Rather it is a signal of a fundamental

attitude. What makes it different from an ordinary attitude is its immunity to

facts, at least to a large extent. Wittgenstein says:

I might therefore interrogate someone who said that the earth did
not exist before his birth, in order to find out which of my
convictions he was at odds with. And themmight be that he
was contraditing my fundamental attitude@C 238)

In OC 238, Wittgenstein says that when we find that we differ in fundamental
attitudes, what we could do is to accept the fact, i.e. to live with it. If | really
want to have the other persaccept my fundamentattitude, |1 need to try to
6persuaded her.
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| can imagine a man had grown up in quite special
circumstances and been taught that the earth came into being 50
years ago, and therefore believed this. We might instruct him:
the earth has long ...efic.We shaild be trying to give him our
picture of the world//This would happen through a kind of
persuasion(OC 262)

Some differences of attitude can be resolved by citing facts. Having an
attitude towards something amounts to ascribing a value (good, rightpet

that thing. This ascription might be based on some facts. But an attitude that
is a certaintys not based on a fact. They cannot be influenced by &itatg

It is na impossible to make a persgive up a particular certainty, and accept
anothe. But this could not be done by means of reasoning. It would be a
conversion of the person, an initiation to look at the world in a different way.

However, we can ask: May someone have telling grounds for
believing that the earth has only existed foshert time, say
since his own birth? Suppose he had always been told that,
would he have any good reason to doubt it? Men have believed
that they could make rain; why should not a king be brought up
in the belief that the world began with him? And if Meand

this king were to meet and discuss, could Moore really prove his
belief to be the right one? | do not say that Moore could not
convert the king to his view, but it would be a conversion of a
special kind; the king would be brought to lodkte wold in a
different way.(OC 92)

Is it possible to come up with a general characterizatioall afertainties?

Wittgenstein does not give any common characteristics of them ghike

certaintyis a familyresemblance concept. That is, it is not possible to give a

general characterization of it. Of certainties Wittgenstein séyk: ¢ an
enumerate various cases, buOC&THht gi ve ar
There are different groups of certtiés. The members of each group have

some common characteristics. But the groups are not clearly distinct from

one another; rather they overlap.

We can nowry to find some cluefr recognizing certainties that might be at
work in ordinary argumentatiegames.

Suppose, in an argumentation between A and B, x is being treat@d as
knowledgeclaim. We suspected it tbe a disguised certainty. How dee
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becomemorecertair? X might be a certainty if one or more of the following

applies to it:
1. Either A or B (or both) cannot imagine a situation in which x is
false.

2. For A or B (or both), being doubtfdboutx amounts to being
doubtful about many other important and basic beliefs which
ultimately results in being incapable to act normally in the world.

3. EitherA or B (or both) strongly reluctant to engage in a debate over
X.

4. A (or B) feels extremely insecure when x gets challenged by the
other party. (OC 492)

5. A believesx, whereas B believesot-x. Moreover, A holds all the
beliefs that made B to be convincednof-x. Still, A feels incapable
to deny x.

6. A supports x. BOs argument s agai nst
emotion (e.g. anger) in A. They might even make A aggressive
towards B without any clear reason. (OC 611)

7. A verbal expression of x invokes a feeling sdying something
funny in A or B (or both). (OC 233)

8. A (or B) cannot find a proposition that she thinks is more certain
than x and thereby can justify x.

None of these characteristics provide a necessary or sufficient condition to
determine a certainty. ddvever, the more of them are present in an
expression of a belief thegheris the chance of its being a certainty

To determine the certainties that are at work in a particular argumentation, we
can ask the following questisn

1. Who are the arguers? Dbeir identities (e.g. culture, religion, etc)
indicate some certainties that might be operating in this particular
argumentation?

2. What is the topic of the argumentation? Does it provide any
indication of some certainty that is probably at work in this
patticular argumentation?

It is easily possible to distinguish two categories of statements: empirical
statementsand certainties. But it is not always easy to put a particular
statement in one of these categories. It seems that, for Wittgenstein, there is a
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gray area between certainties and empirical propositions. That is, for some
propositions, it is difficult to dcide whether they are certainties or empirical
propositions. Wittgenstein says:

Is it not difficult to distinguish between the cases in which |
cannot and those in which | chardly be mistaken? Is it always
clear to which kind a case belongs? | belisge (OC 673)

The mythology may change back into a state of fluxritres-

bed of thoughts may shift. But | distinguish between movement
of the waters on the rivdred and the shift of the bed itself;
though there is not a sharp division of the omenfthe other.
(0C97)

The rivermetaphor shows that the distinction between the categories of

certainty and empirical propositions is not clear. A sentence which is now

regarded as empirical proposition may become a certainty with time. This

may suggest tthiaan empirical proposition matyansforminto a certainty.

Moyal-Sharrock argues that what is common in the two elements of the
transformation is nothing but a string of words or a sentence. An empirical

evidence cannot transform an empirical propositonio a cert ai nty. f
repetation and all sorts of nonproposit]
a sentence to make it a certainty, i.e. change its use as an empirical
proposition into a use as a certainty or hinge. More precisely, what gets

changd is not a proposition but our attitude towards a senteseeMQyla-

Sharrock, 2004, p.142)

So far we have seen that Wittgensteind
provide two different perspectives to understand those disagresawiesre
argumentatowo ul dndét help. They are | i ke diff.
destination or different tools to clarify the same phenomenon. We can recall

what Wittgenstein tells in the preface &1 about the nature of his

investigation:

The philosophical remarks ihis book are, as it were, a number

of sketches...The same or almost same points were always being
approached afresh from different efitions, and new sketches
made.

Wittgenstein does not Plubutde usdséheathert i on of
two notons. Neitherdoeshe discus®D directly. His goal was probably to
show the roots of philosophical confusions from different directions.
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However, our analysis in chapter two and three suggests the roots of deep
disagreements in general. This is why itjiste natural that we have found

that all of the three notions we discussed illuminate the landscape of DD
from different directions.

However, for some reasons it is fair to claimh at t he noti on of 0
probably has s ome itandkessandsacgusestheootianr 6 r ul e s
of 'certainty’ is developed at the last or most matured stage of Wittgénstein

thinking. Some people even regard this astthied Wittgensteir). First, a

certainty is also a rule so all the roles that are played by caldd also be

pl ayed by certainties. Second, certaint
principles, which hae no content connected to argumentatwoyld work as

rules in the context of argumentative exchange. We know that many, if not

all, ordinaryempirical propositions can become certainties through repeated

exposure and training. Third, certainties can explain better why we
sometimesengage in argumentation that involves DD. A certaioityen

appearslike a rule in the guise oin empiricalstaement.The foundational

charactef(there being foundation of our thoughts and acjiohsertainties

clarifies why we very often fail to recognize a certainty as a certainty in

actual argumentation. For these reasons, in our analysis of seemingly
irresolvable disagreements, well use the notion of certainty.

Having discussed Wi ttgensteinds notion
claim concerning how certainties are linked to the limits of argumentation.

Our claim is as follows: sometimes argumentatioesinot work because

some of the arguers mistakenly treat one or more certainties as ordinary

factual statements or knowledgims. Certainties are embedded in

practices or Fol. Thus, those cases are DDs where there involves a significant

difference of pactices or Fol in addition to confusing a certainty with a
knowledgeclaim. The plausibility of our claim Vit be clearerin chaptes 6

and 7 where we analyze the roots of religious and philosophical
disagreements in terms of certaintesl practices/Fol

3.4 Reconsideration in light of Exegetical Differences

We have presented an account of DD which is actually a development of
what Fogelin attempts to do in the paper that initiated the debate concerning
DD. This account is based on a certain interpiggtaof OC. So far we have
overlooked thelisagreements among scholars concerning the interpretation
of OC. It is time now to clarify our place among the exegetical differences of
OC.
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Moyal-Sharrock and Brenner (2005) recognizes four kinds of readings of
OC: framework, transcendental, epistemic, and therapeutic. All of the first
three readings find some kind of epistemological theoryO@. The
framework reading finds a nonconventional foundation&lisnOC. This is
nonconventional because, unlike tramhtl foundationalism, the basic beliefs

or certainties are not universal, specifiable, autonomous, and rationally
adequat® In spite of that, the framework reading is in a certain sense
foundational because it considers the certainties as backgrounkinot af
foundation of our inquires. We have, at least to some extent, followed Moyal
Sharrockos framewor k reading i n our c h
attributing a kind of no#raditional foundational role to them. We also
foll owed Ko b® egsemolodical 9eading ih Bud explanation
concerning how the certainties are linked to the premises in actual
argumentation. For our purpose, what we take from the frarkesvat the
epistemological readingscan happily coexist because there is no
incorsistency among them. This is also true with the transcendental reading
which finds si milcanceptsainegls Wo e tt weshrst €amdags
But all of these three readings provide some kind of theoretical interpretation
of OC. They assume that it gossible to come up with the general features of
certainties and to recognize them by using those general features. For Moyal
Sharrock (2004p.7 2 ) , A[ certainties] are al/l
(1) indubitable doubt and mistake are logically meaningless

(2) foundational they do not result from justification

(3) nonempirical they are not derived from the senses

(4) grammatical they are rules of grammar

(5) ineffable they cannot beaid

(6) enactedthey can onlshowthemselvein what we say and doo

And herein, theygo against the fourth reading, namely the therapeutic
reading. On the therapeutic reading, Wittgenstein does not intend to put
forward any thesis regarding any philosophical issues. His purpose is
therapeutic, i.e. to find ways to get rid of philosophicahfusions. The
therapeutic readers sé@Cas Wi tt gensteinbs attempt t

5MarieMcGianOOE) characterizes Avrum Stroll és position witt
of the framework readers in Moy8harrock and Brenne2@05.

