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INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of my thesms is tO study the ·nature of religious .. 

belief and language. The study includes both the classical 

(:iii) 

and modern period. The classical thinkers were mainly absorbed 

in the conceptual analysis of belief and knowledge. But the 

mOdern philosopher•s ·of rel~gion are mainly concerned about 

the linguistic aspect of it. :tn my thesis .:t have tried to 

understand and explain the views of plato~ Aristotle. StThomas 

Aquinas· from tradi tiona! philose>phers group and Wittgenstein. 

Russell. Moore from :modem· philosophers group. :In my research 

:r have shown the ·nature of religious belief. which .is positive 

in its character is discussed by traditional philosophers. and 

have pointed out that alth~ugh Wittgenstein says. title sys• 

tematically about religion ar~ the status of religious belief 

typically involves using of picture or a ""JaY of looking at 

the world and at life, in such a manner that it is constantly 

I before the mind and so that influence the way in which we live. 

I-1:\7 thesis has five chapters. 'l;he first chapter deals 

l'Ii th the pa.ture of religious belief.#. both the traditional and 

modezn. The second chapter examines the .scope .of religiol1S 

lmo~-Tledge. :rt also contains the views of the classical and 

mOdern thinkers. The third chapter of m.Y thesis deals ·with 

the religious belief and religious knowledge from the ®n- · 

t,emporary philosopher's · point of view. I have discussed 

mainly i•littgenstein•s position ·here. 



(ivJ 

The linguistic aspect of religious belief and functions: 

are discussed in fourth chapter of my thesis. I have dis

cussed the view of Russell, Moore. and also oz liittgen~ 
stein. 'lhe last chapter in. the conclusion of my thesis 

which gives a sw:vey of the contents of other four chapters
o.w e~e-s.~~.s. ~ 1;\..61\ ~~ o" t'r- . 
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C.HAP~ER-I 

NATURE OF RELIGIOUS BELIEF 

A belief is more than an assertion about the existence or non-

existence of some being, event. or value. rihen one Gays he 

believes 1n God, he may simply mean that it is his judgement or 

opinion that there is a God, but he is not using the word 'belief' 

in any way distinguishing it from opinion, or judgement or value. 

1 
.
. 'l'O believe (in God Or in any being) implies th.at one i.s prepared 

to act on the pootulate that he is correct though he realizes 

that he may be wrong in his opinion or judger.1ent., If hurnan being 

held inf0llible kno•,.yledge~ there 't>iould be no point to the word 

'belief' • To believe that a friend is honest is to be prepared 

to tr·aat him thus, even when complete proof is. not forthcoming. 

Our habits of action are testirr.onies to the seriousness with 

which we t&ke our beliefs. ~"le believe ;.;rhen we assent in mind 

and action to a judgt:ment known to be less than ccrtaino Thus 

religious belief involves earnest expectancy • the -v;illingness 

to £orm habits of thinking and living engendered by the con

ceived nature of the religious object. 

To have a clearcut understanding of the belief whiCh !s 

/ more th•:m an assertain about the existence or non-existence of 

some being, event or value t¥e -v1ill htwe to talte classical vie1"'s• 
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From the time of Plato and Aristotle it baa been oifferen

J tiate<1 as (l) Theistic and (2) non-theistic religious 

belief. Before coming to our subject i.e. 'the nature of 

religious belief 't<ie will have scme ideas about these 

classical religious beliefs. 

two 
; 

"The theistic form of religious belief is one that has 

exercised the greatest influence on western civilization in 

general, and western philosophy in particular. Conse~ucntly .. 

when anyone in the west is asked 'Do you believe in God ? • he 

assumes that the question points to the Judeo ChriStian con

cept of Ged. so far as the t·;restern world is concerned, 

tbeism~has a double origin 1 the Bible and Greek Philosoohy. 

4\ll the cl&:vine properties are irttplied in the Dible, .but the 

expression and otill more ampli£ieotion of them were due to 

the influence of Greek Ph!losophy.n1 

1. Concept of Dei t.y - Oy u. P. (..'VIen.,. p .1 

(c} H.t:\~ C"-1en - 1971,. Robert !·1a<:Uchose and co. Ltd. 

~the University Press# Glasgow - 1971 



Now the,question comes ~ihat are the properties of God ? To 
~ 

Answer this question, -we must go to the classical theism. 

(

, Theism may be defined as l)el.ief .in one God• the Creator, !ll2, 

is infinite, self-existent, incorooreal, eternal, immutable, 

I~ssible, 5imple-rnrfect, Cmiscient o.nd Omninotent. 

(1) The unity Of God I 

3 

The unity of God to \!Jestern man throughout the history of 

Christendom has been taken for grantea,p.eople of all intellec

tual and meral types believes in many Gods (both in the members 

o£ the ancient Olympic Pantheon and in the ne\',;er deities of 

the mystery cults). EVen those philosophers (such as plato and 

Stoies) who ~rnply monotheism in some passages are uninhibitedly 

poly-theistic · in others they cen even use 1God • end 'the C-ods • 

interchangeably in the same passage uithout explanation. 

~here are three poseible grounds for affirming God's unity,. 

revelation, experience and reason. Theistic belief must in fuct 

always be juatified on one or other of tilese grounds, which 

overlaps and intermingled in many ways. 

(a) The first of these g~unds is obvious. The Jet1s affirmed 

the existence of one God (Yahwen), not on the score 'Of abstract 

speculation • but because they believed that Yahweh had thws 
. . 
reveeled himself to them through out their history. and 

especially in the pivotal events of the Exodus and the exile. 



According· to the New Testaroent this self-disclosure of 

the one true God was fulfilled ~n Christ both in his teaching 

on the father and in his person as the f.uther • s only son •. 

(b) The 2nd consists# not in the mere fact of religious 

experience ( which bes taken polytheistic forms) • but in an 

f. inference from the experiences subjective aspect te its puta

tive ·object. The inference r:uns thus. :tf the divine is to 

be the object of absolute devotion it must prissess absolute 

being, but one among many 90ds can •t pOSDGS SUch l)eing. fOr 

he Shares his nature with other gods. therefore the divine 

must be one. 

(c) Lastly, philosophers have attempted to demonstrate 

Gods unity by pure reason. In this regard Aquinas has given 

his view to demonstrate God's unity by pure reason \,rhen we 

will explicate the medieval views on religious belief we will 
' have to discuss AqUina's position. 

God the creator - According to classical theism - God 
,__-

ere·c:ted the world ,;out of nothins;11 (ex-nihilo). ~o things 

must be noted. TWO things must be noted concerning the phrase 

exmhilo~ first, it is analytic:. not synthetic. It does not 

add anything to the idea of creation t it merely mskes the 

idea explicit. Secondly. •nothing' is to be taken in the 

strict sense of _absolute non-being or non-existence. There 

is no form of being that exists apart from God • s creative act 
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EVerything depends absolutely on him for its very being. 

The idea of Creation is thus radically opposed to the 

non-theistic viet>r of God. It is opp-osed to the view held in 

ancient world by Plato and in the modem world by ..i'\.N. 

!:ihit.eheadD. that God imposes form on pre-existent matter \>:hich we 

will di.scuss latter on. It is opposed to the plot.eJiian theory 
~---·-=-----

tl'lat. the' \>ZOrld is the last in a series of emanation from the 

Godhead •. · Still more obviou~ly it is oppos~a to pantheism. 

Divine infinity ~ It is necessary to begin wh~t is 
~- -

'infinity' in cl~saical theism. First, it does not mean that 

God is shapeless or formless. on t.h0 contr.:a.1.~ he is (in terms 

of Aristotelian contr.;:;st.) pure forrn, for there is no oompasi tion 

in his being:. Secondly to say t.~at God is infinite is not to 

say that he is char~cterless. He has the character of pure 

spirit. 

These. erroneous inter,pretations of divine infinity are 

especially apt to occur when we think of it l?Y means of the 

sensory imagination. we· also easily imagine (the infinite• · 

as a shapless and indeterminate mass ( or perhaps empty space). 

Here • as e'lse\<~here, we must remember that God is wholly 

incori)oreal • so that, although we can •t rid our minds com

pletely ~f sense -images in thinking of him, we must ul tirnat.ely 

negate all those properties .of being that are applicable Only 



to matterial entities. Thirdly, and in particular we must not 
-:::===------

think of God Is in'fini t.y as an infinite extension of merely 

human attributes. In order to arrive at a true notion of 

him i.e. 'infinity' we must deny all those limitations that 

affect created being. Therefore we very often need. to use 

negative predicates (such as immutable) to a~ress his in• 

finity •. But ~ can also use positive ones, provided they are 

pooperly interpreted. Thus God's •simplicity' means his co~ 

plete expression of all h~s attributes.in all his acts. 

Now the question . that what the forms of being in which 

God •s infinity is express¢ ? 

The first, primary and all determinative.sign of God's 
c--'-----

infinity is his· ::self-existence. · Ood, hO't'iever is sel£-
~ 

existent. He does not depend upon any external factors for 

his being. He is "17holly sel:f-sufficient. His self-existent 

6 

or self-sufficiency is the primacy point of difference bett-leen 

him and his finite creatures. Correlative.ly it is the primary 

mark of his infinity ,as . Thomas Aquinas remarks. 

"The very fact that God •s· -existence itse:tf subsists 

'N'i -=hout being acquired by. anything and as such is limitless 

(Prout dicitum infinitum),. distinguishes it from everything 

else and sets other things aside from it .• • 2 

secondly. it is obvious that matter is general and the 

2~ Summa theologica -by 2.'. Aquinas. 



/ matterial .~ody in parti.cular are intrinsically limiting. 

EVe~ing that ex~sts in $pece inevitably excludes other

things that occupy other ~rtioos of space. fJ:berefore .i'f 
;--

God. is in~ini te_ he must ~e non-spatial and bod~less. He 

7 

wi 1, f · God' & :lneorporeality c:an al.so be proved from his self-

' existeru:o. which (1t must always be rel!leltlOOr) is the primary 

work of his infinity.-

I 

I~o material ·entity can be self-existent.. for e£lch is 

cleterrnination or r.1ode(; of beil19'. 

~pirdl¥* the' divine ete--rnit~. in which the adjective. 

• eternal •· can have two senses a_ •everlastinsz.' -and 'timeless·' 

'l'he first sense c~ he given either a strong or weak form. 

According to the strong from. ti1e entity so des1gnated always 

bas existed and always will e..':ist. Ac:cording to the weak 

form; alt.jlough the entity had a beqining it. will have no 

end. 'ltte weak form is the on a --t-..hat is employed in Christian 

statements Of human immortmli ty. i:..very hu.man soul is tem

poral in the sense that it had a begining. but .tt is eternal 

in the sense that it will never e..11d. Yet it is the $trong 

form tha~ theists have always used with reference to God. 

Classical theists have held that it is not sufficient to say 



that God is everlasting. God, they affirm, is .outside any 

te~oral series ; ·he. is wholly timeless. The equation of 
3 eternity with timelessness \~s derived from Plato. 

Eourthly, the immutability ~r changelessness, of God 

entailed by his eternity (in the sense of timelessness) 

8 

St Augustine stated the truth of his immutability in . Platonic 

termso St Thomas rested it in terms of-Aristotle's contrast 

bet't'lleen potentiality and. act. God, being self-existent, is 

pure act, he a.ctual~zes all his potentialities simultan

eously J hence ther~ ~s no form or degree of being that he 

can either acquire on lose. 

Fifthly, 'Divine impossibility• can be given a meaning 

that is nothing more than amplifications of immutability. It 

can mean that God is incapable of suffering change from either 

an external or an internal cause. But the word means parti-

1 c:ularly -t:h,.t he can't experience sorrow, sadness or pain. That 

GOd is impossible in this sense was an axiom of platonic 
I ·~ , 

tneology ~ It was also considered . to be axiomatic by· Christian 

fathers and medieval school man. 

Sixthly, the 'Divine simplicity• that if God is infinite 

must be simple r he must express his whole nature in a single act, 

3. Religious Platonism.- T.K. Feibleman. 
(Printed ·in Great Britain in 12 on 13 pt type 
By Urwin Qrothers limited.) 
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for if any part of his nQture were not e~pressed he would be 
•· ' 

nrotanto limited. Al~erna.tively. if there \·;ere any propert.y 

that he did 11qt express he \'rould not be self-existent 1 for 

self ~xistent being a being in whom essence and existence are 

ident..i.c:al must. e."tpress his whole nature simultaneously. The 

point can be amplified through the ~\rj.stotelian cat€gories .<>f 

potentiality and aet. 

If God is inf.ini te or self existent there can •t be any 

potentialities to his being that are not actualised. he must 

exist a:s pure. unconditioned .r:, ... ct. Consequently there m\Wt be· 

perfect coincidence of all his attributes. Thus his intel)li-· 

·! genca must. coincide perfe~tly uit.h his will• and his justice 

\'lith his ·J.ove. 

!t-qu.j,pas states God's simplicity thus t 0 Since there is 

no composition of quantitative parts in God. for he is not · 

a body • nor a canposi tion of matter and form_ 1 nor are . his nature 

complate .stibstantiality <distinct* · nor his essence and existence. 
,./..-

nor is there a coro1;osit.ion of genus and di.fferooce. nor o£ 

subject and accidents - it is plain tl-.at God is altogether 

siro~le and nowise composite. 

If God is infinite then he is obviously perfect in being. 

and if he is perfect .in baing he must be perfect in every attribute 
' that _sel£..,.e:dst.ent being~posses. (!Onversely if lle t>~ere defec 
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tive in any spiritual_attribute he would be defective in being, 

and so he would not be self-existent. As aquinas put's it :-

0 Although being an existent thing does not involve being 

living or wise (for nothing partaking of existence need partakes 

every mode of existence) nevertheless, existence itself does 

involve life and wisdom( for subsistent existence itself can not 

lack any perfection of existence). 