% This has been pointed owy Michael Williams inMoyal-Sharrock and Brenne2@05. Certaitnties

are not universal because a certainty could be only of a certain community; it need to be necessarily of

human kind. They are not specifiable in the sense that it is not possibleifg #pmicessence. They

are not autonomous because they are not fully independent of the ordinary beliefs (see OC 248). Lastly,

they are not rationally adequate because they canno:
(empirically) significant 8 p u t e . -8Harkboky& 8ienner, 200H,55)
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overcome the tendency to ask skeptical questions. Thus, on this reading, it is
wrong to look for a theory of certainty @C. It is also wrong to treat the
notion of brm of life as a technical term or jargoseé Read, 2005).
Wittgenstein uses this kind of notions as ladders that are to be abandoned
once they have been used for therapeutic purpose. If there is anything to learn
from OC, then that would be some kind of tools that we can use (after
modifying them if needed) in other contexts for some therapeutic purpose.
This appears to bagainstwhat we did so far. Did we formulate a theory of
certainty that could help to recognize DD astdp pointless argumentation?

It is true that we formulated some criteria to identify certainties in
argumentations. But we do not claim that they are necessary or sufficient
conditions for recognizing certainties. We consider them as tools taken from
Wittgenstein to find other kinds of certainties. We do not claim to find
general features of certainties. Thus, we @mesistent with théherapeutic
readingas long as we do not claim to find a theory of DD. The inSityatt

we get fromOC might help us tosee the limits of arguments in some
contexts. But, for us, finding the relevamgrtainties or ways of overcoming

the limitation of argumentation is still crucially contedpendent. The ideas

that we adopted from the framework and the epistemologiading are not
theories but ordinary facts. For example, it is an ordinary fact that some
sentences are not justifiable in certain contexts because they work like rule
and do not work as ordinary empirical judgments. Another could be: different
practices hee different such nojustifiable certainties (for certain people)
embedded in them.

Thus, the ramification of later Wittgenstein concerning the issue of limit of
argumentation is the following. It is not possible to give a general
characterization of DDbecause it is not possible to do it neither for
certainties nor for the forms of life. And for this very reason, it is not possible
to find a definite way of resolving deep disagreements. The most important
lesson that we learn from later Wittgensteithis necessity to overcome the
temptation to find such a generalization. However, it is possible to use some
of the tools (namely the notion of certainty, form of life, and practices) in
actual argumentative contexts to avoid useless argumentation.

7 By insightl simply mean reminders of interesting ordinary facts.
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Chapter 4

SOME ACCOUNTS OF DD

In the previous chapter, wkscussedhe key notios for understanithg why
some disagreements are deep. In this chapter, we look at some accounts of
DD and examine theiim order to make a more comprehengeureof the
roots of deep disagreements. We will draw lessons from these accounts and

al so pi npoi nt t he di fferences wi t h

development that we proposed in the chapter

4.1 Godden and Brenner

Fogel i nbs paper toflitarature art BDdthoagh mobad of a mo u n

them adopted a Wittgensteinian approach. David M Godden and William H.

Fo

Brenner i n their paper titled AWI ttge

Di sagreemento(2010) try to come up
DD. Their paper is one of the latest and probably the most elaborate
discussion on DD from a Wittgensteinian point of view.

4.1.1 Exclusion of procedures

Lets first try to recognize what we may get from Godden and Brenner that
adds to our picture concéng the roots of DD. In chapter one, we mentioned
that, for Fogelin, a normal or neaormal argumentation would be possible
when the disputants 1) largely share beliefs and preferences and also 2) share
the procedure for resohg the dispute. To estaldiastandpoint S if | usea
premise p, then it might be the case that | consides Riprocedure (for
example, iece ofevidence presented in a court, a test resultf@s)pport

p. And for the argumentation to be normal or re@mmal, my opponent
need to agree that Hs an acceptable procedure to decide whether p is true.
The procedure can be directly connected set of premisegdigure 1 below)

or to one particlar premise(figure 2 below) or even to the standpoint.
Diagrammatically:

1) /‘S’\
pl p2
Pr
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2) S
A
pl p2

Pr

[S=standpoint

P, p., P=premises
P= procedure]

F o g e idearobnermal and neaormal argumentation implies that if the

arguers do not agree on the procedure, the disagreement is deep. One may

ask: is it possible that, in a debate, | largely share beliefs and preferences but

still disagree on the proceduretiwvimy opponent? If this is possible, then

would it be a deep disagreement? Herein, Godden and Brenner fill in a gap in
Fogelinbs picture i n dmdaofwherpgpceduney attent
(he.the@s i n og)r diagram

While Fogelin does not expitty state this, it seems reasonable to
suppose that these resolutiomocedure are at least grounded in, if
not articulated among, these shared background commgment
(Godden and Brennez2010,p.43)

Thus, in our preferred terminologythe procedurethemselves are grounded

in certainties and can even be dAarticul
identical with some certainties). Thus, our picture concerning how certainties

are linked to the premises of an argumentation would be more comprehensive

if we put the procedures (or bases) in it. Diagrammatically:

S
> !
L

P

T

C

sGodden and Brenner do not use the notion of certainties in their analysis of DD. However,
they used the other close notions suchWdtbild forms of life, languaggame, and
concepts. We wilsaymore about the comparative usefulness of these notions later on in this
chapter.
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2)

[S=standpoint

P, p., P=premises
P; = procedure
C=certainty]

The second diagram above shows that a procédeiemight be a certaig.
An example of a certaintyC}) that is also a procedure Rn a particular
debate could be the foll owing: Aour
means ofreasegi vi ngs, not by force or other

The procedure might be based on some certainty or it might be based on
some fact that is ultimately grounded in a certainty. If there is a difference
among the disputants concerning the procedure, they can resolve it by citing
facts (as long as there is noope for other normal criticisms on which we
discussed in chagr 1). If it is sayimmune to appeal to fagtstc, there is a
strong possibility that it is grounded in a certainty. The fact that procedures
themselves, like any premises, are grounded irtaioées makes it
unnecessary to characterize the root of DD in terms of lack of agreement
about procedure. Thus, we can easily exclude the procedure part from

Fogelinbés account of DD in order to make

4.1.2 Possibility of disjoint forms of life

Godden and Brenner emphasihat it is important to have a common form

of life even for a meaningful deep disagreement. The notion of disagreement
presupposes the possibility of agreement. And agreement is possible where
understanding is possible. Tpeacondition for mutual understanding is the
possibility of communication. And we can communicate with somebody only
when there is aommon form of life. They think
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Meaningful deep disagreements seem to occur either at the
intersection of two differenbut overlapping forms of life, or
within a single buheterogeneoud/eltbild (Godden and Brenner,
2010,p.A7)

So, here we have two alternative sesimgwhich a deep disagreement might
occur:

1. An intersection of two different but overlapping formditef
2. A single butheterogeneoud/eltbild

To make sense of these alternatives we need to know how Godden and
Brenner see the relationship between a form of life anlettbild The
following quote clarifieghis:

Roughly, for Wittgenstein, in learning our mother tongue we
become enculturated into a form of life which is comprised of a
rich set of waysf-doing and an attendaweltbild (Godden and
Brenner, 2010, g5)

The Weltbild and the way of life are connedtéhrough the very
grammar of languagéGodden and Brenner, 2010, p. 45)

These quotes suggest that form of life &kdltbild are two distinguishable
entitiesi the latter is probably a part of the former. By contrast, Judith
Genova clarifies the relatiship in the following way:

| take the concept of a form of life to be synonymous with a

Weltbild Thelatter providesa more subjective way of speaking

of what the former hopes to name more objectively. Yet, the

di mensi on Asubj e c twaywktrdimghojnenmet i ved i s a
their difference. For all practical purposes, they are

interchangeable. (Genova, 199308, n. 13)

Foll owing Genovaods Vi ew, Il would | i ke 't
mentioned above:
2Nj. A singl e formboflifhet er ogeneous

As soon as we pay attention to this new formulation, it becomes clear that we
actually have a third alternative. In our discussion of form of life in chapter
two, we concluded that all humans participate in a human form of life, but as
a member of waous groups (e.g. a culture, etc) they also participate in
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various other forms of life simultaneoush religious/academic/political, etc
form of life is an aspect of a general form of lif@ meaningfully disagree,
we donot n e daterogenass fomngof liée bdrause we already
participate in a human form of lif€hus, the third alternative is:

3. Two different forms of life operating within a larger common (human)
form of life.

This amourd to saying: to explain the root of DD between A and B, we are

not bound to assume that tokéissuefobr m of I
disagreement overlapgithB6s r el evant form of i fe. '
assume that any form of life necessarily taqgs any other form of life.

Some forms of life might well be disjoint.