God is omniscient; -this means that GOd knows all things 

There are innumerabie things that no human mind can know, or 

that even the most penetrating human mind can know only in an 

imperfect manner. But knows all things perfectly. The perfec

tion of his knowledge is shown both in its manner and in .1 ts 

extent. God's kr.owledge is different from human knowledge. He 

knows all things by a direct intellectual intuitions f; as 

Aquinas expressed it :-

. "is not reasoned or discursive though he knows all rea

soning and processes. Indeed, in knol'Iing himself he must know 

. the nature of everything that does or can exist, for there 

is nothing in the world that does not pre-exist as an idea 

in h.ts mind and that does not owe its being to ·his will_.n4 
' . 

l. The world is merely. the projection into actuality of .. che 

possibilities that his mind contains. 

4,. summa Theologica - T .• Aquinas, 



.11 

But. for ormip6tence or to call God •omnipotent' can mean 
~----

either (a) that he is ruler over all things obviously if God is 

the infinite creator be rules over all finite things he has 

cr-eated (b) t.."lat he can do all thingso Xhis i .. s the sense that 

is normally given to •omnipotence • this sense, too, in required 

by the affirmation o£ infiriity. If God is inf1Idte he must be 

able to do all things which are in accordance :t-Jith his nature. 

God can •t do what is ·lctgically imoo.ssil:>l~ (a:.:.d t-.ihu.t is- eon- · 

trc.r;i to reason,), he can •t make 4-%2= 7. He can •t change the 

prinqiple.sof morality t he can't m~ke charity wrong c~ ch~~tinq 

r.ight. He car.""l •t violate human freedom which is a spiritual 

good that he him$el£ has given. 

Besides this there are four further elements in classical 

~~eisru i.e. the idea~ of transcendence divine itmuanence, divine 

personality and ·the attribu·i:ien of the terms 'obiective• and. 

subjective to God. 'l:he first is that, the God of classical 

theism is transce1~dent. '2his objective me2l".ts (a) that God is 

sub$tantially distinct from ta~e world, '(b) that he does ~ot 

need tile world (c) that he is incomprehensible. Secondly. 
. . 

Irrmanence, which is implied in the theistic coneept of creation. 

Theism differs form deism .in its assertion that God is creative 

activity is cont~icnous. Every creature at every r:ooment depends. 

on his immediate po'tver for its existence.· Aquinas exoressed 

this truth thu..~. 
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0 GOd is 1n all things, not,, indeed, ae; part of their 

essence. or as a quality., but in the mann~r ·that an efficient 

cause is present to that on which it acts. Gofi does not 

impart his ct.m ·~. -Lin'""-reated li£e to creatures. On the contrary 

his immanence consists precisely in their eontiDously dependence 

on his ereat,ive pOwer. This pm"ler, moreover. is spirilt.ual and 

invisiblec- We can •t defect ,. ·or even partially comprehends 

God •s immanence. GOd • as the prirr..ary cause of all things • 

re~ains perpetually concealed within them and their secondary 

causes. 

!£bi;r:gly41 if God possess the spiritual attributes then he 

must be personal 1 for these are the marks that distiuguish 

. personal from super-personal forms of being. Xf, them, the 

analogies Of being and proportionately are valid we can speak 

of GOd as one who expresses in an infinite form those personal 

characteristic that we express jlinitely. As pure spir!.t he 

is the archetype of personal! ty.. Fou..rthlx, the attribution of 

the terms 'ob;lective• to God in which it has been debated in 

/ the recent year so is largely due to the influence&% of e.~s

tentialism that whether faith is 'objective• or •subJective• 

we can say from both · sides ie. •smtologica.l' and '§Wisternologieal' 

So far as the ontological purpose is concerned, the inter

pretation of 'ob;Jective' and 'subjective• is clear. God is 

objective in the sense that he is an independently existing 



reality. But he:1salso subjective in the sense that he is 

the subject of personal experience - an •1• who can be 

addressed as 'thout in prayer. 

on the epistemological plane also, theism is both objec

tive and sUbjective. It is ~bjective in so far as theists 

claim to know God both by a direct apprehension and by descrip

tive sta.tements (within the limits imposed by the analogy o£ 

proportionatily. It is subjective in so fur as this appre• 

/ hension of God is unlike~y occur and certainly can not develop 

without the personal attitudes of wonder humility end contem

plation. file knowledge of God is also subjective in so far 

as the only positive meaning we can giv.e our· theistic language 

is the one which it bas in our ot<m finite experience. 

CLASSI~~L NON THEISTIC RELIGIOUS BELIEF 

Classical. thei.sm rests on the belief tbat God is infinite 

that. his infinity ~s to be understood primarily in terms of 

his self-existence. and that he is therefore the creator of 

'tl1e world st•nihilo. But many distinguished philosophersJ 

\ example Plato & Ar.!.stotla held that GOd is fini teo They are 

the opiniono 

Plato - his view of a finite GOd is contained 1n his 

'Timaeus •. According to the rnyth expounded ~ere God as the 

supreme ereftsman. imposes on independently given rnatter an 
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order that he copies. from· the forms (·or Ideas). .His 

roodve· for doing so is tha.t. ~ being good and .so incapable 

of jealously • he wishes overyt1''ling to become as like hu-nself. 

Plat.o •s God is thus doubly limited - by the forms. th"l the 

one hand, and ( Qr necessity) on the othera In another we . ·c:----------·------
can say that ,~lat:.o had ttto religions. 

{1) one is a. kind a£ supernaturalism. consistent with 

his idealistic philosophy and with the orphicreli.gion. 

(2) The other i.s a kind of naturalism consistent with 

his realistic philosophjt and "'ith the traditional Greek 

.religion. 

1 

The trut.11. seems to be "~!hat for Plato God was both. one 

version belonged to Plato the idealist. the other to Plato. 

the realist. 

l Now what is the Idealistic Version o£ religion l.e the 

super~atural.ism consistent 1t1i th his idealistic philosophy? 

The orphic doctrines of man centres upon t.he belie£ 

in immortality. 'X'he orphic eschatology is in conformity \"Vith 

the belief in the immortality of the soul. After death the 

soul of the orphic goes to £ades, repeats the formula which 

identifies him and asks for the cold ~rater from the lake of 

memory. F..e drinke and tht::ir after enjoys lordshiP among 

t'he other heroes. ~e soul of the orphic in this way is saved 
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from the eternal return to the body, having 11flotm out of the 

sorr~vful circle.5 

According to Plato~ GQd holds the begining the end, and the 

centre of all things that exists 1 God~ not man# is tho measure 

of all t.t,ings"' Atheists are to be puni~hed. God is· the author 

of good only~ He n.ever deceives or changes. There i.s Goa~ 

then and there are gods, and there is the good. 1\nd· God is good 

and the good is ordered by God but God is not the s<::_me as ~~e 

good, but the author of gOod only. and the good can't be defined. 

Evil is tha oppos~te of good. It does not belongs to the gQds 

but t.o mortals. To e·scape from evil means to become like a god 

EVil is due to human defects. 

:rt has its source in the material constituent inherited 

from the original chaos. H~~an affairs are unworthy Of earnest 

effort. Yet the righters life is the most pleasurable in the 

Secondly the. roaliatic version of religious belief by Plato, 

There is little doUbt that Plato accepted the traditional 

religious beliefs of his l~nd and people. He declared that he 

trlOUld leave all religious matters. 1e. the erection of temples~ 

the performence of sacrificest and other forms of worship of 

the gods to the Appolo or Delphine. Plato clearly believed in 

0 8 NOV· 2ffi2 
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the reality of both tiorlds and considered God an intermediary 

tvi th ecntroll over the eetuali.z.ation of the Ideas. He streng

thened being at the cost o£ creation~ and confined God's ~fforts 

/ to persuading the receptable to receive the forms, and so 

;· 

enters tbe picture after the fac·t.s, \-lith his pot·.rer greatly 

diminished as a result of encountering two interactable levels. 
t;;,...o . - C/C> 

God is ha.rd to find and w'hen t.re find t.'lem. He is found to be 

impiety is that God can be wooed by prayer, to suppose that 

·the gods do not exist,. that they are careless, or that they 

could be bribed., are crimes. God(l in fact, does not have any 

*' need ·of man anything.. !t is imprcib.nble that. the gods should 

l 
feel either pl&3~.;n:are or its opposite. God i.s simply the cause or 

the intelligence behind the universe. 

Plato sought the divine in things which were both concrete 

and eternal, which th€ Ieeas assuredly were not. Indeed tbe 

only concrete thi~gs v-ihich were also eternal. so far as he 

could discover, ~Jere the stars. which thought to be fixed. In 

this '!iJay he escaped from the narrow confines of the civic 

religion and raoved to"t,mras the cosmic lrJithout being limited 

to' a personal conception of .it. God leads towards the good 

.life,. but the good is not God. The Ideas constitute a second 

natural order, not super-natural ~rder. The Ideas are not 

personalities and the highest Ideas is ~lerefore not GOd. 
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One of the strongest argurnents for the Greek version of 

realism in Plato's religion is the emphasis he gave to attempt 

to establish a good life on this earth. The two longest_ dialo

gues • the Republic and the le.ws, though both containing evi

dence for the belief in the immortality of the soul. are chiefly 

efforts to draw up the blue-prints for a successful commontr;e.elth 

in this world. 

According to Aristotle,. the God whom he described in his 

•metaPhysics • is also f.ini. te. He is the first unmoved, among 

many celestial rr.overs,. ana he does not create the \'lOr ld ~1hich 

exists eternally in_ independence of him. He 'moves• the world 

by inspiring lO"le e:nd d0sire in the *first heav~n •. But he does 

not love the world, or even kno1·1 it,- he remains wholly envelopea 

in tho purely intellectual activity of self-contemplation. Hence. 

although., Aquinas, borrowed from I&ristotles. •metaphysics • ha 

modified ~1e latter by affirming that God. having cre~ted the 

\i'O.rld •cut of nothing 11
,. dir:ects it by his providence. 

ln the ninteenth century belief in a finite God was strongly 

advocated by John Stuart l1lll in his • Theism • • He.v .ing argued . ·- -· 
that adaptation in nature afford probability to belief in a 

y 

cosmic Designer he denied t.l'lat- the latter is omnipotent.. God,. he 

affirmed., does not create matter but arrcnges it ~o the extent 
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and in the matter that its properties permite Yet though 

r,U.ll held that. God is limited in IX'i\'Je.r he conceded the 

possibilit'J that God is limitless in ·intell.igenc:e. . 

~he most sophisticated and influential formu1ation which 

the idea of a finite God has received in this century is to be 

bOth his great Greea't Predecessorso ~')hiteh.aad 's God has both 

a • £Eioordial • and a •con!,eg;uent • nature~ According to t...lle 

former nature he imparts . form and value to the t .. 'Orld by ensu

ring the e;;cpression of eternal ·objects 1:rr,[temporal flux • .t':\ccording 
. ··:' ' 

to the latter nature he incorpo.retes the experiences of the 

world and preserves its elements of good within his memory. 

Whiteheeds· God is thus limited both by the existence of the 

\-10rld and by the incorporation of its experiences .within his 

being. 

But twwards the age of Aquinas the nature of religious 

belief has been developed in a dif£erent J;Ja:ye. For A:,tuinas ; 

I "Religious belief consists essentially in inte1lectual 

assent to the truth of certain propositions.n6 Although practi

cal cqnclusions as to how the beli~ver should live his life 

follot-r these acts of assent.. they do not. const.i tute religious 

6._ Philosophy of .Religion·- ~he h3.storic Appro.;;~ch - by 

M.J.charlesworth~ p. 84. 
The lJ~cmillan Press Ltd • .,Lonaon and Basingcoke - 19'72. 
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belie£.. 'l'o put it crudely, one. is defined a religious believer 

if one assent to certain proposi tiona. where as,. if one does 

adopt the pr~ctical policies or attitude consequent upon these 

beliefs. on~ may be clas£ed as. an inconsistent or hypocritical 

believer, but one will still be a believer. For Aquinas,. it is 

therefore at ·least possible to say 't1.•ithout contraction,. 

11 I bel.i.eve in GOd but this belief makes no difference to 

the way ! live WI life", and in this sense there is for him a 

logical gap between religious belief and religious practice. 

FOr Kant and the Kantian of course, this furnishes grounds for 

a conclusive objection to the "'"hole intellectualist position 

represented aJ Aquinas. Religious belief, they claim, is of its 

ver,1 nature practical,. so that. to say "I believe in God" is 

precisely to commit oneself to tive in a certain way. 

~he Idea that belief and practice are inseparable that 

we can find in the writtings of TliOHl-J.S r.:1c. P.HE.R.:;;oN in his book 

':Philosophy and Religious·belief'. For him that ttreligion has 

a number of elements and an adequate account of religion is 

hardly to be got if any of these is totally ignored. In particular, 

there are two elements which have been given different emphasis 

'\ from time to time, namely. "religious belief and religious 

practiceu. Concentration on the b::?lief element can undoubtedly 

lead to a one•sided pic·ture. of rel1g:ton. and the belief element 
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itself is not fully intellig!l:!l~ -if separated from the prqctice 

element~ as the latter is se~ in partic~pation in religious 

ritual or in the living of a life in accordance with certain 
.. 7 

moral policies • 

. The same thing has been defined by 'Emile Durkheim' 

Defi - "A religion is united systems of beliefs, and 

practices relative to sacred th:l.ngs, that is to say,things set 

apart and forbidden - belief and practices within write into one 
7. . 

single moral community call a Church all thos~ who adhere to themu8 

tt is the nature of religion as a whole that they seek to 

express.Tbey proceed as if it were a sort of indivisible entity, 

whj.le as-~ matter of fact,· it is made up of parts, it is no 

more or less complex, system of myths, dogmas, rites and 

ceremonies. 

Now a vlhole can •t be defined except ln relation to its· 

parts-. It ~.rill be mQre methodical. then~ to try to characterize 

the various elementary phenomena of ~ihich all relion are 

made up~ 

Religious phenomena are naturally in ~Jo fundamental 

7._ Philosophy and religious belief -by 'l'homas MC Pherson 

(p~ l) 

8. Elementary fonns of religious life .- by Emile_ Durkheim. 

(p.47) 

(First Published in 1915) 

How Introduction(C} George Allen_ and Unwin Ltd.(l976) 
' . 
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categories :.-

. (1) Beliefs and (2) rites 

The first are states of opinion, and consists in represen• 

ta.tions : The Second are determined modes of action. :J;n more 

accurate way that religious beliefs are the representations 

\'lhich express the nature of sacred things and the ;-elations which 

they su..stain, either t-1ith each other or with prefane things. 

, Finally, rites are the .. rules of conduct which prescribe. how a 

man should comfort himself in the presence of these sacred 

objects. Now what is.the sacred and prsfane things, this we 

can understand easily from Durkheim writings. 

All known religious beliefs, irJhether simple or complex., 

present one conrnon characteristics :- they presupposes a 

classifications of all things., real and ideal, of whieh man think, 

into two classes, or opposed groups generally designated by 

two distinct terms \'-Ihich are translated l·7ell enough by the words 

profane and sacred (profane-sacre}. This division of the world 

into two domains, the one containing all that is sacred. the 

other all· that is profane.~ is the ¢listinctive trait. of religious 

· thought ; the beliefs, myths, dogmas, and legends are either. 

representations or systems of representations 't'1hich express the 

nature. of sac~ed th~gs the virtues and powers which are attri

~uted.to them or their relations with each other and with 

profane thir1gs. 
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Brit by sacx:ed things one must not understand simply those 

personal beings whiCh are called gods or spirits, a rock a tree, 

a spring, a pebble,. a piece of wood, a house in a word anything 

can be sacred. 

The rites_ can be defined and distinguished from other human 
-

practices , moral practices, for example only by the special 

nature of their object. A moral rules prescribes certain 

manners of acting to us just as a rite doe.s, but which are 

addressed to a different class of objects. so it is the object 

o£ the rite \<lhich must be characterized, if we are to charac

terize the rite itself. · · 

, Now a guestion arises by what general characteristics 

One t sacred things are tq be ~distinguished from p:tofcne ·things ? 

might be tempted,first of all to define them by the place they 

are generally assisgned in the heiracchy of things. They are 

naturally considered superior in dignity and power tQ profane 
. ' 

things, and particularly to man, when he is only a man a~d 

has nothing sacred about him.. One thtnks of himself as Qccu

pying an inferior and dependent position in relation to them ; 

and surely this cOnception is not without some truth. Only 

there is nothing in it which is really characteristic of the 

sacred. It is not enough that one thing be subordinated to 

anQther for the second tof\acred in regard to the first. slaves 
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are inferior to their masters, subjects to their l(ings 1 if 

it is sometimes, said of a man that he makes a religion of 

those beings or things whose eminent value and SUferiority of 
.. 

himself, he thus recognizes it is clear that in any case the 

\'J'Ord is tal~en in a metaphorical sense, and that there is 

nothing in. these relations which :is really religious. 

on the otherhand, it must not he lost to view that 

there are sacred things of every degree,. and that there are 

~ some in.relation/\h~dh a man fee~s himself relatively at his 

c:q1se·· An amulet -has a sacred character, yet· the respect which 

_it inspires is nothing exceptional. Even before his gods. 

a man is not always in such a narked state of tnferiority : 

/ for it is very frequently happened that ~ exercises (?_ vfri
table physical constraint ~pon them to obtain what he desires. 

He beats the fetifn w-I.i~ which he is not contented, but only 

to reconcile himself with it agatn. if in the end it shows 
' 

I itself more docile to the wishes of its adore. To have .ra.in, ·-----he throws stone into the sp.t:"ing or sacred lake where the god 

) o£ rain is thought to8 reside ; he believes that by this 

means he forces him to come out and show himself. Moreover, 
' 

~£ 1 t is true that man depends upon his gods is reciprocal~ 

The gods also have need of man, ~;ithout offering and sacrifice 

, they would die. We shall even have occasion to show that this 

·dependance of the god upon their ~..rorsh.ipers is maintained even 

in the most idealistic religion. 



I But if a purly hierarchic dist.in9tion is a criterium at 
"'iit~ ---

once too general and toq imprecise there is noth~ng left with 

which to characterize the sacred in its relation to the profane 

except their heteroegeneity. However, this heterogeity is 

sufficient to characterize this classification of things and 

to distingu.ish it from all others, because it is very parti

cular, it is absolute. In all the history of human thought 

there exists no other examples of 'bro categories of things, so 

profoundly differentiated or so radically opposed to one another. 

The traditional op~osition of good and bad is nothing besides 

this. : for the good. and the bad are only ~'lo opposed species 

of the same class, namely morals,.· just as sickness and health 

are two different aspects of the same order of facts, life. 

! 
while the sacred ar..d profane have alt1ays and every\'1here been 

conceived by the human mind as to distinct classes, as two 

'Vlo.rlds bettveen which there is nothing in eommn. The forces 

which play in Ot:le are not simply those '"7hich are met with in 

the other,.. but a little st.ronger, they are ·of different sort. 

~1.1 different rel.igions# this opposition bas been concieved in 

different ;..;ays. Here to separate these t\-.ro sorts of ,"things# 

it has seemed sufficient to realize them in different parts Of 
.. ' 

the physlcal universe, there, the first have been put into an 

ideal and transcendental world, while the matterial world is 

left in full possesion of the others. But howsoever much the. 
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forms of the contrast may va~J the fact of the contrast is 

universal, 

This heterogepiety is even so complete that if frequently 
·' . 

degenerates into a varitable &,tagonism. The two worlds are 

not only conceived of as separate, but as even hostile and 

jealous .rivals of. each other. Since man can•t fully belong to 

one except on condition of having the other completely, theJ 
are exhorted to withdraw thems~lvss co~wletely from the profane 

world, in order to lead an exclus·ive religious life" Hence 

comes the ma~ticism 1>7hich is ~rcificially organized outside 

of and apart from the 11at.ural er..vioronment. in which the Ol.'di-

nary men leads the life oz t..'lis t'!forld in4td.iffere.l'ltc:o _ _..one; 

closed t.o the first, c:md merely its cont.rarj. Hence comes the 

mystic ascesticism who.se object is to root out from man all 

the attachinE)rit for the profane \1orld that remains in him. F.rom 

that come all the forms of religion.-;; suicide, t..l'le logical 

working out of this ascesticism# for the only manner of full 

escaping the profane life is after all to forsake all life. 

The opposition of these two classes manifest itself out~ 

't'll'ardly t..rith a visible# sign by which we can easily recognize 

this very special classification# wherever it exists. The ~~o 

classes can't even approach each ether and keepr"~ their own 

·na·ture at the same time. 
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Thus we arrive at the first·criterium of religious beliefs. 

Undoubtedly there are secondary species within these two funda

mental classes which # in the.ir turn, · are more or less incom

patable with eech other. But the real characteristis of 

religious phenomena is that they always a bypartial. division 

of the whole universe, known and J~no-v;able into t;t.No classes 

which embrace all t ... '!tat 9'~ists, but which radically exclude 

each other •. 

Sacred things are those which the interdictions are applied 

and which must remain at a distance from the first. so reli

~rious beliefs are tl1e .repre.sentions v-.rhich express the nature 

of sacred t.l-t!ngz and the relations which they su~tairi;, either 

with es.ch other or ':i.ith profene t..i1ings. Fi.""lally. rites are the 

:c1,1les of conduct \..rhich prescribe he~·; a man should comfort him 

-self in t..,.e presencG of these sa:red objects. 

vfuen a certain number of sacred things sustains relations 

of co-ordination or subordination t<~ith each other in such a 

way as to form a system having a certain unity, but which is 

not comprised within any other system of the same sort, the 

totality of these beliefs and their co~responding r~tes 

constitutes a religion. From-this definitions it is seen that 

a religion is no necessari~y contained within one sole and 

single idea, and does not proceed from one unique principle 
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v1hich, varying according to the circumstances imder .~Jhich it 

is appli~d, is nevertheless at bottom always the same, it is 

rather a whole made up of distinct and relatively individualized 

parts. Each homogenous group of sacred thingo, or even each 

sacrf:;d. thing o£ some importance constitute a cent.r:·e of organi

zation about which gravitate a group of beliefs and rites or 

a particUlar cul·t ; there is no religioi1, howsoever unified 

it may be1 ·which does not recognize a plurality of sacl:"e.d 

things.· 

The really· religious belief are always commQn to a 

determined 9roup, which makes profession of adhering to t.hem 

and o£ practising the rites connectBd with them they are not 

~ merely received individually by all the me~rs of this group, 

they are something belonging to the group , and they makes it 

unity. Th~ individuals which comr-..ose it feel themselves urdted 

to each other by the simple fa.ct that .they have a common 

fsith. J;. society whose rr.err.bers are united by the fact ·that 

they think L'"'l t.'he s&me t·ray l.n· reg<.:,rd to the sacred 'VJOttld and 

its z·elations with the profane t1orld. and by the fact that 

they transJ.e.te these common :f.deas into common practiees, is 

what is called·a church. 

Like the Durkheims religious beliefs and practicising , 

tl1e rites where both are reiated : by ignoring one of it 
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can undoubtedly lead· to a one sided picture of religion~ The 

belief wi~l not be fully intelligible if separated from the 

practice • 

I 
There are several reasons why concentration on its belief 

element gives a. one-sided picture of religion. The ordinary 

religious believer is probably not very reflective about his 

beliefs. He may be able to utter appropriate formulae but he 

may not be aple ve~ well to eXplain these or defend them. 

Indeed some times he is praised by religious leaders and teachers 

for the 'siqmlicity' of his faith, and it may be said by 

those who thus ,praise him that there is more of religious 

value in the ac:c~ptance of religious formulae together with 

the attempt to live a particular so~ of life, than in the 

ltind of close examination· of these formulae that is undettake 

-by some philosophers and tb'eologicians. The God of the philo

sophers has often been contrasted with the God of the ordinary 

religious believer, in ways intended to suggest that the 

latter is nearer the centre of religion. Philosophy (even 

theology) is one thing, religion another. The philosopher'•s 

analytical or critical approach to religious belief may lead 

to failure on his,part to appreciate the.role that it-plays 

in, the life of ordinary religious believer ; it is likely to 

miss the ~eligious point of belief.. It is. necessary that we 
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consider question about how within this religion - a given so

ciety whose religion.~t is the belief element is connected 

with the ritual element, the mora.l element, and the element 

of experience, if we ignore these questions our understanding 

of the belief element itself will be incomplete. 

Now let us consider the question of religious experience. 
, .. ~--=···~-~~==~~--~----~~------

.some one who has enjoyed what he would call a religious ex

perience but. wf.ko maltes no attempt to describe this experience: 

or to c<?nnect it_in any way with his religious beliefs puts 

himself out side the possibility of discussion. 
. . , . _. . . ' . . ' 

v1e ·may. note that DtJ.R:kheim ~"'lat says he has had e:-tperi

ence ·but he will not say anythi..'"lg at all about the nature ef 

experience, or about 't'!lhether or not it goes to ·confirm his 

previously held beliefs. E;!tc. In his opinion· there is little 

or nothi'ng to discuss. Many will. have scmethiti.g eve.n a little

. to say about· their experience, for they will t-1ant. to make 

them olearer·to themselves let alone-do others. But now. we 

see the· importance of the belief element. The effect of 

religious experience is generally·represented.as being to 

confi-rm belief,. or to induce it -where .it did not exist before •. 

.Even more ffuldamentally, tie can •t give an account. of an 

alleged religious· e>..rperience unless we are able to say \'1hat 

it is an:. experience of. The precise form taken by re'ligious 
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experience unless 't-Ie are able to say what it is an experience 
' . . ~ 

of .• · The precise form taken by religious experiences, seems 

often to J.:>e de·terffiined by the e:xpectationis of the person 

having the experience ; and ·these expectations are shaped by 

his previously held beliefs• or any rate by the particular 

kind of religious teaching in the ·shape largely of imparting 

of propositions that be. bas. received , it has often been 

remarked that whereas both protestants and Catholics may 

/ have visions, visions in particular of the virg:l."l fCI2.'1:f:l a.r~ 

much ·less likely to occur to the :former than to the latter. 

It seems important for many. to define ·r~ligious beliefs 

as clearly as they can# and to produce, in. some ~s~ .. l.i!ClSt' 

arguments in · suppor~ of them'e It is the belief element in 

religiQn that men are best able to argue about. The assump• 

tion max· be involved here · that religious ·belief is not 

•rational' U.'''lless it can b~ argued for may be questioned. 

It is not ·necessarily •trrational• for a man t.'? adopt a set 

·Of beliefs :for ~-Jhich he is riot prepared to give reasons. 

I. There. is no ·obligation on_ a man. al1<1.ays to back up. his beliefs 

w~th reasons or ar~~ents. We m1ght find his failure to do 
. ' . 

so in a particular case .irritating and \'Je might want to call 

/ . him foolish or: jwstinate etc.# but t-Ie should not have any 

right t9 call him ;i.rrational - un~ess. Of. course. in calling 

him rational we merely wanted to po.irit to the fact that he 



31 

\iOUld not give reasons, b~t this ",rould be veryt.teak sense of 

•irrational '• Why should be give reasons. if he does not want 

to1 if all be is. cl.aiming is to beli.eve something ? J:t would 

be othert<lise if he 't..rere cla~.ing krio;...;ledge. (calling him 

·'irrational' would, for ~•9• be justified • .i.f his beliefs. 

·themselves OJ; his reasons for them were hopelessly internally 

inconsistent. or if some of his reasops were clearly irrelevent 

to the beliefs .they were 'supposed to supwrt etc ) • '.rhe view 

that 3-t is irrt;!tional to hold a belief that one can JlOt pro• 

duce evid,ence for or give reasons for is one that is fQund 

· ameng both supporters and opponents of religions. A gene;-al 

assumption ,to the effect that it is never justifiabie (~og;J.

cally) (morally) to believe a!lYthint;J without evidence or on 

insufficient evidence, hao son~times been made. Yet there 

seems to be good reason to assert t.o this. Unless, that is, 

'1helie£' is- taken as equivalent to 'kno-v1ledge' • Generally; a 

man may believe anything he p~eases ; but if. whell be (.:'!aims 

to believe, what he really means to say is that he lmows 1 

then we would usually be justified in saying that be can • t 

allo-v:ed tc 'believe• (= lmow) t;;hat. -he pleases. (There are 110 

doubt. kn01r1ledge claims tr1bich do not· need support by arguments 

Qr reasons can properly be demanded-knowledge -.and-cases where 

they can •t be.li~.f •) 

It is worth remarking that traditional natural theology 



gives a force to shape the definition of religious concepts - . 

and to argue ta support of religious doctrines which would 

simply be denied by many religious thin..~ers since ·~. and 

Kierkegard. 