4.1.3 Concept-formation

Godden and Brennerds position regarding

ambi guous. They sometimes use statement
are disagreemésn across languagga me s 0 O r A...deep disadg
really intraframework disagreements arising from different form of life and

worldpi ctures. o (p. 46) in contexts where

they are giving their own opinion or not. Hewver, in their concluding
remarks, they clearly announce the following:

Deep disagreements are rooted in differences in concepts
(measures, understood as the determination of sense or conceptual
content) rather than judgments or opinions (measurements,
understood as the application of concefi&)dden and Brenner,
2010, p76)

In deep disagreements this shared conceptual apparatus is not
established(Godden and Brenner, 201076)

Therefore, we can take Godden and Brenner to hold that the roots of DD lie
in the differences of concepts. To deoideetherconcepts are useftdols to
analyze DD, we need to be clear what Godden and Brenner mean by
concepts. The following quote suggests that conceptalkena to beulesby
Godden and Brenner

Resolving such a disagreement will consist, not in getting one
party to reject a false or improbable opinion, but in one party
being persuaded to accept a new contmpbatiorii.e., to
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acknowledge anewml about what makesahsees or does
to sayand do(Godden and Brenner, 2010, p.68)

We have discussed in the previous chapter that the notion of certainty has the

character of rules but it has some additional advantages. We can add one

more advantage here. One important feature of certainttbatisve do not

learn them explicitly.fil do not explicitly |l earn the
for me, | can discO@k¥K2) them subsequent]l

On the other hand, | can explicitly learn a rule or a concept. For example, |
can learn that n x 0 = @vhere n is any integer) in an algebra class. What |
explicitly learn, | can question or douBtoubting or questioning magenore
sense in the contexts where the rules @ot certainties. That is withe
notion of certainty is more useful than rulesconcepts to understand the
roots of DD.

4.1.4 Remedies of DD

Godden and Brenner disagree with Fogeld]
means to resolve DD. On their view, the resolvability of B e e d n 6 t be
either irrational or nonrational. Instead,itnvol ves a ki nd of ip
which we have explained as a form of rhetoric in the service of cencept

formation. While the type of reasoning and argumentation involved here is

dialectical rather than demonstrative, amorphous rather than uniform,
indeteminate rather than binary, it is neither fraudulent nor relativistic nor

ar bi t {@e0,p77)0

They <call this speci al kind of persuasi
t hat Areasons operate differenelyo in t
idea of rational persuasion Godden and Brenner Gitdso hn Wi sdomdés st c
in Lectures on the Foundations of Mathemat€sow his tutor persuaded

him that 3 x 0 equals O0. It struck the \
it equals 3. His tutor psuaded him otherwise, not by intimidation (pressing

his authority as teacher), but by way of an argument by analogy:

Three multiplied by three = three threes (3x 3 =3 + 3 + 3),
Three multiplied by two = two threes (3 x 2 =3 + 3),

Three multiplied by ne = one three (3 x 1 = 3),

Therefore, by analogy,

Three multiplied by zero = zero threes (3 x 0 = 0).
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The young Wisdom had an argument too: that if you multipty@®g 0, that

would be equivalent tmotmu |l t i pl ying them at al | (Am
n ot hiinat g ldadl argument, abstractly considered! He was led to abandon

it by being given a perspicuous representation of the math he was being

taught, so he could understand hbw ot A3 ThuOD FHR3Dx00 fits
into the system he was being taught. Had he not been persuaded but persisted

in going his own way, his elders might have been forced to conclude that he

was unteachable when it comes to arithmetic.( 2p®9) O ,

One may ask whgnusbwganal dgygumere i s ni
but persuasion. A possible answer could be that it is not aimed at estgblish

the truth of 3 x 0 =0; rather its aim is to make the young Wisdom accept the

rule and follow it, i.e. to enable him to play the gamarghmetic. Godden

and Brennero6s explanation of the differ:
of DD can be considered a remarkable contribution to the discussion about

DD. Now the question i s: do they sugges
only remedy for DD? If so, we need to keep in mind that Wittgenstein did not

give a definite characterization of certainties. Moreover, he thinks that it is

hard to determine certainties irrespective of contexts; rather being within a

context pus one in a bedr position to be able to identi€ertainties related to

thosecontexts. If certainties cannot be predetermined, then the remedies of

DD can also not be predetermined. Thus,
one of the possible remedies.

4.2 Chris Campolo

Chris Campolo devoted a number of his papers to discuss DD. Unlike

Godden and Brenner, Campol o00s mai n pur
Fogelinos account, B%Inwhatolowseldiscussp a new

two points of his account wherelisagree.
4.2.1 DD in terms of Abilities/Expertise

I nstead of Afshared belCiaenfpod 068f krem dafer |
Aunderstandi ngo, Aexpertiseo, Aabilityo

’ The total number of writings (including a commentary) related to DD that |
have found is sevefsee bibliography.

1w Campolo does not sagxplicitly anything about Why he is not happy with
Fogelinbs account of
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synonyms For Campolo, the condition for argumentationbe possible is

shared understanding or expertise. We saccessfullyinteract with other

peoplebecause we share a vast amount of understanding with them. Campolo
says:fiHaving an understanding amounts to having an expertise at something,
evenifthesomet hi ng i s mundanAsinple ex@aptapol o, 20
would be the understandinppf an ATM machi ne: Al f you ul
ways of ATM machines, then you know how to work them, you know what

to expect from them, you know what people mean whenrieyion them,

and so on.o0o (Campolo, 2009, p.2).

In our everyday life, weare able toengage in reasegivings or
argumentation because we share relevant understanding or expertise. When
we lack this, arguments do not work. Campolo wants to place thexaa@tio
agreement/ disagreement in the context of human interaction. He recognizes
that arguments have various uses and the main use is to establish smooth

interaction when it goes wrong or @Ato c
what ever waampolow2d09,gprdke lo otherCvords, the primary
use of argument s is to remedy a break

consider S 0me exampl es from Campol o.
argumentation where the arguers share enough to argue and agree.

Severalsudents drop by a professorés off
of fice hours to ask about a quiz. The
she is not in the office. One student suggests that she is gone for

the day, but another points out that she just saw the instructor in

class and that there is a steaming cup of coffee on her desk. The

students jointly conclude that the instructor is around somewhere

and will be back shortly. (Campolo, 20q26)

Here what is shared by the students is
professors, the everyday workings of university corridors, theisetf a

typical academic office, the way people treat coffee, how doors work, and a

great deal moreo (Campolo, 2002, p.9).

On the other hand, the f oHerethewparieg i s a O:¢
do not have the relevant expertise but still argue:

Jeff and Catherine visit an art museum for the first time just to see

what all the commotion over museum art is all about and agree

that none of the impressionist works display any gkt Their

primary reason: none of the figures in the paintings looks at all
6realisticb. (Campolo, 2002, p.10)
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Obviousl vy, the wunderstanding that s |
expertise to evaluate impressionist works. The above examples feake c

what Campolo means by sharedderstandingor lacking thereof.Now

Campolo claims thad deep disagreement arises when the two parties do not

share understandingor expertises that areelevant to the issue of their

disagreement. The problem is to deesv it helps to understand e.g. the cases

of disagreements cited by Fogelin where thgputantsdisagree over the

i ssue of abortion or affirmative action.
be reduced to some abilities expertis® On the frameworkhat we prefer,

this amounts to ask: could the certainties be reduced to abiligxpentis@

This raisesa further question: is an ability/expertise a knbaw? There

might beknow-hows that cannot be reduced to kathats. But it is not clear

whether Ca mp o | o 6hews lame dike those. Now, Moy&harrock

describes certainties as a knbew, but they are not ordinary knevow;

rat her they are ff thaowlise s $itk maviniohb j ect i v e (

there is no room for i mpr, ov@amepnatloo 6(s200
abilities/expertisancludes (if notexhausts)prdinary knowhows. They can
be i mproved; for example a doctords exp

grows with time as she treats more and more patients. Moreover, an
ability/expertise is someiting that is attributable to an individual, whereas a

certainty is actually a way of speaking of a grguactice. There might be
understanding/ expertise (in Campolods s
such as racism. An expertise is usually inheribedacquired from other

people who have the same expertise. A person becomes a racist because there

are other racists and there is an existing practice of ricisihe

individualistic connotation of abilities/expertisesakes it inappropriate for

analyzing DD adopting a Wittgenteinain approdcam doubtful whether a

disagreement that arises fromlack of shared understanding/expertise is

always a deep disagreement. It is because a lack of shared understanding

might nd be necessarily fAi mmune to appeal
arguers lack relevant understanding may make them convinced that they

actually have no opinion regarding the issue, and thereby the disagreement

may disappear. Thus, the set of disagreeswehich Fogelin would consider

as deep are not identical with that set of Campolo.

| n her | e c Narratiees, Saditdled Mdivement s, and Soci al Ju
PhilosophicaFestivalDRIFT (Amsterdam, 2015) | heard Sally Haslangiming that it is not
possible to cure racism in a society as long as we see it as a problem of individuals. She thinks that
what we practice as a group is more fundamental than what we practice as an individual.
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4.2.2 Dealing with DD

Anot her el ement i n Cithaenypay dofdedirsgwitha count co
DD. Like Fogelin, Campolo is a pessimist regarding the effectiveness of
argumeration for resolving DD. Fogelin claims that not argumentation but

persuasion would work for the resolution of DD. But he has no explicit
recommendation that we should not try argumentation in the contexts of DD.

By contrast, Campolo seems to recommendt the should avoid

argumentation in a deep disagreement because it may harm our reasoning

skill and Athreagqtieen ng hepr oee ysor.easeBmp|
reasoning skills in risky cases ... is like trying to play tennis with a baseball

bat. Usingaba&t or tennis is not only a way to |
to ruin oneds skills witpl4da tennis racgql

Toexaminethisview | et 6s consi der an example fro

ARi ck and Sue, with only wdrkngsmfo st me a g ¢
automobiles, have the following exchange:

Rick: 1 wonder if these two problems are relatefitst of all my car
Is making veryloud exhaust sounds. On top of that, this parking
brake lever has been getting extremely habo hot even to
toud.

Sue: Ohi you must have a big hole in your exhaust pipe right here
under the brake levérthey are indeed both caused by the same
thing.

Rick: That would explainit mu st b €Campolg, B002, @10)

Campol o recogni zes i treasarsngogethed. dtdasnger ous 6
b e ¢ a uhsyeappérently believe that a few argumentative moves can
compensate for wholesale incompetence. By making those moves they not

only reveal damaged judgmentthey also damage it further. ( Campol o,
2002,p.11) But, isit really soAWe depend on our comm@ense knowledge

to acquire more advanced knowledg@je.acquire understanding of an expert,

we ask questions and start reasoning from our corrsapse knowledge.

Coul dnét the exchange bet ypothesiziiJi ck and
based on the available commsense knowledge they already have? And

more I mportantly, coul dndét that wexercis
expertise in automobile principles? Cou
step towards a longedrning process? It might be the case that their

hypothesis would be proved to be wrong later on. But making mistakes is an

essential part of learning.
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A little consideration of history seems also ma ke Campol o06s cl a
dubious. It seems that we shoulcegeopen the possibility of some people

arguing even when the disagreement is deep and the possible result might be
dangerous. It is because: had there not been such courageous and wrong
argumentation, there would not have been a Mahatma Gandhi or Martin

Luther King (assuming that they sometimes used arguments in their
persuasion). Moreover, throughout history, great leaders sometimes used
argument sestoabltios hirhear mony o, but to bre.
and establish aewone.

The shorterm effect of reasoning in DD might be bad, but the J@nm
effect might well be good. So it seems that a discussion of DD should not
involve any definite recommendationconcerning whether people should
engage in argumentation when the disagrent is deep. Only somebody in a
particular context of argumentation may decide for herself whether to use
argumentsor not. Our analysis of DD may only result in somsight
regarding when argumentation works in inducing agreement and when it
does not wrk.

4.3 Finocchiaro

Finnocchiaro provides a different and clearly Wiittgensteinian way of

dealing with DD. Unlike Fogelin and Campolo, he is somewhat optimistic
regarding the resolvability of DD. He t
resolvable toa gr eat er degree than wuswually tho
p.1). Instead of discussing his entire approach, we would just comment on

one of his points that seem to threaten claracterization of DDThis

concerns whether the process of acquiring céreagicould be considered as

Al earning and mastering complex argumer
what the pessimists actually show is that deep disagreements cannot be

resolved by simple argumentation. But they may be solved by complex
argumentatiotf. ts eems t hat , for Finnocchiaro, F
Godden and Brennerds dArational persuasi
but Al earning and mastering compl ex ar
whether it makes sense. It seems to me, from a Witigjarast point of view,

this is implausible. The way we learn certainties is not the same as the way

we learn various facts of the world that could be expressed in factual

“Although Finnocchiaro directs this écism mainly againsCampoloand
Turner & Wright,we assume here thaipplies to our conception of DD
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statements. Certainties are not sayable like ordibahgfs Our activities
showthe certainties that we have, but that does not mean that we use them as
reasonsMastering an argument (simple or complex whatever) means being
able to use it osayit in argumentative contexts. But initiation to a new
practice or Fol does not make oce&pable ofsayingthe certainties that are
embedded in that practice or Forherefore using neargumentative
methods to resolve a DD cannot be regarded as a process of learning and
mastering complex arguments.
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Chapter 5

DEEP DISAGREEMENTSN PHILOSOPHY

In the previous chapters, we have developed some tools to understand the
phenomenon of DOn light of the later WittgensteirOur tools are meant to

be useful in concrete argumentative contexts for deciding not to engage in
argumentation when arguments Wbunot work. The conclusions that we

drew in the previous chapters are the following. An argumentation would not

work if the arguments put forward by one of the arguers involve the

acceptance of a certainty that is metognized oraccepted by the other

arguers. In addition to this confusion with certainties, if a disagreement

involves a difference in practiceseol, we call it a deep disagreement (DD).

It is not possible to resolve a DD by argumentation because camgsing

certainty (or certaintiesy at work there. So far our conclusions were based

on our interpretation of Wittgensteinos
next chapters we will try both to illustrate our conclusions with concrete

examples and also further justify them by those gtesaSi nce we donot
have empirical data to check our account of the limits of argumentation, we

will analyze examples of disagreementstrel i nked t o Wi ttgenste
works i . e. those exampl es t hat coul d be
remarks>.

In the current chapterpur topic is a special kind of philosophical
disagreement, namely the disagreement betweenWittgensteinian
philosopherand a traditional philosopher. A Wittgensteinian philosopher
thinks that all the big questions of philosopg aomething that needs to be
dissolved They cannot besolved in that they cannot be answered by
producing philosophical theories. Rather what a philosopher can do is to use
therapeutic tools to get people be freed from the tendency to ask meaningless
philosophical questionsn The Big TypescriptVittgenstein says

Roughly speaking, according to the old concepfiorior

instance that of the (great) western philosopheitsere have

been two kinds of intellectual problems; the essential, great,

universal ones, and the nessential, quasiccidental

problems. We, onhe other hand, hold that there is no such

13 This should make sense because our purpose in this thesis is to understand the limits of
argumentation, especially the character of DD,onthebas o f Wi tt gensteindés writings
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thing as a great, essential problem in the intellectual sense.
(p.301e)

About his goal in philosophy Wittgenstein says:

[T]he clarity that we are aiming at is indemmimpleteclarity.

But this simply means th#éte philosophical problems should
completelydisappear.

The real discovery is the one that enables me to break off
philosophizing when | want to- The one that gives
philosophy peace, so that it is no longer tormented by
guestions which bringself in questiorn:Instead, a method is
now demonstrated by examples, and the series of examples
can be broken off.- Problems are solved (difficulties
eliminated), not a single probleniI(133)

On the other hand, a traditional philosopher considers the big ansesti

philosophy as genuine. She thinks that those questions could be answered by
developing philosophical theories. As we mentioned earlier in the third
chapter, there are various interpretat:i
cannot go into the detailof assessing the relative plausibility of different
interpretations here. However, we do think that a Wittgensteinian philosopher

takes seriously Wi ttgensteinds remarks
about his own goal and methods in philosophy, @afpe the remarks from

P1 89 toPI 133. Of courseywe assume thawittgenstein himself belorsgo

the group of Wittgensteinian philosopken what follows, we will often use

Wittgensteirto mean the Wittgenstein philosophers as defined just now. But

sonretimes we would also use it to refer only the individual Wittgenstein,

especially when his biographical facts would be relevant for us. The context

would make clear when we mean what. We will use the Wittgensteinian

debateto refer to thedebate betwen a Wittgensteinia philosopher and a

traditional philosopheabout whether traditional philosophy asks genuine
guestionsOne problem with this term is that it may suggest that Wittgenstein

holds some kind of thesis. At the centre of every debate ithangroposition

(S): one party argsefor S and the opposite party arguegainst S. If we

conceivea Wittgensteiman debate as something like this, then the S oiShot

that Wittgenstein argues for may appear to be a thesis. However, we need to

keep in mnd that Wittgenstein claims the impossibility plilosophical

theses, i.e. those theses that ansiwesome big questions of traditional

philosophy. But this keeps room fomsetp hi | osophi cal thesi s s
big questions of traditional philosophyeapseuday u e st i ons 0. We ass
here that metahilosophy is not a part of traditional philosophy, at least not
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the traditional philosophy that Wittgenstein attacks. So a Wittgensteinian
debate is something that can be reformulated as aphiétgophical ébate.
However, it is different from ordinary debate in an important aspect. One
party d the debate (the Wittgensteinighilosophers) is already aware that

the debate arises from a deep disagreement and thus does not solely depend
on argumentative devisdo resolve the disagreement. We will expand on the

i ssue of Wi tatgunertiset technigues for mesolvingDs in
thethird section of this chapte@ur discussion here will be centered around

the following questions:

1. Does the disagreementtxeen Wittgenstein (or the Wittgensteinian
philosophers) and the traditional philosophers involve a confusion
regarding some certainties?

2. Does the disagreement between Wittgenstein (or the Wittgensteinian
philosophers) and the traditional philosophers e difference
of practices or forms of life?

3.1 f Wittgensteinbs philosophical pr oj
endeavourto resolve his deep disagreements with the traditional
philosophers,how did he try to do this? Does he use non
argumentative metids?

4. Could the disagreement between Wittgenstein (or the
Wittgensteinian philosophers) and the traditional philosophers justly
be regarded as a deep disagreensenthe basis of the answers to
the questions-B?

We will address each of the questionstliyns in the following sections. In

the last section, we will consider the philosophical debate among the
traditional philosophers themselves in light of our conception of theslohit
argumentation.

5.1 Certainties in Wittgensteinian debates

To decidewhether a Wittgensteinian debate arises from a deep disagreement,
we first need to know if it involves confusion with regard to some certainty.