'!'he 'expression ureligious belief" is.common.ly used; to 

cover not only religious belief in a narrower sense (where 

belief can be contt~asted with knowledge } but also religious 

lmO"t-.Tledge (or claims thereto) religio_.us commitment, re:tigious 

faith etc. The kin(~. of analysis that it would be appopriate to 

give of religious knowledge. ~e degree of ·ambigUity that 

there is in the expression 'religious beli~f··. it is pos&ib~e 
h 

/ ·to sl;&ppose ~~ght .after· the religiC!us believer an all too easy 

\'lay of escape from critic!sm. He might begin by defending a 

certain position. but if criticism of Jots presumed rational 

foundation become too destructive might retreat into an 

admission that the possition is after all only one that he. 

•believes' end.that thel.:'efore does not need to be supported by 

argument ; be might1 that: .is. decline from an impl·ied claim to 

know P., perhape through an amendment o£ this to a claim· merely 

to strongly believe p .• 'to the position of one to~ho just 

•nappens to believe' 1?. At ·all of these sta.ges. as far as i.ts v~l 

expressi'Qn is concerned, his claims can be put .in the form 

'I believe l?,. • 

so if a man commits himself tQ beliefs and assertion 
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about God or the supernatural. and also to morali-~y • a. way 

of life or a set of principles which is somehow connected· 

·t-Jith these beliefs and assertions, then he has a religion. 

Here one question may arise that haw the u~o essential 

features the beliefs and the 't"Vay of life are connected ? 

~According to wilson these beliefs or assertion and 
~----

way of life are the two necessary and sufficient condition .of 

religion. 'TO have the idea about the connection between 

religious beliefs and practices, we can take different type· 

of relation between them. There may be psyeholoqical, logical 

relation which is also advacated by John \•Jilson. u 10 

The first relation that psyChological perhaps a ques

tion more appropriate to history o.r ant.hropology tha.''l to 

philosophy •. uif we consider for a moment of tYPical phrase of 

a pJ:·imitive stage in religion, such as the Latin ttnumen inest" 

ttthere is something supernatural .1n t:herea·- we can perhaps 

see he,., ·chis phrase both states a belief and expres~ an emotion 

The speaker thinks a?.ld asserts tha·t. something supernatural is 

j' there be also f.eels a\'u:~d, fearfu~# and abashed. t-Je can also 

be more prec:lse nbout the kind of belief and the kind of 

10. Philosophy and religion - by John Nilson (p. 16) 

(The logic of religions belief) 
OXford University Press, Amen House London C.4 (1961) 
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emotion t-:hich are involved. The belief is essentially a 

·non-scientific belief, in the sense that it is notL. a 

belief about objects or things. The primitive sages may be-

/ lieve that his God controlfs the thunder and lightining ; and_ 

this may be part of his religion ; but it would be a mistake to 

suppose that he is just indulging in false theories about the 

causes. of thunder and l!ghtining - that his belief is just 

bad science. It is not science at all. It is a belief in 

personal or semi-personal forces v1hicb (he thinks) it would 

be mistake to approach scientifically. t.hat-.is·why most primi

tives resist a bluff, hearty scientific approach to their 

religion. 

How religion develops will depend on local eonditions. It is 

possible for a religion to be unduly weighted eithe~ on the 

side of belie£ Qr on the side of moral feeling# and it is 

probable that oost successful religions or religious rivals 

-succeed by uniting or reuniting the two elements. In certain 

forms of. Buddhism, for instance the moral attitude is so 

dominant; to the exclusion of belie£~ that. we sometimes hesi-

tate about using the term •religio!! • at all 1 where as# were 

it. not for the soi:t evidence v1e have from the Greek tragedians 

li. lbid - P• 22 



and the mystery religions# 'YJe might be tempted to think it 

possible for classical Gr~ek to entertain beliefs about his 

many gods 'VJithout. .any serious feelings of at-1e or terror. 

I 
l?~ychologically, then;. religion arises from the eneoun

ter of our own fears and desires with the world, which g.ives 

/ rise both to assertains about the world and to certain feelings 

in ourselves. \Vhei;her there is anything i.."l ·the tm.rld which 

can be the proper object of these assertions we are not yet 

in a posi ticn to say 1 \'1e do .1mm11, on the other 'ha.nd, that man 

tend to adjust their beliefs to fit their fears and desires~ 

In othezwords, it is psychologieally prob,able that their 

feelingfi have moulded their beliefs.- the sheer. variety o£ 

beliefs is itself sufficient to vouch fo.t· him. The psycholo• 

gical cormectiqn betv-;reen our t\l;o e~mential ·features whiC"..h is 

c.lear i.e •. t."le belief largely. depend on the feelings .. 

Besides this · ps'~hol.ogical connection. there is su.pposed 

/ ( by religious people ) to be the logica)i' conrlect:i.on bet\'.reen 

belief and n-o:rality ... Accoretlng to t·1ilson;, there is no doubt 

at all that religious people claim to deyive ways of living 

and moral principles from their religious beliefs and asser-

tions about the supernatural. uGod is love, therefore we must 

love each other"• "ChJ:ist was· his son, t..'flerefore we must 

follow h.im", these statements shatv quite clearly that believers 
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suppose. their principles to be logically reinforced by super

·~ natural facts. "Certain things ( of a supernatural kind) are 

~ so ; therefore act thus" that is a generalized form of the 

whole of what religion has to tell. us. This point is un

affected by the endeavour on the ~art of some believers to 

use rnoral~ty itself as evidence for the existence of God~ For, 

first it is not a particular set of moral values ~;hich are 

used but the alleged existence of objective moral values aa 

.a ~,;hole ; believers do not first decide on t.t."":!eir p~'tl"ticular 

morality, and then adjust their concept of divinity to fit it 

or if they do t.hey do not do so deliberately, \<Jhich is the 

present point. Secondl:ll·, the existence of a supernatural and 

objective set of rn6.r:al val.ues is itself a matter of belief 

a.t1d not of morality ; so that, t11e attempts is, in fact, to 

use one · met.ephysica1 bel.ief to point the 'i.tay of oth~rs, and 

not to deriv-9 judgements of fact from judgements o£ "\Tc.lue,. Thus, 

( to I<ant "the s~arcy heavens abc-.;e and the more.l la'd 1-:i t11in" 

\ are both £ac.ts \1lhich point to God. 

As. soo!l as \ve get to p.:,t.rt.icuJ.nr princ~.ples, the move-

ment is always from t'<!hat God is like, what he \·7a."1ts., or 

corrmands,. tvhat human beings ought to do. 

Now ano~"'ler problem •.:dll com:;: that t·;rhat is , in fact, 

the logical connection bet\1een them. According to ~·lilson this 
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logical connection between beliefs and P!:'inciples, between 

assert&dms of fac~ and assertions of value would be of academic 

interest merely unless ~1e had reason to suppose the beliefs 

and assertions to be true,_ or un'l.ess \ve thought that it was 

reasonable to commit ourselves to th'em. It turns out,, then~ 

that the reasonableness , of religious commitment stands or 

falls by the reaennabl$11ess o£ commitment to religious beliefs 

end assertions of fact~ Here it is important to remenber that 

these beliefs and assertions form a ~ecessar.y perhaps the most 

necessary condition for religion. ~fuatever kind of beliefs 

and assertions they are, whatever: kind of truth they are 

supposed to hold, whatever ~s the appropriate method -for 
•' 

verifying them, and whatever aqtual evidence for or agains~ 

them, they must be genuine bel.ie£s and assertions, in the sense 

that they .must be-·l()gically capable of- allowing us to derive 

a "!!zay of life or a set -of principles from them a for if 'they 
. . ~ 

/ are not«only are. they themselves in suspic1on, but also the 
, ISC:: . 

connection between them and their derived off spring is 

fatally ~evered. And this severance!i}.~ would be a death-blow to 
. , , 

anything that ·can properly be called religion •. 

" 

)

. The samathing. ie. the relaticm bet\'leen belief and a 

way of llfe can be available in eraitht<a1:t•s writings. "His 

view has been often called reduqtionist. The effect of his 
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view is to.· reduce Christian religious beliefs to a combina

tion of certain moral beliefs and certain empirical 

beliefs.u12 

Though 'belief • he in fact regards as a some\'rhat 

inappropriate term, for he holds that the empirical belief 

of religion need only to be entertained and not necessarily 

adhered to as true, and he holds further that .the moral ele-

mentis not properly· a matter of moral beliefs but of practi

cal intentions·. Of the two elements the moral is the more 

) important. It is here that Bra~thwaite finds the essence· 

of religion. 

The empirical elements, chiefly is a way of distin

guishing between religions \V'hich seems to share the same or 

simdlar moral beliefs 1 the difference is found by noting that 

adherents of these religions will entertain a different set 

of stories - the Christian a set· of stories about Christ, 

/ muslim a set of stories about !v-lOhem~an- etc. The re~atively 

minor part played by the empirical element (the stories) in 

Brai tht'laits view is seen also in the fact that the connec

tion bet\·Jeen the adoption of a moral policy by a religious 

man and his entertaining of certain exemplary stories about 

Christ is claimed by Braithwaite to be· causal or psychological 

12. Philosophy and religion - by 'I'.l«:. Pherson (p. 42) 
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but not. a logical one. 

Braithwaites starting point is a certain view of the 

nature of moral beliefs. This view is one which "makes the 

primary use of a .moral assertion that of expressing the in-.. 

tention of the asserter to act'in a particular sort o£ way 

specified in t~e ~ssertions. 

The moral beliefs is an intention to behave in a certain 

way ; a religious belief is a."l intention to behave in a cer

ta~"'l way ( a. moral belief ) together vlith the entertainment of 

~ertain stories associated with the intention in the mind of 

the believer. 

Accord~g to Richard Swinburne "Religious belief is of 

necessary condition of much moral action, the desirability 

of which, unlike that of the action pf acting as if there is 

a God , is not the ''1ay connected \'Vi th the truth or falsity 

of religion. A man believe that he ought tQ pursue an honest ----
and upright course of life rmd believe that he can not do 

this without a religious belief ( including, perhaps the 

belief· that honestly is ret~1arded in the t-7orld to come). So 

to secure an honest course of life he may try to persuade 

himself that religion is true. or it may be someone heroic 

moral action which a man feels that he ought to perform, but 

can't perform without religious belief ; and secure the 



performance of 1r1hich he tries to persuade himself into 

.religious l>elief.••l3·· 
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Here 't"le are concerned about the relation of belief 

and practice. So if belief is related with practice~ then, 

there mus~ have purpose \-Jhich is also related 'l:;vith belief. 

lf one has true beliefs he l'lill b9 able to achieve l'lis 
-

purposes \vithout true ~eliefs there is· no good PurPOse • 

. Many actions and states of. affa~rs ·are good in some .. 

respects but bad in o~lers.Giving large amounts of pocket 

money to.a child .is goO<i in tl'le respeot i;hat he l-lill. get the 

.pleasure out of sp~ndin_g it , but bad ;in the resp~ct that 

having too .much money he will not. leam self-discipline. 

There ~~ooobjective scale en which competing ,reasons can be 

'i.'l7eigh~d .so as to. say wl)ether it .is over-all better to do 

a certain act~on then to refrain from doing it on to do 

same rival action. 

:tn so far as actions 'are good~· they, are . important. 

tfuat matters morally 1 t"lhat is o£ . moral importance 1 is that 

a man does the action (if any) l-lhich are over all better to 
' 

./. do ~~rfre1in fr~rn doing. +n so far as One seeks to 

.13. Faith and reason ~ by Richard Winburne , p. 8!3 

Oxford - at the clarendom Press, - 1981. 
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achieve some purpose~ he will consider it to some extent a 

good thing that he achieves that purpose ; and for that 

reason he must hold that his beliefs matter. For only if . w·e 

have true belie1s then we·will be able to achieve our pur

poses... 'I \-Jant. to go to london and am confronted by t\·Jo roads. 

If 'I believe that the right hand road leads to London and the 

left hand one does not, I shall go on the right hand road : and 

if I believe that bhe left hand road leads to London and the 
. . . 

right hand does not, I shall take the left-hand road. ·There 

is the logical connection beti;Jeen them. It then follot-ts that 

I· sball attain· my purposes orily #1. so ·far as I have true 

. beliefs.. I can ''t <;iive you money uniess :r have a true beliefs 

about which pieces of paper are money or a true belief about 

"t-Jhat we can. do with a signed cheque. I can't give you informa 

-tion unless I have tune beliefs about w~a~ words· mean. 

If . ·.\I have a duty to attain some. end, I have a duty to 

) ensure that.. I· have a. true belief about. the t-la~ _ _!<?_~ed 1 

(the greater the duty to acquire the trUe beliefs). If as a 

parent, I am under a moral obligation to ensure that my 

children are happy- and well-edticated, then I am morally 

obliged :to·investigate pQssible schools s~ that I arrive at a 

well justified belief th,at a certain school w~ll provide and .. .f . . . . . 
) good education. Also it I have a duty to provide kno<rlledge 

/ .=:::~ 
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for others (e.g. for· my children when they can't obtain it 

for themselves ) , then 1: have duty to acquire that knowledge 

/ in order to so .... and lmowledge involves true belief. 

The ho_lding (jf true beliefs, so fa~ as, is of importance, 

moral or other, because beliefs tell us the means by \11hich 

ends can be . achieved. This does not hO\.·;ever seem to be. the 
Cl-S i;tl 

onl~ reason" why the holding of true belie~s is important. 

The holding of true beliefs seems to be valuable in itself, 

not merely as a means to something else. For true belie£ is 

necessary for knowledge, and knowledge is valuable in itself, 

and especially knowledge of things which concern the nature, 

orig·in and purpose of our particular human comnunity ; and 

the nature, origin and purpose the universe itself. 