L e t fisss consider a Wittgensteima debate on scepticism or, more
specifically, the question of the possityiliof knowledge. The point of
departure of this debate is the following issue:

~

Als ther e amwitadenuioeruestonye ? 0

A traditional philosophefwho is interested in the problem of the possibility
of knowledge)wo ul d answer (ieyresstoei nBist pWistitt i on
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opposite. He woul d say: i No, it 1s not

because the two parties here have opposite propositional atititdeegard
to the truth of the same proposition:

(S) Al s t her ésagenwne duestiom| edge ? 0

A traditional philosopher assents to S whereas a Wittgensteinian philosopher
assents to neéb. However, if we look at the arguments that a traditional
philosopher might offer to justify her position, we will discover that one of
her baic beliefs for hersupportfor S is the following:

(p) iEverythingcanbedoubted i s a di sputed cl aim

In her argumentation, the traditional philosopher may or may not mention p.
But his position is based orp Now, p is actually the negation of the
following which Wittgenstein endorses

(notp)iEver yt hing can be doubtedo is not

Now | et 6 s)=Everyshingrcan bé qoubted
And (notp;) = It is not the case thaverythingcanbe doubted
=There are thigs that cannot be doubted

For a Wittgenstein philosopher, Aotis a certainty, not &nowledgeclaim

or disputedclaim. That is why p does nosayanything for her. On the other

hand, the attitude of our traditional philosopher towardsnol na-p; is like

the attitude that we might have to

a
president of the USO or fAYesterday the

Our traditionalphilosophemight be Descartes or Moore or a radical skeptic
but oth p and notpl areknowledgeclaims for him/her How do we know

that this is really so? It can be easily tested by asking a traditional philosopher
whethershe thinks that pis true(or false)and notp; is false(or true)

Now how do we know that nqt; is a certainty for WittgenstemWe argue
that it actually impliesrom his discussion i©C. We can easily put ngt in
the list of universatertaintis®of OC. The | i st includes:

4 See Moyal-Sharrock 2004, p. 157

15 Moyal-Sharrock (2004) uses thermi u n i v e r stafefer Inithe gedainites that are
part of the human form of life and thereby shared by all humans.
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6There are physidoabt oBystematoécThi hgs di
webdbre not | ookingd, o6l f someoneds head i
not | ive againé, O06Trees do not gradual |l
etc. Moreover, Wittgenstein clearly saysl f y ou btrevergtiingt o dou
you would not get as far as doubting anything. The game of doubting itself
presuppos e ®CIldy MHisaamark iy noba justifidion for not

py1; rather it isan articulation of nep;. If not-psis a certainty, then;goes not

say anything.It is noteworthy here that ngk is a certainty not only for a

Wittgensteinian philosopher but also for common people. In ordinary life, the

way we act and behave showts beliefthatnot everything can be doubted.

We can consider here another exampla \Wfittgensteinian debate. The topic
is now the philosophical question regarding the possibility of freedom of will.
Wittgenstein did not address this issue in detail in his wittifthe issue of
the debate is the fowing:

~

Al s t her eisifagaengne guedtidn? o

Wittgensteinds answer to this is negat.i
philosopher is positive. The disagreement that is rooted in this debate is deep.
One of the reasons is that

(f) There is free will

is a certainty for Wittgenstein but not for the traditional philosophers. The
traditional philosophers, broadly speaking, are divided into determinist and
indeterminist camps with regard to the problem of free will. Thata
disputed taim for the traditional philosopher is obvious from the fact that

% The only primary source that we hawencern ng Wi tt gensteinés treatn
problem of free will is the collection of some notes taken by Yorick Smythies at a lecture
delivered i n Cambridge by -19%6, ort 19468In%4t 7ed n Aiprob
(Wittgenstein, 1989,p.85) . According to these notes, Wittgenstein claims that the

guestion whether free will is compatible with determinism is a question that does not

make sense. I n the lecture, Wittgenstein disc
| awoo mpfud si ono, Ainevitabilityod, Amoving freel
wrote the remarks dDC during the last year and a half of his life (he died in February

1951) which is quite a few years distant from the time when he delivered the lecture on

free will. One might say that the notion of certainty provides a more powerful tool (that

comes from most matured writings of Wittgenstein) for dissolving the problem of free

wi |1 . I n fact, Wittgensteinds lideathabtaue on fr ee
belief in free will is a certainty because it is groundless. See the quote from
Wittgensteindbs AA Leotartedni R383pebdemcbhapWer (s
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they claim the truth of and try to justifyf by means of sophisticated

philosophical arguments. On the other hand, one might say that, for
Wittgensteinf is a certainty(see section 3.20ne of the reasons is that it is

groundless. That Wittgenstein treats our conviction of having free will as

groundless is clear from the following conversation between Wittgenstein

and Lewy cited in Wittgensteinbés AA Lect

Lewy.Suppose | ask: what are the grounds for his conviction of
being free?
Witt. | might say: There are no grounds.

(Wittgenstein, 1989,.95)

So far we have considered two Wittgensteinian debates: one about the
problem of the possibility of knowledge and #rer about the problem of

free will. Our discussion makes it clear that both of these debates involve
confusing some certainties with factual statements. We now turn to the
guestion whether these disagreements involve significant differences of
practices btween the parties of the debate.

5.2 Difference of Practice in the Wittgensteinian debates

To specify the differences of practices in the Wittgensteinian debates is hard
because it actually requires a separate empirical investigation, especially
when wewould like to find the practices that are directly relevant to the
particular issue obnly a particular Wittgensteinian debate. However, for our
purpose suffices to note that throughout his life Wittgenstein was always
trying to live differently ando engage himself in practices that are not so
common in the life of a traditional philosophéte gave away his entire
fortune inherited from his father and tried to live the life of an ordinary
person. He encouraged his students not to be academicsresedf hesigned

his academic positiom 1947 (Monk, 2015". Unlike a typical traditional
philosopher, Wittgenstein read little of the classic works of traditional
philosophy.His attitude towards traditional philosophical texts got expressed
in his remark

AAs | ittle philosophy as | read, I h a
rather too much. | see that whenever | read a philosophical book:
it doesnodt i mprove my thoughts at al

(Monk, 1990,p.496)

17 It is noteworthy here that some scholars think that biography is crucially relevant to understand
Wittgensteinds philosophy. (see Conant, 2001 )
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Thus, Wittgenstein would say that is only wren we do traditional
philosophy,we engage in a practice (namely, the practice of doing traditional
philosophy) that moves us away from ordinary way of living and seeing the
world. And the consequence is to view sentences such gs oof as
knowledgeclaims that could be doubted or justified. When we come back to
the ordinary way of living, the seemingly big questions of traditional
philosophy simply disappear.

5.3 Wittgensteinds strategies to resol ve
In this sectionwe discuss Wittgense i n6s phi | oirsavderioi c al me t |
support our claim that a Wittgensteinian debate does really involve a DD. It

isawelk nown fact that Wi ttgensteinds style
of the traditional academic philosophical writings. A tgbipiece of writing

by Wittgenstein is not an argumentative prose centered around a
philosophical thesis. Rather it is a collection of remarks. One may wonder

whether his remarks could be reconstructed as traditional philosophical
argumentation. Hanflinfinds the following examples of kinds of arguments

as typical of Wi ttgensteindbs writings:

1. You maintain (he says to his imaginary opponent) that such
and suchmustbe the case; but here are various examples to show
that it need not be so; hence youswmaption is false. (This kind

of argumentation occurs in his rejection of essentialism, and of
various Oment al processO0 assumptions
etc.)

2. You think you can, and need &xplainhow we are able to
follow a rule, understand a wahretc. by invoking such and such a
process or principle; but the questions that troubled you arise
again with regard to any such process or principle; hence your
guest for that kind of explanation is misconceived.

3. You think thate srccould beygiverds as Opai
meaning by an éinnerd counterpart of
supposed ment al act cannot provide a
such as exists in the case of Opaino.
words come to have meaning.

4 . 0 MihMNeM dies, one says that the bearer of the name dies,

not that the meaning dies. And it would be nonsensical to say

that, for if the name ceased to have meaning, it would make no

sense to say AMr N.N. is deadobé (PI 4
(Hanfling ,2004, p198)
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It is noteworthy that, even in the type of arguments mentioned above, what
Wittgensteinis attacking is either the question or some assumption of the

traditional philosopher, not his thesis. And the premises that he uses are

ordinary facts, examples, etelor eover , Wittgesnteinbs fa
odd; they never conclude and often disappear into irony, epiphanies, and
personal anecdo pk23) Sane phibsophers especially9ad 5 ,

the early stages of t he | ndidereaftyr et at i on
consider his writing as essentially argumentative. However, it is now widely

recognized that his writing cannot be reduced to purely argumentative texts.