"With true religious beliefs we will also fulfill our 

moral obligation in the way of educating our children, and 

from this tooit follows that we }:lave an obligation to culti

vate rational beliefs. about religion."14 

11However W.K. Clifford in his famous 1The ethics of 

belief11 argues that all our beliefs and the -v1ays in which 

we acquire them :lnfl\lence others and for that reason we have 

a duty to complete rc:.tionality in all matters.n15 

14. Faith and Reason - by Richard Swinburne (p. 79) 

15. The ;Ethics of belief - w. K. Clifford. 
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He writes that '.no man's belief • is private matter 

which concerns himself ·alone ·and that man who believes .· un

proved and \lnquestionEKl statements for their ovm solace and 

private pleasure are perverse influence. Where a man's in

fluence is very obvious and the responsibility is elear, as 

with a parent towards. hi¥3 children, or a teacher towards his 

students~ ~r a priest towards his parishioners, this·is fair 

enough. But surely there ~sa sphere o£.private.morali;y in 

which a man may choose '\'Jhat to do even . if some others for who 

he bears no responsibility -who satv l'lhat he was doing might 

possibly be led astray thereby.· And of course, outside t."'le 

parent -Child context-, where rational adults. are vietr.ring a 

man •s behaviour, the ~fluence of his bad actions on them, may 

only be to lead them to avoid such actions in· future.. Clifford 

seems to have exaggerated a fundamentally g-Ood point • 

.. 
further reasons why it matter$ to acq~ire true beliefs 

1 

A 

about r~ligion is . that religious beliefs ~~emselves have moral 

consequences. If there is a God and he has made and sustains 

· the \'lorld and .issu~ commaa.,ds to men, men have moral· obliga

tions which they. would not otherwise have. The grounds for 

thi.s are as fo.l,$ows - mep, ought to ack1''lOvrledge other persons 

with whom the~ come into contact, not just ignore them and 

this solely becomes a duty when those persons are our benefac-

tors. 



Kinds of beliefs 1 

Religious believers claim to believe or to know something 

and to posses-understanding or faith or to be commited to some

thinge They adopt several types of inquiries. What is it that 

is the object or objects of such claims ? 't1hat kind of know~edge 

belief, underst~ding, faith commitment etc., is claimed ? How 

far is belief in a religious context similar to, or, different 
' 

from belief etc. elsewhere ? Are there ktnds of beliefs found 

only in religion and not elsewhere 1 IiOw is religious belief 

or know·ledge achieved i.e •• by \-mat methods or 1;echniques ? Now 

let us take religious belief as the central concept and make 

reference to the others as may be necessary. 

Propgsitional and personal belief· : 

The object of religious belief is sometimes a 2{0-oosition_ 

(\ ~~l;)elieve that 6esus Christ is the son of God ) .• Similarly. the 

object of :faith is so.metimes a proposition ( or a nUIIlber of pro

positions, which taken together make up a statement of the 

Christian faith ) • sometimes a person ( Jesus or God). Similarly, 

again in the case of commitment. Let u·s use_ the term 'propos!-

\

. tiona.l belief' for th.·. e kind of belief. exemp11.fied by 'Jesus 

Christ is son of GOd •. and the term 'personal bel.i.ef' for the 

kind exemplified .by belief in Goq. The expression •personal 

belief' may seem to beg certain questions. Is God a person ? 

may not something o~er than persons be the object of this kind 



o£ halief 1 (For e.g. a. man may say; "I believe in democracy ) • 

But.. the expression 'personal belief' is intended here merely. ae 
1 a convenient ~bel.·and no assumptions are being made about the 

answers to such questions as these •. 

"t·Jhat is the relation bet\1een the tTtiO types o£ object ? In 

particular. it might bf3 wondered t·lhetl:ter the difference between, 

say. • I believe that God exists • and 'I believe in God • is any-.a 

more · than· Verbal. Fer som~one to se.y that he believes iri God 

is for him to say more than that he believes. in the existence 

of God. it carries an implieaUon of trtist# or conmitment •. I 

believe that the Dalai Lama exists 1 but. I do not believe in -
him as the Christian believ~"t-Jould say ·he believes in God. 

The beliefs of a~. adherent of a polit:ical party may al~o be 

partly propositional and partly personal. It is difficult to 

think of any third sphere t»f belief which shares this character

istics with religion and politics. Relig;i.on and really un

equivocal cases \'Jhere the two sorts of objects o£ belief are 

narmally present together. 

It miqht appear that religion is a stronger example of this 
I, ~ 

than politics, in the sense that while a man • s religious aOhe

rence might be said to involve him inescapably ·in both proposi-
' 

tional ana,. personal beliefs, his political adherence can much 

more easily be limited to propositional beliefs. aut this is 
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probQbly a matter of cultural context. In Christian society, 

a man may adhere to the Christian religion and to the conser

vat~ve party and in the case of former adherence there will· 

probably be personal belief, and in the caae of latter there 

pro~ably will not. But in some other societies political 

· adl"lerence may involve a large elernent of personal belief, per

haps a much greater amount o£ personal belief than of prQ,pQ-. . . . 

sitional belief. And in the case of religion other: than 

Christianity,. ,t.i1e element of personal belief may be sli9h.t or 

non-existent (e•51• some kinde o£ Hinduism}. The point is 

nQt that it is· E}ssemtial to religion or politics that they 

al1rrays contain a measure personal belief, but rather that it 

is never appropriate to say of instance of ~eligi01.1s or poli ti

cal belief that it. is partly pe~sonal, where as it 'WOuld be 

inapropriate Of scientific Or historical beliefs (in any 

culture) that they should be partly personal. 

Propositional belief may seems to offer the philosopher 

more scope for investigation than does personal belief. 

Not only is the quantity of material 1 but also there 

are a number Of'different t-YPes of question9 that can be raised 

about the mate:r.ial : t.l}e philosopher can concern himself with 

the 'content o£ the propositions, with the relations ·Of 
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implications if any, bet\.V'een certain of them, with their 

character as literal or non-ltteral., on the grounds ·on which 

it would be reasonable to bold them , and so on. By contrast 

there may seem to be little for a philosopher to say aboUt 

personal belief. It ~ay be the case that techniques applicable 

in the examination of propositional belief ar~. not appropriate 

for the study of personal belief~ At the same time, it would 

be surely t<~rong to let capacity for responding to particular 

investigatory techniques be the test for what is important. 

1n any field.. There i$ a- reciprocal relationship in this 

matter. ~e invention of new techniques of investigation can 

virtually create a new branch of study. In general. the concepts. 

we bring to ow: experience can help t.o determine where t-ie 

dra't·Ts the boUildary bett-qeen one field of study and another; ana ----certainly p~ay some part in the determination of what is 

• important • and "1hat is not. The study of personal belief 

has not been much undertaken by philosophers ; but it would 

seem to be a necessary study if religious belief is under 

consideration. 

This idea of personal belief is tmown as fundamental 

belief by John Hick. 16 For him what is fundamental belief 

16. Faith and :Knowledge -by Jobrl" Hick. , 

Macmillan - Londe>n* ~elbourne - .1967 



/' whi~is similar to personal belief? 

The fundamental beliefs are to be argued about for 

example, . the belief that there is an external world, or that 

things will continue to behave as they have been observed to 

behave in the past. or the.t there are certain. objective moral 

/ truths (e.g. that ~urer and murderer are 'oJicked) .• Less 

fundamental beliefs whether there is a table in the next 

I 

I 

room or it will ·rain tommorot-1 are poss.ible subjects for· a~gu

ments, but such arguments utilize the fundamental beliefs, 

about which we can•t argue with profit. 
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Hick claims that, whether the world is created and con

\ ~lled by God is equally fundamental, and ~erefore not the 

· proper subject of argument. It must be granted that if a man 

really did not believe in the external world or the general 

principle, it would be hard to dev~se a worthwhile argument 

to convince him. But in fact all men do, and therefore they 

have common beliefs about the "t-lorld, and similar inductive 

standards, uhich·enable them to advance from their present 

beliefs to net.; beliefs. 'There is no reason to s~pose that 

in its closedness to rational inquir.{ the. existence of God 
">' 

is as fundamental as the existence of the e~ternal world. 

There is no· a priori reason to suppose that 'l...rith cornmon beliefs 

about the world and common inductive· standards, men can ''t 

advance to a rational belief about ~e existenc of God. 

The .interest o~-the philosophers.of.religion in the 

content of religious propositional belief is partly an interest 
. . . ' .· . . ' . 

in arrivL~g at a .delimitation of the field of propositional 

religiOU.Sbelief. These religious propositional beliefs are 

opposed to t:he propositional beliefs of eccinomi.ests, physi

cists etc. They are belief about God or about Jesus of a 

kind autho.t·ised by the Bible, or by the tradition of· the 

Church, or certain branches o£ the Church, the teachings of 
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the rJUsus · as recorded ·in· the Bible, or as interpreted by the 

Churoh or by certain individuals. To say ·this is, however, 

hardly yet to have stated the content of Christian religious 

belief, but rather to have mentioned certain formal features 

of it. As far as the content. is concerned the philosophers 

generally limited hintself to discussing certain examples such as 
. ./ . 

nooo ex5..st. • 'God loves us •, •we shall s~ive bodily death." 

It would be inapf:O•Priate for a philosopher - th•cugh nQt 

for a theologian to become too closely involved in the details 

of . the content of Olristian fed th. At the same time althoUgh 

examples might, presumably be chosen a::J:; random (given that the 

subject matter ca~ be ~~dependently delimited in son~ such as 

that just men"t;ioned· ) they are in fact not chosen a.t random. 

Indeed to refer, to the ~ropositions for study by philsophers as 

'examples' does them less than justice 1 for it suggests that 

they might. replacad by ~ther propositions without serious 

loss. But this is misleading.. The, propositions typically 

taken for dis~ssion 1 and· as i.s nsual in such matters, the 

tradition- is to.a large extent self -perpetuating one. ~e 

propQsitions·in.question are apt to strike the philosopher as 

particularly w6L~ discussing partly £or the reason that they 

have been.already through a long past# a good deal discussed. 

There is also the further point that they have been presented 
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by , and discussed by, ackno~-vledged authorities - the 

founders of religions, .its propnets -·or its great theologi

ans.. But the discussion .~muld probably be justified by those 

who engage in it on the grounds that the propositiqns th~y 
,.~ - -

discuss are in their subject matter important. And certainly, 

matters of life, .love and death of eternal sa.lvation or dam

nation and the .lilte are matters of ~mportant. 

The origin of beliefs are sometimes rele~ent t.o o·u.r 

assessment of its truti1 ; for instance if we th~~uth - there 

/' was good reason to suppose someone • s belief to he t'fishful,i 

thinldng or if someone ~rere to assert someth:i.ng on the aubho-. 

rity qf another person notorious as a liar• . Beliefs are not. 

held in a cultural vaccum ; and not only is it the case . that 

what peopl.e belleve can not be isolated from what sort of 
. . 

people the~ are and sort of influences there have been upon 

them ; but neither ~an questions of truth always .. be so isolated. 

It is natural to want to say that :from biographical or psy

chological facts al:lout individual:s nothing £oll~1s t~at can 

have a logical bearing upon questions about t.">e existence ;or 

nature of God., But religion: is ru~..ray of life and not just a 

set of belaefs I and relig~ous beliefs are neither fully 

intelligible nor. ec.sily to be labelled 1 tr11e' or 'false• in 
.. ' .. ~ 

isolation from rel.igion in all its aspects-, And religious 
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.experiences are of-religious significance andnot 'merely' 

. biological or psychological significance.· Indeed, ~liat 

· Christian mystical experiences are of Christian religious 

significance can hardly.-:be denied; and it may well then seem 

over-intellectual .to deny, them, some logica·l relevenoe to 

religious· be-lief 1 for it is a. particular application o£ the 

general assertion that beliefs are not held in a cultural 

vaccum that religious beliefs are not held in a religious 
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C H A P T E R. - II 

THE . SCOPE OF RELIGIOUS KNOWLEDGE 

In the previous chapter we have dealt with the nature Of 

religious belief and its classifications• In this chapter our 

attention will be on religious knowledge• Before explaini..."lg 

about religious knowledge~ first attempt would be on the question 

fl what is epistemology are limits of human knot.zledge • 

People believe there is religious knowledge. They believe 

that the sacred books of their religion contain knoi.•!ledge or 

the beliefs of their religion gives the knowledge about men and 

the universe. They believe that these bool~s contain tvisdoa to 

enlighten their action and to illuminade a way of life. They 

believe that religion can teach them things o£ great importance. 

Here one question may·arisQ that is_religion true? ·., 

There can be· no doubt religion means to be true •. The religious tt\C.f\ 

takes his religion seriously, as involving a true revelation of 

the character of the reality t.Ihich is behind l?henomenzt. He, can 

not rest content vJith benevolent and pic~l1Q lies or t'lith 

a merely sub'ective feeling. He takes his religion not as a 

narcotic, but as a revelation of the real nature of things, so 



far , a.t any rate# as the nature of things stands related 

to personal and social values._ 
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I 
Religion ~egards J.tsel£ as a normal and healthy appre-

ceat1on of the inner mean!ng of things in ao far as they bear ~ 

on human life • 

.If this is so, then is the mind of man capable of 

knowing ·ultimate reality ? Has .it resources .for ~rasping the 

nature of the supra.sensible ? . 'J!e answer this question is the 

task of_ that branch of metaph>.Jsics known as Epistemology • or 

the problem of the nature, origin,. possibility and limits ·of 

h"UrnSrl knott; ledge. It is ,impossible whOlly to ,isolate the problem 

of knowledge from the problem of the nature of re.ality. 'l'bey 

een not but ove~lap each other, for the views of the possi• 

bility and nature of knov1ledge ~till largely depend on the 

Vie~fs of the nature .of reality • and vice verse •. 

From the very early periods 'b.'le thinkers have confi

denee ip the competition of human reason as an in~trument -

in the aiscove:r:".l of truth.. The philosopher like Plato. 