One obvious reason is the rarity statementsin the Philosophical
InvestigationsKennynotes:

It i s, i ndeed, remar kable how Ilittle
of statements of any kind. If we take, as a sample chosen more or

less at random, sections 53D of the PI, we find that they

contain 105 sentences. Less than half of thesg d48in the

indicative mood at all: 35 sentences are questions, 17 are

guotations (sentences for discussion) and 10 are commands

(usually to carry out a thougkkperiment). Of the indicative

sentences many simply set the stage for an example, or expand

upon targeted quotations. (Kenny, 2004,78 )

In fact, ninety percent of the text & consist of truisms, questions,
distinctions, comparisons, etc. (Kenny, 200481)

Wittgenstein has no intention to make any claim that could be subject to

disputeHe says: Al f s o nlesesnehilosahyeitwoud advance
never be possible to debate them, becau
(P1128). However, the very act of argumentation requires that the possibility

of dispute with regard to the mastaims is open . Thus, the activity in which

Wittgenstein engages himself could not be argumentation, or at least, not

primarily argumentation. Some scholars even think ti@at Wittgenstein

says (i.e. his style) might be more important thdrat he says gee Read,

2007, p.2). Wittgenstein sees the role of a Wittgensteinian philosopher
similar to that of a therapist. He says:
an il PiR&d9g .0 For him Athe worth of philo
not in the ontent of its propositions, but in what it does. Philosophy has

become pure perforpmaryce. 0 (Genova, 1995,
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Anot her interesting feature of Wittgenst
that he would be able to convince his readers solely by noédhe content
of his writings.The first sentence of tHractatusis an indicatiort:

Perhaps this book will be understood only by someone who has
himself already had the thoughts that are expressed mor iat least
similar thoughts. (Prefac&ractatug

Another more clear indication is available in @@ture and Value:

Each sentence that | write is trying to say the whole thing, that is, the
same thing over and over againdit is as though they were views of
one object seen from different angles.
| might say: if the place | want to reach could only be climbed up to
by a ladder, | would give up trying to get there. For the place to which
| really have to go is one that | must actually be at already.
Anything that can be reached with a ladder da¢snterest me.

(CV, p.29

We can easily read the word Al adder o a:
above quote probably suggests that Wittgenstein did reath his

philosophical insights (which are not philosophical theses) by means of
argumentation. Thus, it is quite natural that his writings are not primarily
argumentativeither

5.4 DD or Not DD

Our main concern in this chapter is to see whether wy¥¥isteinian debate

could be considered as rooted in a deep disagreement. In section 5.1, we have
found that a Wittgensteinian debate involves a confusion with regard to some
certainty. The traditional philosophers take certaintiedigsited claimsand

tend to debate over them. In section 5.2, we point out that a Wittgensteinian
debate also involves a difference of practices. In section 5.3, we noted that
Wittgenstein does not employ typical philosophical argumentation in order to
resolve his disagreementith the traditional philosopher. Although his
remarks contain arguments, the role that is played by those arguments in his
writings is not as central as is typical in traditional philosophy. This suggests

'® Although our main concern is to see the ramificationsheflater Wittgenstein for the

issue of the limits of argumentation, we can somedijustly quote from theTractatus

because theries no significant difference between early and later Wittgenstein as long as

Wittgensteinds fundamental philosophical positioc
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that Wittgenstein is conscious of the naturehef disagreement between him
and the traditional philosopher. His style is aimed to persuade them to get rid
of the philosophical picture thegre entrapped in. All these lead us to the
conclusion that a disagreement that is rooted in a Wittgensteiniate deba
really a deep disagreement.

We now turn to another related issue, namely whether a debate between two

traditional philosophers could be regardedaaded in DD. Our discussion of

philosophical disagreement actually shed light on an important aspect of the

problem of the limits of argumentation. It is the distinction between a DD and

other disagreements that are rooted in a confusion with certainties but still not

deep. If Wittgentein is right, then a disagreement between two traditional
philosophers with regard to some traditional philosophical problem is also

irresolvable by argumentation. But this disagreement is not deep because

they do notfulfill our criteria to recognize a D Irresolvability by

argumentation is not a sufficient condition for DD. Being deep is one of the

many possible reasons that could make a disagreement irresolvable by
argumentation. One necessary feature of a DD is that it involves a difference

of practces among the arguers. But theeed not beignificant difference of

practices between two traditional philosophers who are arguing e.g.

for/against the possibility of knowledge/free will. Their ordinary ways of

living probably do not get affected sigodintly because of their belief or

disbelief in the possibility of knowledge or free will. A radical skeptic

continues to make knowledgéaims in her day to day affairs. A determinist

continues to accuse other people or herddtieir wrong actions. Sooth the

parties participate in a practice in which sentences such gs orot are

certainties. Moreover, they also participate in a kind of practice that is typical

of a traditional phil osopher. We <can ce
p r a c This@racfice includes, so to speak, asking traditional philosophical

guestions, using ordinary words and phrases in special ways, treating a

certainty as an empirical judgment and so on. The main difference between
Wittgenstein and a traditional philodwmgr (regarding their practices) et

that the former participates in the ordinary way of living and the later does

not do so.Rather the difference is that the té&af unlike the former,

participatsi n t he &6tradi ti on Hisnogworthy beseo phi c al

t hat, i f our under philosaphy iisncgrrech then Wi t t ge n s |
debate between twdraditional philosophers fitsFogel i no6®r cri ter i .
recognizing a DD; i.e. their debate may continue even when they do not have

any normal criticism(see chapter 1, sectidn3) against each other and also

when the debate is immune to appeal to factsaSo,c or di ng t o Fogel
criteria, their disagreement is dedfowever, as far as their issue of debate is

concerned, the two traditional philosopheis not haveany difference in
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their practices; they broadly share beliefs and preferences. But, according to
Fogelinbés conception of DD, when the a
beliefs and preferences, the disagreement is not deep. This gives aise

inconsistency. Our account of DD avoids this inconsistency because we do

not consider Fogelinds criteria as neces

So both the parties of a traditional philosophical debate participate in the

practice of traditional philosophizn g . Wittgensteinds writin
that the root omanytraditional philosophical problems lies in the confusion

of certainties withknowledgeclaim. But this is a kind of impasse that is not

DD. This is not DD because this does not involve &rBhce of practices.

Thus, DD occurs between a Wittgdesian philosopher and a traditional

philosopher, not between two traditional philosophers.
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Chapter 6

RELEGIOUS DISAGREEMETS

Like the previous chapter (5), this chapter is an attempt both to illustrate and
justify our main conclusions regarding the limits of argumentation. We now
focus on religious disagreements in which people disagree over a religious
issue such as whether Gexists or not, etc. Philosophy of religion, which is

a branch of philosophy, also discusses religious issues. But we are interested
here in the kind of religious disagreements that need not always be between
two philosophers. Religious disagreements mightl occur between two
non-philosophers. For our discussion, whetheratgeiers are philosophers or

not is not relevant. We are mainly concerned here with the religious
disagreements among ordinary people. Now, our main questions are: is a
religious disgreement irresolvable by argumentation? If so, why? Is a
religious disagreement deep? An exploration of the last question may provide
answest o t he other questions as well
to this question is affirmative. That, ia typical religious disagreement is
indeed a kind of deep disagreement. To justify this claim we need support
from the writings of later Wittgenstein. We also need to show theliggous
disagreement involva confusion regarding Bt certainties ands involve

a difference between two forms of life or practices. The most familiar type of
religious disagreement is probably the disagreement between a theist and an
atheist. Their issue of debate is about whether there is a God or not. A
religious persor.g. a Christian would say:

(9) There is a God

But an atheist would claim:

(not-g) There is no God

A religious disagreement could be centred around other claims such as

() There will be a Last Judgment

Or (c) God created man

In what follows, we will reér to the sentences g, |, ¢ while talking about their
status in religious debates.

6.1 Certainties in Religious Disagreements

In a typical debate between a believer and abediever, both of them treat
sentences likeg (or | or c¢) as a factuaktatement or a disputed claim.
However, the believer assemd g (or | or ¢) whereas the nebeliever denies
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g. An arguer may treat a sentence asnawledgeclaim but still it might
functionas a certainty in her life. To know whether this really hapjers
religious disagreement, we need to look at the features of certainties and the
criteria for recognizing certainties in concrete argumentative contexts that we
described in the third chapter. One important feature of a certainty is that it
does not wik in the same way as a factual statement works, i.e. it does not
describe the world (although it appetysioso). That a sentence likadoes

not work as a factual statement for a religious person has been clarified by
Wittgenstein in the following quet

Take "God created man'. Pictures of Michelangelo
showing the creation of the worlth general, there is nothing
which explains the meanings of words as well as a picture, and
| take it that Michelangelo was as good as anywarebe and
did his best, ad here is the picture of the Deity creating Adam.

If we ever savthis, we certainly wouldn't think this the
Deity. The picture has to be used in an entirely different ifvay
we are to call the man in that queer blanket 'God’, and so on.
You could imagine that religion was taught by means of these
pictures."Of course, wecanonly express ourselves by means
of picture." This is rather queer. .. . | could show Moore the
pictures of a tropical plant. There agtechnique of comparison
between picture and plant. If 1 showed him the picture of
Michelangelo and said : "Of course, | can't show you the real
thing, only the picture” . . . . The absurdity is, I've never taught
him thetechniqueof using this picture. (LC, p. 63)

We have techniques to know whether a particular picture of a tropical plant
is true to the actual plant. But we do not have such techsmiguknow
whet her Michel angel obs famowssuepi cture 0
fact. The later is an artwork and has a very different use than a photograph
intended to be true to some fact. Thus, Wittgenstein observes that, like the
language of art, the language of religion is different from the language
which we use to deribe facts of the world. However, that does not mean
that religious language is simply the language of ©re @mparison with

art is only meant to clarify the difference between religious language and
factual language. In addition to the differencenfrdactual language,
religious sentencesakie other features that bring therose to certainties.