Aristotle among the ancients, Descarte:r. Spinoza, and Hegei 

among the moderns do not recognize any . gull\: between thought 

and truth. For them in spin~ a • s tvords -

nit is prrtmafacie, o£ the nature of a thinking being to 



frame true or adequate 
. l 

'thoughts •• • 
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And the greatest trumpths Of the human mind in science 

and philosophy has been inspired by this healthy truthfull-. 

ness of thought in its mm capacity for knowing the truth. 

~be faith in the eo:mpetenoe of the mind to grasp the 

truth of things has not been allo'li:ed to pass unchanllenged. In 

ancient Greece it \1as challenged by the sophists and the 

sce,PtieS· 

:rn modern · times while· knot-Jledge of the P.,b~al 

world has ~e unparalled progress. doubt or denial of the 

mind's eapac:l.ty to 'knm-1 the }:'eality behind phenomena has 

amcbunted to be a di.sease11 ~odem philosophy has bee..11 obsessed 

by the epistemological question. How can ·man get to know the 

worl.d 1 crhe·problem owes its or~g:in in its accute form to the . ' . 

sharp distinction created by Descartes be~.r:een the mind and 

.. body being conceived as tl·ro distinct substances. By his dualism 

o£ ·substances Descartes created a chasm between the kno'tiing 

mind and the know:n world \>ihich philosophy has even since been 

. trying to bridge. 

It was English empiricism; b.eqining 't'7ith locka, t...l-lat set 

thought on the path which led to scepticism as to the 

1. Citted b:-{ B. Bosona:q;pet- nthe meeting of extremes 
in contemporary philosophy (1921) p. 82 



.possibility valid lmO\>Jledge of· reality.. To empiricism o:f 

locld.~: type sense perception is the ultimate source ·of 
• \•J·, 

J~i 

knowledge, and since sense perception can_ never lea~ us 
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beyond pi:).rticular facts to universal and necessary truths • 

For Hume universally valid kncn . ..;ledge is impossible what we · 

know is not objective 'Vrolt.ld but simply ~own ideas. 

For Locke the primary qualities ( ex~ension, motion·,. 

£est figure etc. ) as inherent in the objects where as the 

secondc;lry qualities (colour sounds, heat and cold etc) are 

not copies ·Of things,. bu·;;:. merely subjective sensations in us 

which erroneousJ.y ascribe to object$. ..~£ter that Eerl<:elay 

reduced the J?r~mary quali·ties int.o inner states C)f the mind, 

until thel:!'e was nothing in the universe but mi11d and their 

ideas~ 'lhis is 1Qlcwn a~ subjective ideali~m or ·mentalism in 
' ' 

its extreme form.-. Hume developed empiricism still further 

into r~dical sceptici$1tl; ar~d resolued both the knowing mind 

and the knot-m \r;o.:s;id into a succession o:f isolated impressions 

and ideas linked together by the mere habit o£ association. 

It is not depend en any universal and necessary truth •. 

Ir:Jpressions arise ·out of the unYJ1mm and give no ground fQr 

asserting anything of the real nature either o£ :the self or 

of the world. Thus knot.Jledge is completely dissociated from 

reality. 
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Kant finds in concrete experience, a synthesis of rational 

(transcendental ) and e~pirical factors, yielding a knowledge, 

that is valid, .indeed, 'tvithin the phenomenas on scientific 

sphette, but which is still incupable of penetrating beyond 

the veil to the suprasensible or "n.trumenal" world. Thus the 

subjectivity of lmO\vledge remains, in as much as knowledge 

is conditioned by certain ua priori n. forms and categories 

(space, time, ca.usali ty ) t•!hich have their origin. in the mind 

itself, and can not be predicated of reality. as such. Ultimate 

reality is forever concealed behind e~erience and is in

accessible to kno'\'Tledge in the strict sense. We do not knO'tf 

the, thing in itself t·1e only kncr.:1 things as they appear to us. 

In this process the kno\·lledge develop from early period 

to modern times. But on the other hand, i~ t-'Ve have look 

t.ot1ards religiou$ philosophers, the vital interest is the 

nature of l~owledge and the validity which attaches to the 

knowing process.- For there is a cognitive element in faith 

and it involves a claim to know. 

~1e distinction-between the facts of sense perception and 

the dream or memo.ry im_age, and hard experi.ence forced hira to 

Separate betl'Jeen v1hat seemed to be and vlhat truly 'tiaS • 

It is true that in experience t1e have a subject which 

knows and an object t-Jhich is knotm~ Both t.hese two are 
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intimately related me:\Pthe other. The object involves data 

which are. given to the mind and determine the content Of 

knot·Jledge in the mind. Data are only data because they are 

experienced facts~ But the content of knowledge is a mental 

content entirely, it is the embodiment of mental activity. 
There is no way outside the circle of experience and from 

reality supposed to transcend experience there is no v1ay to 

pass within it. 

"Knowledge is determinea from the side of the subject. 

and is made possible by the nrlnd'$ activity.u2 

For Descates. Spinoza and Leibniz, lm.owledge is not 

impressed on the mind by real objects which act upon it from 

outside. The mind 1s a close sphene to eJtteroal impressions 

and thoughts moves within its .own order. 

From the rationalistic theory of knOl'1ledge certain 

theological inferences have been drawn. 

The ideas of plato were found to lead up to and receive 

t:heir place and value through a SupreiOO ideas, the Idea of the 

God : and this he cert~inly seems .at times to identify t-..rith 

God. ~~e forms of Aristotle culminated in a perfect form. 

2. The Philosophy of religion - by G. Alloway, p. 277 
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free of material taint , and pure spirit or God, who transcends 

the wo~ld but moves it as object ·of desire. Descartes againp 

found that - God was necessary to guarantee the' truth of our 

ideas of external nature.. and ,Spinoza postUla·ted ·substance or 

God to embrace in one t·lhole the double orders of thought and 

extension. 

ReligJ.ous knowledge .in -the prcper sense of the wor){-.d, 

neither is nor claims to be th~ l"..nowl~dge of scientific under

standing men believes in their gods because they need them, not 
·~--~-------------~---~ 

because they can understand or explain things ~hrough them. if 

scientific knowing is the only form of knowing, then of course 

.religious knowledge is an illusion.. 

~nvt~e insi:;;;ting on the _unitart.l character of Jmowledge., we 

must no~ ignorE? the fact that the un:l ty of l:nQ?Y'Tledge is a unity 

in difference. ~1e case is not so simple as Hen~ ~~nes 

says -

"There is only Qne '\..Jay of knO\dng" .. 3 ·. 

It we have see the sceintific 'Qxplanat.ion is in fact, 

inapplicable in the case of a Being who transcends the external 

order of reality , and is not to he understood thrtJUgh it. 

3~ »enry Jones - A faith that enquires - (1922) ~P· 63,19 
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The atmosphere in which the religious spirit moves is 

one of reverence, and mystery, and i..11 the clear and cold air · 

of scientific explanation it can not breathe freely. 

Theoretical explanation has grown out of the needs of life 1 

religion, too" is an out come of the needs of life, but the 

knowledge it aspires after is k.nov-Iledge of a direct and 

personal kind. 

Viscount Haldane recognize the .truth that, 

":Knov-.rledge is not alw;ays of the Ddme l~ind" that thGre 

are levels or degrees in knO't'1ledge \'J'hich have relations to 

each other, but are not reducible to.each other."5 

Reality !~.self has many strata· ; hence ow: k .. l"lO"t·:·1edge of 

reality, if it is to be at all adequate must have its corres-

pending gradation.. Each net-1 level demands a ne~1 catagory which 
I 

is not relevent to u1e lo~er levels. 1~d so the categories 

must be capable of bein~ arranged in a ascending or hierarchical 

4~ Philosophy of religion - U.l George Galloway, pp~ 310-ll 

s. v. Haldance - The reign of ~lativity - 19211 pp. 130 
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~rder according to degree o£ compleY..ity and approximation 

to the concrete universal. In this way t....re ascend from the 

plaTle of pure mathematics to th'ose respectively of physics, 

ch~mistry, biology, psychology, sociology,· ethics, aesthetics 

religion and each new step in the ascend reveals a new phase 

of reality which demands new and riehen categories fQr the 

understanding of it .• - n:aoh category bas. a claim to be .regar• 

de..-'d ao valj,<;l and ad~~ua.te. t11ithil'l its ot..rn frame of reference• 

In ;eligion the value judgements have always been 
0..'1'\'Z> 

F
i."i"!arY cen1=:ral,. In relation to himself, the religious rean " . 

~1s the object of his reverence first and foremost as 

a value. He seeks to kno't-7 God as the supreme c-ood. - who 

satisfy the soul., rather than as the Being who explains the 

'Universe. This lmo'i"lledga i.s practical ; it has its motive 

and is concerned '\·lith the 1.-1orking r~lations of the· human 

spirit to the Divine. The judgem~nts of faith express t-Ihat -
God is for us. not ~~hat he is in himself so .:L t is i..rnplies 

that the spiritual· insight is in terms of value ; it is 

,/ ~~~ persona.·~ through out the ~of faith which is :grompted by 

inner needs of a spiritual person,. 

l The religious consc:Lousness. moves in ~"le realm of value. 
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Value-judgement presuppose and rest on a, supreme-value, 

and· this plays an important part in defining religious 

~<Iorld view and shaping the idea of religion~ 

Life cand its meaning wil.l always depend on what ov1e 

conceive to best and most important .i.ea on our conception 

of value. 

li'or all knO't'Jledge ought. to subse£ve the realisation 

of the good, and ., \.;hether in its scientific or religious 

aspect, it bas its goal in a complete and harmonious life. 

It does not depend on any a~thoritative value o~any single 

principle •.. Religious knoTJJledge unites harmoniously with 

other hurr~n activities in realising h~~an good. 

The religious consciousness is committed to a be~ief 

(~ in 
the objectivity. of values. !t beliaves ·t:hat the Supreme 

values o:f life are not mere human(_ --"-;-convertions pitted 
-------~ 

at;;e.inst the nature of th.tngs,. but t"nat. the ultimate ground 

of things as revealed to \lS in the universe j.s akin(' to 

wllat t'le recognize as the highest and best in our own ex-

per!ence. 

!:1ow "t·le have the point t.l-iat there are two kinds of 

kn01fJledge. First];~:: of all, the matter of fact knowledge 



r Of the t'70rld, and, secondly., the practical acquintanoe Or 

· familiarity gained by experience and aided by sympathetic 

_i;n·tuit;.i.on and appreci.at.ion11 such acquintance as is ~1ell 

exemplified in the relation friends to one another. 
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The int4~mate knm.;ladge 'i.'lhich ~iends have one of another . 

is not the result of a process of reasoning or scientific 

research. but is based on mutual confidence and affection 

gained through practical experience and insight. It is eli.-, . 

fferent from sceintific knot:vledge t"lhich is intellec·tual, 

impersonal and unemotional. J:t is not information about ·Uod 

acquired by a str~ct p~cess of induction but an acquintance 

~. God accompanied by a strong emtional tone as in the 

esse of human friendship. 

j ,, . The distinet101,1 between l<no<.:l.ng about and having 

l aequintance with, a distinction expressed in some languages by 

the use of tt'I10 different \V"Ords t;;Orresponding to the one English 

word, nto k,ne.vi"• such as in German utd.ssern, and •kennen' in 

French 11 savoir •. ln non the less deserves ttie name of lmO't'Jledge 

prov~fied it .is sufficiently ratifi-ed by individual and social 

some· philosophers (specially the linguistic Philosophers) 



argue that philosophical prOblems can be cured ~ linguistic 

therapy. For them the question that. "Is their religious 

kno"t·Tledge" is, ,:;p~o problem. By actua~ uses .of the 

epistemic terms like ~know' and 'true •· can be resolved. All 

·of them depend upon context. 

No one use is reducible to another 11 we do infact• 
I 

speak of religious knO'I!Jledge. The word has an intelligeble 

application in religion. TO be sure, the concept "knowledge" 

may not perfO:>rm the same function or use in religion as 

it does in sciet"lce. But it dOes have a legitimate useo Our 

perplexities concerning religious know~edge may' stem from 

the asS?umption that the concept 'kpowledge' has but one· 

meaning. or use. If t'le rid: purselves of this initial pre-

judice and si.rnply looJ' at the various uses this concept has 

in various areas of discourse , t~e can rid ourselves of 

our perplexities .• 

'lbe view that "Is there religious knowledge ?" can 

not be solved simply by describing the use or uses of the 

concept "knowledge". 

The term 1knov1ledge • is honorific, and many people 

mistakenly apply it. to beliefs ··1hich do not the applicatJ.on. 
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Implicit here is a prescriptive or persuasive definition 

.of 1knowledge'. Some such· definition - son'le set Of eriterif,9.. 

~s· impl;i.c.itly or explicitly ap}?ealed. to ·~:ham t."1is -is applied. 
. . . . 

l~olf.l-need such a de£inition Qf arb!trer'1 cmd philosophically 

pointless. J:t can be v.iet'led as one. of a. series. of distinctions 

which in-telligent men have. fe~t impelled to make ovE!r the 

centuries and which they have cen.ceived of as a tool for 

ph~losophical clarificatiOrb · 

NO't-1 the thing is that whether a given Qognit:l.ve sent,ence 

constitutes knowledge involves an appeal to cri tu!e _which 

£unction .as a norm for the term i)aiowledge• and _the p.t;Oblem ot 

justifying such criteria is that of j-uf3tifyj.ng a norm. 

_ul?~ffessor .James OUver has ;-ecognised that criteri¢~t fOr 

the term •qQ:iot'IT.ledgeu :func;rtton normatiyel.y. These criteria 

amount. to a· set Of· ep*~temological .rilles •. and a given sentence 

is ~to be · charS:cte.rized a$ true ( or given a certain degree. ·Qf 

credibility ) , · i£ it conforms to tbose epistemological rules .• 

0liver argues that. cri~eria for the term "lmo\-vledge" or sets 

Qf epistemological rules .oz; devi~H;d .~ order to answer the 

fundamental. and central problem of epistemology • namely;, 

~wnat statements should an individual believe ? 11 
. He puts the 

issue in the ~OJ;m of a. question : · "t-Jhy should one be interested 
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't~)distinguisting what J.s true from what .is false except as 

a means of deciding .w})at right tof~' belleved •. "
6 

Professor Oliver docs insist that not.-a.ll sentences are 

assertions (()r statements) and there must b~ some clear 

meaning for a statement before the question of believing it 

is considered at ~11. He also insisting further that. · a 

sentence having some clear. meaning is logically prior condi-

tions for the adoption of attitude~ of belief or disbelief 

to~;ard it. 

Oli\te& points out thet. alth2ough Descartes. and ~""le 

rationalists generally have advocated views involving onlj' 

two attitudes of belief-complete certainty and complete 

d;:i:sb._~l-~ef. people can and do t<tke a wide range of attitudes 

or degl.-~es of belie~s to~:,.rards statements" Thus· one 

problem, important but subordinate to the central problem 

o£ epistemology ;- , is that of providing a useful scale of 

degrees of ~lief • 

We have the comprehensive classifications, among 

analytic# synthetic~ and sel:f-con·tradictoxy sta.tements-ll among 

6. Jame t-J. Oliver. The Problems of Ep:istomology -

Journal o£ Philosophy• Vol. 57,. No. 9 (1960). 
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universal#· existential and singular statements.; · and . among 

statemen~ in various levels of l~ngul;lge., Distinctions have 

been made among statements purporting to ~efer to abstract 

·entities, and those purpor.t~g to refer t.o supernatural beings. 

A comprehensive classification ·Of all statements is a problem 

preliminary to the. Solution of the central problem cf epis~

mology. 

We have classifications of cognitive religious 

sentences which ~eludes descriotive 
·' - sente>nces, pred$.ct1.ve 

sentences, expla,nations, histori·cal sentences~ and autobiogra .. 

ph,ical sentences.. We can as~e that there is t;l. scale · of 

atti~es (includi.ng the attitudes of belief; disbelief; no 

opinion, and other intermediate attitUdes ) which one may 

adopt which given co.gnitive religious sentence. 

s:.he question Of whetl1.er there is religious knov-,rledge. or 

r..~ _· take the phrase 'religious knOt<V'ledge' to designate cegni• 

tive religious $enten9es tOttrard -vshich it is appropriate to 

adopt an attitude of beli$::E-;, 

Like cognitive religious sentences 1n different 

religions. the beliefs and the claims to kno~Tledge shows that 

they appear to offer ~tnowledge about a great variety of general 

su]:)jeots. · 
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:tn different religions we cen find statements proposing 

knowledge about the following general topics, cosmology , 

theology, psychology, history, ethics, proper rituals, and 

· devotions and proper att.i tude for living." 

cosmology deals with the origin
1

structure development or 
/ . 

purpose of the universe. Here God or Gods are responsible 

for the origin. But it is not necessar.i·• Usually the 

evidence for such claims to knowledge is insight or revelat~on 

guaranteed by belief in the p~rtieular religion. cosmolo

gical statements propose facts, true or false, about the 

m1iverse., 

u:rn the Upanishads of Hinduism \ie find t£"'le following 

stateme;nts : "Th.e whole universe come forth from Brahman , 

and moves in Brahmann. Brahman sees all, knot'ls all, he is 

knm1ledge itself, of him are born cosmic intelligence, name 

form and material cause of all created beings and thingso The 

entire book of the upan:tshads JmQ\'m as ":P:basna" is cosmo-

1nrn7 u 7 
--"::J~ 0' 

Theological knowledge dea~s with the existence and nature 

of a god or gods and t-li th the r~lations of a god to the 

l.zorld and ma.n. · We ean find it in Upanishad also. :rn 

7. Upanishads - p. 18 
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Upsu."'li$hed,. u'l'he self i~ the omniscient Lord. He is not :born. 

He does not die... He is neither ea.Q~nor .effect. The Ancient 

one is unborn, im.penishable, eternal, though the body be 

destroyed he is not killed. 

Although the early Budhism rejected·· theologica~kn~1ledge, 

the latter Budhism accepts the. theological claims, for 

instance : the un.iveraa~ mind alone is the Eudha and the 

sentient beings~ but sentient beings are attached to par

ticular forms and so seek for outside·!~. 

FOr- h.istOJ:"!eal lu"J.Qwle.dge the claims contained in the 

won:ld religions have some special features that. distinguish 

them from ordinary or sc'*etltific history.. But the ethical 

.: claims to knOt-Iledge inform us· abcut what is goo~ .nnd flbat 

is bad, right and wrong,. our moral obligations, and also about 

the foundations of our value$. 

1he claims to lmo\-l~edge about attitudes or k_inds o£ 

behaviour .appropriate .to I some way o£ life• SUch attitudes. 

are oft~ presented in m1 indirect or metaphorical manner 

and are often connected wi~1 statements belonging to one of 

t..ile other subjects o:E JmO't'ITledga •. 

Unlike the other claims to knowledge,. they are abundant 

in all the ~1orld religions.Iii!lduism says, nslessed are they 
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that cboose the good, tbey that choose the pleasant. miss the 

goodu. l: have told you tbe secret knOt-J'l.edge. Austerity,. 

/"'' self-c:ont.roY:: performance of duty without attachment what 

is called · sal\lat.ion is really cent~mence. For through con• · 

tinence man ·is freed f.rom ignorance. And ~-vhat. is known as 

the vow of silence, that too is continence. ,F~-::::.::...n~~~ '{~l· 

.. :·.:: . 2'jj:c;:;;, .. £i~t:"~-~~t=~~~~~- For a man through continence 

realizes the self m'ld lives in quiet contemplation. Be self 

controlled. Ee charitable. Be compassionate. 

Christianity says; 'Blessed are the poor in spirit, for 

theirs is the kingdom of heaven. Blessed are those who mourn,. 

~or they shall be conforted. 

PsycilOlogical claims to knowledge abOut ~~e nature or 

man are found in many of the world religioru3. '!hey are 

usually presented to make plausible some view of survival of 

death, ot- mystical 't"lay, or et.llical claims or att.i tudes £or 

living. up.J..nduism says., uThe self-existent: made the senses 

turn out.\vard. · .L\ccording man looks toward what is t-lithout , 

and sees not what is 't-J.ithin*' .. 8 u In four Noble-Truth of 

Budhism 'E..'dstence is unhepiness (painful). Unhappiness i-s 

caused by selfish cravin.g. Selfish craving can be destroyed. 

a. Upanishad -· P•. 20 
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It can be destroyed by following the eight. fold path. u9 

"For Chrj.stianity and Judaism, a vast. amount of practical 

information about hum~n behaviour is contained in the proverbs 

of Solomon,n10 and much of .this depends upon the lrnot-rledge 

of good and evil that man acquired from the 'full of man. 

According: to Y... !"lasih 

t '1Fai th is a matter of acting .. doing, and becoming and i•1 an 

·~ ~r:istent:ial decision for a certain kind of life·. · It is only · 

by risking our persons from one hour to another that t·1e live 

at all. nA life lived accord.ing to its faith creates its own 

veri. fication. Faith is not a matter of scientific on intellec

tual cogen~Jo. but is in perfect harmony with the task of 

living of rational creatures. Faith is a matter of convictimn 

\ in relation to a convictor. · !i: is not a cognitive affiar.;"ll 

10. The Holy Bible, pp.. 670-80 

11. The nature of Reliqious knowledge ¢'0 Y. r..rJas.:f.hw. 

Centre of Advanced Study in Philosophy, 
Visva-Bharati. ~anttn~etan - 1971. 
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Faith can not be said to be knowledge~ because faith is 

. belief and belief may or may not be rational, that is may 

be rational, irrati?nal, a-rational and non-rational. John 
,. 
1]' Hick regards ufaith" to be cognitive in as much as he I ~s that a fGit:h-propos;!.ti<>-'l concerning God is verifiable 

in terms of post-mortemexperience and so-according to him 

one has the right to be sure. HO't'J~ven.. knot1ledge properly so 

called has some rational justification in its favour. 

"Kncn"lledge and faith alike subserve the struggle of the 

human spirit to its divine gcal, and they should interact with 
. 12 one another in the cause of spiritual progress .. " 

i Faith is neither purely theoretical not yurely pract-ical, 
. '~ 

~ but something both in human life. J:t has middle position in 

' human li£e. 

The advocates of simpl~city 

f.:~!i-~;_.:_.-; -·r~< ,;5 to knowledge fail, £or faith can not be absorbed 

in the theoretical process of knc»1ing without losing its 

~ specific charactera While the contents of faith are taken 

\ to be theoretically true, they are not reached by rat;Lona.l 

12. Philosophy of Religion - by· George Galloway, p. 333 
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\ inferences. but are maintained in a prac:t:ical_interest. 

I 

l 
·The specific objects of faith are primarily values# 

\'lhich evoke the affective life. and furnishes a centre around 

t-Ihich the feelings gather. Faith embraces facts and -their 

relations only in sofar as they are involved in the values, and 

necessary to support them. In· its full spiritual develop-

ment it is a stable attitude o:i: mind, and a response of the 

t'lbole personality to the object. In this respect it differs 

decidedly from mere 'belie£ • or •.opinion • in the sense of 

Plato. 

Faith, on the contrary • is an act of the spiri tua.l and 

·r self-conscious 

GQd the supreme value to be essential to his own soul and to 

person, who affirms the religious values, . and 

t:he meaning of the world. Xt . .is a movement of the self, 

conscious anq free, which expresses the needs and states 

the postulates of the spirit,ual life. Faith is se> conceived, 

is neither pr~ctical non•wavering ; hut spealts -of full assurance 

and an abiding .ideal. 

' -

I<nowledge itself is stimulated by £aith, and.ends with 

faith ~n the ideal which has inspired its partial achievement. 

Faith again, :in':. tpe intere~ts of spiritual life goes beyond 

knowledge in order to find a finalvaxmt value and meaning in 

the world. 
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In claiming theoretical valid,ity for its object, faith 

admits its affinity t-1ith kno~lledge.. Both movement issue from 

the living self as it. reacts on the experienced world, and 

are complementary aspects of its p~osive activity what is 

important to the one can not in the end be indifferent to 

the other .. 

Aquinas discusses faith 1n all its aspects 1n· "Somma --I Theologica11
• For him, faith .is a propositional attitude, 

/ that is to say, it consists in assenting to proposition. 

This is unanbigously stated and its imp~ications unambigously 

accepted, both by Aquinas and through out the catholic tradi

tion •. He ~xplains that "the thing known is in the lmot"ler 

according to the mood of the kno'VIer" and "the mood proper 

to the human intellect is to knovr the truth by composition 

/ and division", l!l$n •s knowledge of c:lod takes the form of 

~ knowing proposition about him, through GOd himself is o£ 

course not a preposition but the Supreme being. 

Faith, say Aqu~as, occupies a. position between lm.owledge 

(scientia ) and opinion (opin:la ) and accordingly falls on 

a common scale with them ; and since they are both concerned 

with propositions, so .also is faith. 
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J The propositions which faith believes ofL at any rate 

) those that are of faith absolutely. · From this it fellows that 

faith is distinguished from scientia by a difference between 

their objects : the objects of 3cientia is such as to compel 

the assent of the human mind, whilst the object of faith is 

distinguished from opinion by the subj··~tive or psychological 

~~difference that opinion is and faith is not 

an inner feeling of doubt or uncertainty •. 

accompanied by 

The main aspects of Aquinas doctrine of faith, its 

veluntacy character follows naturally. Faith is belief which 

1 
is not compelling evoked by its object but which requires an 

act cf will on 'the believer pa~. Faith is.a virtue precisely 

because it is not compelled. Faith is belief which is not 

I coercively evoked by intrinsic evidence but which is produced 

by a voluntary adhesion to divine revelation. 

t SO 11 faith" is e:mployed both as an epistemological and as a 

\ nonepistemological term. The t.Jorld "fides" and "fiducia11 

provide conveniently self explanatory labels for the two uses. 

We. speak, on the other hand, o:E faith (fides) that there 

.. 

is a God and that such and such propositions about him are true. 

mere 'faith • is cognitiv(91y, refering to a state,. act, or 

procedure which may be compared with standa~ instances of 
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knowing and believing. On the other hand, \oJe spealt of faith 

11 fiduc:ia" as a trust, maintained sometimes·desp.ite contrary 

.indications, that the divine purpose_ toward us is wholly good and 

loving. This is a religious trust which nay be compared with 

trust or confidence in an other human person. 

The vie~.; of matter today, that, faith is unevidenced 

or iri adequately evidenced belief. To quot~ a typical defi

nition#-

"The general sense is belief perhaps based on. some 

evidence, but very firm, Qr at least more firm, or/ and of 

il'Dre extensive content, than the ev.idence possessed by the 

believer rationaly warrants.u13 

Reason 1 tself, is a matter of faith.lfw confidence of 

~ r:ason~n itself as the faith >1hich lies at the root of all 

knowledge. 

In a unified and harmonious experience there can be no 

- such antithesis between. faith and knot-.Tledge. Religious faith 

must not claim special privileges in the sense of Lrnmunity 

from rational inquiry. I~ must be prepared to come out into 

the open and allow .its tenets to be subjected to critical 

tests like any other hypothesis. 

13. A Philosophical Sc~~ of religion -by c.J. Ducasse 

( New York 1953) 



77 

We can identify faith with a set of beliefs in when the 

belief-in-demand so~ sort of behaviour tn accordance with 

them. A religious faith \'1ill be set . of beliefs-in about 

particular sorts Qf objects such that certain attitudes , that . 
is disp~sition to behave, ~-1111 be inst<tlled in the b~lieves. 

This view of faith differs from the view that faith. is 

a way of lmowing •.. l'Jhen faith is taken as a way of knowing 

then all the old. conflicts between. faith and reason break out, 

both are making knot..rledge claims. In this view that :faith 

does not depend upon the foundations of morality, non does 

it depend on any beliefs that certain absolute values are 

ingredient in the world. 
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C H A P T E R - III 

· RELIGIOUS N.'iOhUDGE ~"U BELIEF FROM LINGUISTIC 

. POINT OF VIEl-1 

Eefoy\ this we have discussed about religious knowledge. 

Here we are concerned on kno~vledge and belief in general and 

role of language tm'l1ards religious knowledge in particular. 