Like certainties, religious utterances have no intellectual foundation.
Although religious people sometimes may try to justify their beliefs by
means of reasws, they actually do not hold their beliefs because of those
reasons. Wittgenstein says:
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A proof of Godbdés existence ought
which one could convince oneself that God exists. But | think

that whatbelieverswho have furnished such proofs have wanted

to do is give their O6ébeliefd an
although they themselves would never have come to believe as a

result of such proofs. (CV, p. 116)

Wittgenstein also notes that in a dedag@éveen a religious and noeligious
person, the arguers actually talk past each other. They appear to contradict
each other, though, they actually do not contradict, at least not &lways

ASuppose that someone believed i
d o thdies this mean that | believe the opposite to him, just that

there wonot be such a thing? |
always.
Suppose | say that the body wil

Particles will rejoin in a thousand years, and there will be a
Resurrection of youo.

| f someone sai d: AWittgenstein,
ANo. 0 ADo you contradict the man

It may appear strange that, in the debate just mentioned, Wittgensteinl denies
whereas an ordinary rglous person assestb |, but still Wittgenstein thinks

that he does not contradict the religious person. However, the puzzle
disappears when we try to understand it in terms of certainties. For the
religious persor is a certainty, not &nowledgeclaim about a future event.

The sentencé does not say anything in the way a weather forecast say
something about e.g. whether there will be a storm in some place in future.
Only aknowledgeclaim cauld be contradicted by another knowlegtgm.

That is whya nonreligious person cannot contradict a religious person. That
a sentence likkis a certainty for a religious person becomes clearer when we
tell her to imagine a state of affaithat could convince her to give up her
religious beliefs. Interestingl although sometimes religioyggeopleengage

v A debate between two philosophers of religion might be (but not necessarily so) a debate
where the arguers really contradict among themselves regarding a religious issue. This
debate is irresolvable because of the reasons we discussed in chapteriedlhit be a
deep disagreement because there might be no difference with regard to the praitieces of
two philosophers. This wilhe further clarified in section 6.2 of this chapter.
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in debates about religious issues, they normally cannot imagine a possible
state of affas that could disprove their beliefs. Moreover, we also notice that
most ordinary religioupeopleare actually reluctarib engage in a debate
over religious issues. Some of them even get angry or aggressive when their
beliefs are challenged by nonreligious person. We see all theseour
everyday experience. These featuof religious beliefs matajur criteria for
recgnizing certainties as forrated in chapter threesgction 3.3 Another
interesting feature of religious beliefs is that they are kept in the face of
seemingly incompatible scientific knowledge. Wittgenstein notices the
following:

[D]logma is expressed in théorm of an assertion, and it is
unshakable, but at the same time any practical opiceorbe
made to accord with it; admittedly this is easier in soases,
more difficult in others(CV, p.4%48).

Interestingly, there is empiricavidence that supts this observation.

Legare efal. (2012) shows that the coexistence of natural and supernatural

explanation of the same event in a single mind is more pervasive than

usually thoughf. And it oftenincreasesis people grow in age, i.e. it does

not, as the usual understanding holds, decrease with théengyaoh

knowledge, education, and technology. If Wittgenstein is right, then the

reason of the coexistence of natural and supernatural explanation is that

they play different rols in the life of a person. When a religious person

claims that God created the world, she is not giving God a causalfrale.

thief believes that there is a policeman in a place from where she wants to

steal something, theim normal casesshe will not steal. But probably all

ordinary religious persons are more or less sinhettsey commit sin in

spite of believing in a Godelieving in the existence of God does not add

a new entityto the picture of the world of a religious perébrro see this,

we need to carefully notice theseo f AGodo in the [|ife of
person. Wittgensteinsay8:The way you use the word 0G¢
whomy ou mean, but (€Y, apt74). Betiawing rme God . 0

amounts to looking at thevorld in a certain way,and making life

meaningful. Believing in the existence of God is comparabldgarowing

20 An example of such coexistence is the following. A religious pensay believe that God created
man and also that Darwinés theory of evolution is ¢tr

21 Here Wittgenstein is talking about that religion (or that aspect of religion) which is not doctrinized
(i.e. does not make knowledgkims)and whch does not competeitiv science That isthe true
religion for Wittgenstein. But he does not deny the existence of reljgg&pect of religionjhathas
becomepolluted by doctrinization.
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light in a dark room. The light itself adtio new object in the collection of
objects of the room. It just enables one to see all the objeascertain
way. Religious beliefs are also a matter of perspective. To hold some
religious beliefs is to see life and the world from a certain point of view.
This idea of Wittgenstein could be illustratby citing the famous duek
rabbit picture from th@hilosophical Investigaticsi*

N

———

In one sense, this picture is actually some black marksa awhite
background. But when we look at the black marks, we normally see either a
duck or a rabbit. That is, we see the maaks duck oras a rabbit. Most

people are capablef switching their perspective and see the duck at one
time and the rabbit at another. We can see the meaningless curves as
meaningful pictures of familiar objects. Now there might be a person who
never saw a duck or rablt . For this person, Wittgen:s
probably appear to be just some black marks on white background and
nothing else. She will probably not be able to find any meaning in the
marks. Now the noteliever is like this person who sees a meaersgjhnd
mechanistic world before her eyes. By contrast, the believer sees a
meaningful worlc?®> However one may say: the believer sees the duck (or
the rabbit) and the ndbeliever sees the other pictuses long as the facts

are concerned, there is nisagreement between the two viewers because
they agree on the issues such as the length of the curve lines, the presence
of a dot in the middle, etc. But their way of seeing is different. One or both

of the parties of a religious disagreement might alsavhat Wittgenstein
call s-bAdaspedct t hey might be able to see
religious perspective is not a psychological phenomenon. This is just
another way of talking about religious way of living (it will further be
clarified in the next section). In chapter threze¢tion 3.3 we mentioned

22 See Clack, 1999, p. 731

BWittgensteinds r espe c kefsedst if wa dederibetthd difeerende Betwdeneal i gi on  woul
religious and non-religious person in this way.
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that certainties could be described botladsxastic attitude and doxastic

category: the former elucidates the phenomenological nature of the
certainty, i . e. d e scctriivbeel sy ficwehratta iinto , i swht
later el uci dates its categori kimbf status,
certainty objective certainty is; where it fits into our epistemic and doxastic

cat egor i eSharock, OMpPHA. | We have seen that retigs

beliefs have a similar ways of description: one as perspective and another as

belief.

So far our discussion shows that religious beliefs could justly be considered
as beliefs that play the role of certainties in the life of a religious person.
One mssible objection to this view may come from Kober (see Kober
2007). Kober would agree that, like the linguistic expression of a certainty,
there is something odd in the depiction of a religious belief by means of a
proposition.(Kober, 2005, p. 242 ) Hesalagrees that a religious belief is

not necessarily based on reasons. However, he would not consider a
religious belief as a certainty for the following reasons. For Kober, a
certainty is a constitutive rule of o@pistemic practiceand it shows an
episemic stance whereas a religious belief showsreligious stanceOn
Kober 6s vi ew), &r2lgious stange is calngabable to a mood.
We are always in some modd elated depressed, cheerful, downcast,
neutral, etc. Similarly we are always ionge religious stance; even
irreligiousness is also a kind of religious stance that pervades all our acting
and thinking. Being the basis of epistemic practice, a certainty, unlike a
religious belief, plays the role afefining truth.The second differences
that a certainty must be fAacquiredo whe
up or happens to be thereo.

Letds now focus on the first di fferenc:
says that certainties define lishuth. Acc
the (back)ground against which the truth or correctness of genuine

knowledgeclaims K gets measured i"? and t hey provide P6s

of rationalityo. Therefore, a constit
certainty C, cannot be false, cannot @eubted or justified, and error
concerning C is i mpo sNewthelgeestioniisthbw n Po ( 2

do we know that a certainty C lies in the background of a practice. | think the
answer would be as follows. When we cannot doubt C, and when we cannot
find a belief that is more certain than C and thereby justify or disprove C
within a particular practice, that actually shows that C lies in the background
of that practice. Now, for &pical religious person, doubting her religious

%4 p stands for a practice
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beliefs doesiot make sense as well, and there is no other belief that is more

certain than the religious beliefs. If a religious person were to give up her

religious belief, she would not know what to count as a knowletige.

For a believer, the neaxistence of @d amounts to loosing the sense of

everything including all the knowledg#aims. This shows that a religious

practice may well overlap with the epistemic practide. fact, on
Wittgensteinds vVview, religion pervades
religious practice is not disconnected from epistemic practidenus,

religious beliefs do not seem to be different from certainties. For a religious

person they alsconstitutethe background for knowledggaims.

It is noteworthy here that Kober (1997) lsieff extends thescope of

certainties and claims that there are moral certainties wiahimmoral
practice. Hi s examples of mor al certain
O0Hel ping others is righto. The main sim
and moral certainties are the followiridgeitherof the kinds of certainties can

be justified within the practicehey serve as the rationality standards for

participants in the practice, and they determine sometkimgb e r theot e s : A
epistemic certaindis determines truth, and the moral certainties deteimine
onemaysaygoodness o (pkK3a7h Mow we sedtBe7same with

regard to the religious beliefs. Religious beliefs cannot be justified within

religious practice, they themselves are neitlaional nor irrational but

determines what is rational or not in a religious practice, and lastly, one might

say, they determinmeaning(i.e. what is meaningful to do in life). Thus, it

seems that the way Kober makes room for moral certainties also g#renit

religious certainties. Moreover, for Wittgenstein, morality and religiousity is

basically the same (which is widely recognized by Wittgenstein scholars).

This also supports our claim that if there are moral certainties there are

religious certaintieas well.

Letdébs now | ook at the second difference
belief that Kober recognizes, namely: certainties agquired whereas a

religious stance happens to be there. This can be taken @sraptadb point

out thedifferencebetween a certainty anal religious beliefbecause, for

Kober, a religious stance gets its expression in religious beliefs. Kober

provides the following quote fro@ulture and Valuas his support:

Life can educate youdekperiengedsel i evi ng i
too are what do thisée.g., sufferings
do not show us God as a siense experi
[

fe can force tphills). concept on usod (C
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That is, we cannot force ourselves to have a religious belief. It does not come
because of a sense experience of an object. It occurs in us without our
conscious effort and wgraduallybecome aware of it. We are more or less

passive in having a religiossance. But how could it make a religious belief

different from certainties? Certainties could be acquired in various ways

which we discussed in chapter three (see M&yarrock, 2004p.104).

First, they may originate instinctivl). For example,a child, in its

spontaneous movement and interaction with others, may show that it has
certainties s uoyalskarratk, 200al04¢. Sexondiyp d y 0O

we may acquire a certainty when we learn ways of acting. For example, a

child in learning to sit ira chair unconsciously acquires certainties such as

At here 1is a chairo. Thirdly, acquiring
conscious learning of a proposition. For example, a teacher may explicitly
teach a child the pr opwhch laterothmoughh at it he
repeated exposure, l@sis status as a proposition and becomes part of the

ways of acting and behaving of a practice or form of life (even here the
proposition is not learnas certainty; rather igets the status of eertainty

with time). Now religiousbeliefs originatenainly in the first and second way

we just mentioned. That i§)eymay arise naturally (we expd it in the next

section) or theynight be acquired: a woulde-convert is gradually initiated

to a form of life whichresults in having the religious beliefs. Thus, we think

t hat both of Kober 6s ovhsjliem¢2001l)oalse coul d
notices basic similarities between certainties (what he calls Moore
propositions) andeligious beliefs which supporur claim that religious

beliefs actually function as certainties in the lives of religious people. Not all
Wittgenstein scholars would agree that religious beliefs are a kind of
certainties. But it seems that they would unanimously agree that these two
kindsofbé i ef s are similar in iIimportant resp
conception of religious beliefs could best be understood in light of what he

says about certainties. We mentioned in chapter three that certainty is a
family-resemblanceconcept for Wittgnstein. That isvhy even a close
resemblancéetween the religious beliefs and certainties is enough for our

purpose because this resemblance makes it clear why religious disagreements

are not resolvable largumentation

6.2 Difference of Practices in Religious Disagreement

A disagreement between a religious and a-metigious person not only

involves a confusion regarding some certainty, it also crucially involves a
difference of practices. A religious person lives a religious life which may
consistof praying to God, performing certain rituals, etc. On the other hand, a
nonreligious person lives differently: prayer or religious rituals have no
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place in her life. Now the question is whether this difference of practices is
relevant to understand theatare of religious disagreemenRoes this
difference make a religious disagreement irresolvable by argumentation?
Wittgenstei® sonception of religious beliefs seems to suggest that theenatu

of the connection between religiobsliefs and practices responsible for
making a religious disagreement irresolvable by argumentation. The question
is how Wittgenstein sees the connection between the religious beliefs and
practices.

On Wittgensteino6s vmnoebasedonr religioughel®efs s pr act i
Many of our activities are actually based on our ordinary beliefs. For
example, | have some beliefs regarding healthy and unhealthy diet. These
beliefs influence me to go to e.g. an organic market rather than an ordinary
food-market, to buy certain foodsd avoid others, and to cook my food in a
certain way, etc. My shopping and cooking practices are based on my beliefs
abouthealthy/unhealthy diet. If somebody gives me good reasons to believe
that the organic shops are probably not any better thamdimaxy shop (e.g.

they are facing trial on fraud charges), this may stop me going to those shops
(which are more expensive and far away from my house). However, religious
beliefs do not give support or determine religious practices in this way.
Wittgenstén notes:

Christianity is not based on a historical truth, but presents us
with a (historical) narrative and says: now believe! But not
believe this report with the belief that is appropriate to a
historical report;but rather: believe, through thick atidn and

you can do this only as the outcome of a lHere you have a
messagetdon't treat it as you would another historical
message! Make a quite different place for it in your (€&, p.

52)

Ordinary beliefs are prior to the activities that determined by them. But
the above quote suggests that religious belids certaintiescome after
practice. They arthe outcome of a religious life. For Wittgenstin, a religious
fbelief as formulated on the evidence can only be the lastdesulvhich

a number of ways of thinking and acting crystallizad come

t ogetL@p.56) 0 (

Clack (1999) notes that, for Wittgenstein, religious practices have a kind of
naturalness, animalityor spontaneity that is rooted in our human nature.
Religious beliefs, or the expressions of religious beliefs, are refined and
consolidated form of this naturaleligiosity. He compares this with
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Wittgensteinodos -ldingawgei. o ni |ie fnatmpnaii m
description of an inner state; rather it is a refined and consolidated form of
our natural, spontaneous pdiahaviour. Similarly, religious beliefs are not
descriptions of a supernatural reality. They are internally connected to
religious way 6 living. One might say: religious life is an example of a form
of life and religious beliefs are certainties that are embedded in this form of
life?®. Wittgenstein says:

It appears to me as though a religious belief could only be
(something like) passiotely committing oneself to a system of
coordinates. Hence although it's belief, it is really a way of
living, or a way of judging life. Passionately taking tips
interpretation(CV, p91)

From the discussion above, it is clear that a religthsagreenentcrucially
involves the practices of the arguers. Providing compelling reasons to refute
the claims of a religious person would be ineffective because religious beliefs
are embedded ithereligious way of living. That is why #ypical religious
disageement can be consideredaadeep disagreement.

% Moyal-Sharrock (2015, p. 4pnsides religious life as an example of a specific form of life.
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CONCLUSION

This thesis is an attempt to find out the ramifications of the writingheof

later Wittgenstein, especially aDC, for the problem of the limits of

argumentation. More specifically, we wanted to see what could be learnt

from the later Wittgenstein about those argumentative contexts where
argumentation would not yield an agreement between the contending parties.
Inoursurvey of Fogelinbs account of DD, W
answer to our main problem. We noted that, for Fogelin, argumentation

would not work in those contexts where the arguers do not share (beliefs,
preferences, procedure for resolving disagnent) enough, i.e. when they

deeply disagree. Fogelinbés <characteri za
ways for identifying the contexts where argumentation would not work: 1)

the disagreement persists even when the arguers do not have any normal

criticism ( Aiyou are begging the questiono, f
suchands uch word is vagueo, etc.) against e
i mmune to appeal to facts. We noted that
of DD is an important contributigiit isincomplete in that it does not capture

al | the ramification of Wittgensteinos
argumentati on. More specifically, Fogel

cannot help an arguer much in concrete argumentative contextbavée
explored the key Wittgensteinian notions related to our problem and argued
thatcertaintyis preferable toule for understanding DD. We also recognized
the usefulness of both the notions fofm of life and practicesfor our
purposeWe argue that deep disagreement is irresolvable by argumentation
because the arguers try to refute a certaintym@ansof argumentation
Trying to refute a certaintig useless because a certainty, being a certainty, is
embedded in a practice or form of life in suchay that only a change in the
relevant practice/form of life could result in the abandonment of the certainty.
And one neesinonrargumentative strategies for thi3ne of thecontributions

of this thesis is to come up with a list of ways to rea@grerainties in
argumentative situationévhich, we argued, follows from the features of
certainties discussed by Wittgenstein). We also argued that to identify a DD,
we need to check whether there is a confusion with regard to some certainty,
and also whethahere is a significant difference jporactices or formof life
among the arguers (related to the topic of argumentation). We noted that
certainty is a familyresemblanceconcept and, a truly Wittgensteinian
consideration of the limits of argumentatisrould not be too optimistic
about findhg acontextindependent way of recognizing DD. That is, our
criteria for recognizing DD might be helpful but they do not guarantee
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anything. We are in the best position for recognizing a DD only when we are
in a concete argumentative context.

To illuminate and justify our main conclusions about DD and also about the
limits of argumentation in general, we discussie@p disagreements with
regard to philosophical and religious issueéd/e showed that the
disagreement diween a Wittgensteinian philosopher and a traditional
philosopher involves confusing a certainty witkreowledgeclaim, and also
involves a significant difference of practice8Ve alsofound the same with
regard to theypical religious disagreemexntorcerning religious issues. We
then conclude that a Wittgensteinian debate (which occurs between a
Wittgensteinian philosopher and a traditional philosopher) or a typical
religious debatgbetween a religious and a nogligious personxan be
considered asxamples of DB.

Throughout the thesis, we used Wittgen
conclusions because our aim is to see the implicationkisofdeas to

understand the limits of argumentation, especially to recognize DD. To come

up with an independemtssessment of our main conclusievas not within

the scope of this thesis. For such an assessment, we need empirical data and

research. An empirical investigation based on our findings in this thesis may

ask the following questions.

Are thedisagreements betweesay, a leftist and a liberaDDs? Are there
certainties that are at work in those disagreememis?hose disagreements
involve a sigrificant differencein practice® What kind of strategies
(argumentative/noargumentative) peopleusually adopt to resolve such
disagreements? What are the effects tiose variousstrategies? Is
argumentation really ineffective in those disagreementgRich non
argumentativestrategies worlkestto induce agreement among the arguers?

We think that aswers to this kind aémpiricalquestions would makeeaer

how far the implications of Wittgenstei
argumentation aneally acceptable
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