The problem concerning the distinction between knowledge 
,, 

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

philosophy which began v1ith the ancient Greek thinkers. The 

Greek word for· 'knowledge' like the English, can either the 

faculty of knOl'ling or that t-Jhich is known. One task here 

is to define the faculty or function of knowing though, of 

course, it can not be defined without reference to its object. 

In order to determine ~n1ether a sensation or perception is a 

. case of knowledge, 'lrJ'e must first, it .is generally supposed; see 

if it has fulfilled certain characteristics laid down for the 

purpose. · Accordinq to Plato, for example "Knowledge in ---·1 infallible and the objects of knm-;ledge must be completely 

real and unchanging. These are the two marks of knO't'ITledge 



assumed at the out set which any candidate to title must 

possess.1 
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'Ihe whole Jmowledge can not be identified 1:1ith sense

perception, as claimed,by protagoras for ever the.simplest 

and most common acts of knowledge contain elements of common 

terms. The common terms according to Plato are called 'Form5' 

or 'Ideas•. 

\own 
Plato proceeds to show that perception even t<~ithin its 

sphere, is not kl&owledge at all. It has already been 

pointed out that even the simplest act of kn~;ledge is not 

I 
possible \ttithout some elements of 'Forms• 'tvhich according to 

Pleto, are the true objects of knowledge. Tho~gh perception 

bas the first Characteristic of infalibility in a sense, it 

can not apprehen the second characteristic of existence and 

truth. "KnO\«lledge can not reside in the impressions, but in 

our reflection upon them. " 2 Thus impression, that is, per-

l. Plato•s theory of knot-Jledge. The Theaetetus and the 

Soph.ist( tr -with a runn;i.ng commentary by F .r-1. cornford, 
Koutledge and Kegan Paul, Ltd l.enaon - l935, pp.28-2~. 

2. Ibid, 186 
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perceiving has no part in apprehending truth without whiCh 

there can be knot'l . .knmvledge~ Hence Plato establishes that 

perception and knowledge can not possibly be the same thing. 

t'\ccording to Kant, empirical judgements are either 

•of experience 1 orL- •of perception • •. He -v1rites "Empirical judge

ments, so far as they have objective validity, are judgements 

of experience, but those t-thich are only subjectively valid 

::c name ,me~e judgements of perception.3 He thinks that the 

judgements of perception requires no pure concept o£ the 

understanding. When 6ne says 41the .room is warmn •.sugar is sweet • 

we have such judgements of perception. such judgements Kant 

thinks, refer merely to feeling and they hold good only fOr 

the perceiving subject without any reference to universal 

validity. hben Plato criticises and rejects protagoras claim 

that. "perception is knotvledge, he seems to have anticipated 

such judgements of perception which Kant latter points out. 

'\ Thus for both Plato and Kant such sense-perceptions can never 

, have the status of knowledge propero 

Plato points out that true judgement or right opinion 

or true belief can not be called knOi·Jledge~ .Knoviledge must be 

3. Immanuel Kant. - uProlegoiOOna to Arry future metaphysics 

( tr- by L.W. Beak, The.liberal Arts Press Inc U.S.A. 

1950, PP• 45-46 ) 

/ 
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full and complete understanding, rational comprehension, and 

not merely instinctive belief. It must be grounded on reason 

nQt on faith. Knowledge is altV"ays accompanied by a true acc()unt 

of its qrounds, unshakable by perception and possessed by gods 

and only a few among men. True belief is produced by persuation 

not based on rational grounds, and can be changed by persuation, 

and is possessed by all. m::mltind. 

FUrther according to Plato, true belief accompanied by 

an account or explanation also.can not be identified with 

knowledge. 

Theaetatus points out that knotrlledge is of what is true, 

and tbat eternal end unchanging E2£!! or Ideas . are the objects 

of knowledge. Knowledge is thUs distinguished from 'doxa• or 

belief t-7hich is diJ!"~cted to sensibles as .its objeqts. 4 Here the/ · 
. ', l-

Platois ~qplicit assu~tion is that the fact that l~awledge 

and doxa are distinguishable implies that their respective 

objects are distinguishable. 

In the epistemologi.cal scheme of Plato 'kno~rledge • is 

knowledge o£ tr1hat is real ; i.t is an embodiment of first. princi

ples called Forms, whereas a • right belie£ at best ful;nishes 

us with general fairly reliable guides which are as they 
.,,. 

4.. Normal."l Gulley - uPlato 's t11.eory of knowledge" - t1ethuen 

and co. Ltd., Londcn 1962, P• 61 
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stand* arbitrary and unrelated·. Thus :r.x-1,. Crombie points 

out "So far. the relation bet\V'een lmo"t-.rledge and belief is 

that when I knc:>w ~ grasp some reality, and when I ha~,e st.)und 

belief I grasp, or have in mind, something "t-1hat Plato llltens 

1 to an~f that reality.n5 

ln the •simile' the contrast between seeing ·Obje~ts 

d;J.rectly and seeing them only through their images· or s.liad6ws 

is an analogous Of the relationship bett"'7een 'kno-'11ing' at"'ld 

•bf3lieving•. 

uBelief is thus a state ·in tvhich tV'hat is present to the 

mind is not an objective reality,·but a rer:;.resentation of 

this, name1y, a proposition something that can be true or 

false. ~nowledge is a state in which the objective reality 

itself is preisent to the m.ind. 6 

.In essence 1:;ristotle ·accepts Plata • s account of lmo~'lledge, 

but he. modified some important. respects the distinction betvleen 

kno"to1Tledge and bel;i.e£ as dra~rm by Plato. JrOr .P..ristotie 

know·ledge in .its U.."liversality relates to ideas ; it does not 

mean, as it does in Plato's formulation# that these ideas 

are ever given separately from the corresponding objects. 

s. I.M •. Cromb.ie - ipla.to : ':ihe lllidwife •s Apprentice, •· -

Routledge and Keg an Paul ~to. •, London - 1964, p.. 104 

6. Ibid. p. 118 
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\Aristotle points out that kn.O't'iledge is not innate. As .r.egard 

belief Aristotle .like Plato suggests that belief can not be 

the same as knm'111edge. But h1s account of this distinction 

between the t't~O is not based on different kinds o£ objects 

related respectively to belief and knowledge.·Por Aristotle 

what exists in any ~ase is alTl/'rays the concrste objects,. the 

concrete ind.ividua1:3~ al"ld_all human cognitive acts of thought 

and judgement relate. to these, directly or indire~tly. He 

points out that .. , hot<-;ever1 ·c..nat1 not all of these cognitive 

acts are of the sa."ne kind. They differ in respect o£ the 

degree of clarity involved regar-ding the understanding of 

the principles and causes i11 each case, which in its turn is 

guided by hu~, consideration of purpose at the. moment. 

Besides Plato's and Aristotle's distinction of knowledge 

and-belief, t.he two schools namely empriricism and r,ationalj.sm 

anS'VJ'ers the question i.e. nw"hat is ltncrt·;ledge ;n in their Otm 

respects. 

On a closeR. examination the empiricist. thesis in general 

that all our concept and lcnowledge from sense_perception can 

not be enter1:;ained. Kant ·has noC_ doubt abou-t the contentio..~ 

t-..ha.t all Ol.'l.r knowledge beg-ins w.ith experience. 11Eut. though all 

Otir knowledge ,be9;ins With experience 'Kant points Ol\t it. 
. 7 

does not follow that it all arises out of experience ... 

7. Kant - •critique of pure Rea.soq' -(tr. N.K. Smith ) 

Macmillan , klndon 1933 , B l. 
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'.:?he rationalists contend that the human understanding 

or intellect is the only faculty of our lmowledge of objects. 

The cencept of the understanding or 'trt.lthS of reason •· are 

considered to be :for su:gerioR.. to any ·trUths grounded in 

sense-perception. !n plato's metaphysical epistemology, 

e.g• knowledge proper ent~rly belongs to the realm of reason 

completely detached from the senses. I-ia"wever, in reality tbe 

concepts of understanditlg alone can not furnish all the 

objects of knowledge. 

In. ultimate analysis .. the confl.t!ct· betv;een rationalism 

and f~mpir:i.c.:tsm is sought to be reduc~..a. to the traditional 

dicb,otQmy of propositions il'lto (a) analytic •a priori • 

propositions and (b) Synthetic a posteriori propositions. 

If su.ch a dichotomy is taken for granted. as absolut;a then 

smpiricisn1 and rationalism have much to claim as they do. 

For Kant, the phenomen-on of kno...-lledge can be satisfac

t.orily explained onl:t~ i£ .it shoul<i be both s~"nthei.:ic and 

apriori at the same time KO!.J.t•s cc1ncern is ~ .. v-ith ~ priori 

As regards belief, K&""lt 'r;> treatment is' not so e..xhaus

tive. To hold that a tll.i.ng J.s true .is an occurance in our 

understanding. I-:t may rest on objGctive grounds, but ~~ 

requires subjective c~s::~ in the m:ind of the .LJ.dividual who 
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makes the judgement.. such a judgement may be valid for 

aveeyoile and i~s graunq may be thus objectively· sufficient., 

This ·Kant ·C:alle . •eonviC'ti9Jl' • Oil the other hand , if it has 

its grounds onl.y in ~e special·character (.)f the subject, it 

is entttled 'pe£suation•. Persuation is .a mere illusion, 

because the ground of tbe judgement,. wl"•ieh is solely the 

subject is· regarded as objective. SUch a: judgement has only 

private valid:f.ty. Convict.ton has tlie possibility Qf. co~i

cat.L"lg it and of finding it to he valid for all. human reason. 

Tbe holding of a thirig to be true, or the subjective 

validity of the judgement $n its relation to conviction, Kant, 

thinks has three degrees namely, ·opinins;:J. be~ievi.ng, and 

knowing. ()pinion is such holding of a jUdgement which is 

consciously insufficient.both objectively and subjectively. 

In case of ~lief, bowev~r, 6\ir ·holding of the judgement is 

subjectively 'sufficient bu~· object~vely insufficient. Lastl.¥, 
I 

~rhen the holding' Qf a thing· to. be tnw is, sufficient both 

· subje~tively and· objectively ,_ it is case of knQwledge. This 

perhaps.· paves ·the way··fQr ·many l~tter .t)linkers ~<1ho main~in 

the vieti that ~e.diffe~ence ~etween kn~rledge and belie£ . . ' ' ' ' 

:.l.s one of degree only. 

so the prQ~lem o£ knowledge and beliefs ~s one of the 

-mostha:ffl.ing pro:P1ems_Q£_philosophy which has since the 
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dawn of philosophy ~tself provoked the thG~ht of many 

philosophers. ln r.",Dqe.rn philost_>phy 9•E• r{Oore's ~planation 

may in the main be cons...,dsred to be a faithful representa• 

tion of the common sense view Of knowledge and beli.ef. Though 

1<10ore is prirnclrily conce.med t•;i.th an allalysis. of beli'ef · m 
general his theory is intended to explain the difference·· 

between true beliefs and false ones. ln ~toore •s .language 

it can be stated as "To say of this belief that. it is true 

'\vOUld be to say Of it that the fact to Which it refer:C__ 

. is ••• whtle to say o£ it that it is false is to say 

of· i't that the fact to i-thich it refers simply is not.•8 

Eve1.-y belief trae or-~alse two constituent elements can 

al'tiays. be distinguished, namely# the .act of belicef and 

t;he . -ct>bject of · b~lief or wP,at is l:JelieVed. · Arl object of 

bel.ief .is also sometimes called a proposition"' 

·· ·In one of h!s. ea.rly writings l-lOore explains the case 

·I of a belief as an attitude of 'the mind 1:0Ward<l ~!Ollie propo... 

sition. According to this ~ccount he div1C1es absolutely all 

contents of the universe into two classes, namely, propos! ... 

tions on the one hand and things which are not propositions

on the other. ·one very striking feature in Moore's 

s. G.E. t-".ool:e - nsome main problems of Philosophy"·· 

George Allen and Unwin Ltd • ., London - l9S51 pp.2S5-56. 
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analysis is the implication that belief is altvays .an attitude 

of the mind. Every belief whether it. be true or false . 

always has an obj~et which may be called a p~oposition and 

the belief simply consists in having this proposition before 
. . 

. 
1 

the mi.."'ld in one pa.t;ticular ~.,.-a,y in being consciouS of it in 

~ the peculiar attitude 'tvhi~h 't-Ie. call 'believing'.• 

on the positive side of ·!·loore's theory, he discussing 

·the nature of belief iri its relation with imagination and 

ltnowledge. Some tl1i.~ers rnaintains that the di£ference between 

'belief • and • imagination •· is merely one of degree. John 

Laird expresses a view 'tr1hich is almost similar to it 't"1hen he 

remaJ;ks ••·lbe upper limit of opinion, in this sense, is belief 

(Qn something very near it).9 

-In itnagina·tion two ~lte.rnati.vas one may have the atti-

tude of belief to the one. and may not have · t.lle same atti

·tude to. ·the other.. But this Ol'lly means, it is printed out, 

that the difference simply consists in the fact that he 
imagines in the former more strongly and more vividly. 

_ 1 SO writes Hume "••• that the difference bet\'1een fiction 

and belief lies in some sentiment or f~eling ~~hieh is annexed 

9. John Laird - "Knowledge, belie£ and opinion11
• 

The century co., London - 1930, p. 167 
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to the latter,. and not to the former ulO 
••• Thus he points 

out that the sentiment of bel~ef is nothing but a conception 

more ~tense. and steady than what attends the mere fictions 

of the imagination. 

For Moore knoi:lledge. is belief plus something else ; to 

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

some Philosophers l~te 
. ll 

H..,A,. Prichard , on the other hand 

maintain such .a different view according to which 'to believe• 

and •to knot"1 1 are two such things exclusive of each other as 

if they are in'~1o different watertight compartments. Ltke 

) lY..oore, Malcolm takes points to · r~ute the stand point of , __ _ 
Priehard and thef1eby to reinstate the ordinary usage of 'know• 

and belief in which the twQ words are used interchangeably. 

1-\hother aspect of 1-iOOre 1 $ theOQ"' of belief is concerning 

the ttutb-valu.e .of a belief. l:~oore has clearly recognized a 

j difference bet'I.,Teen 1:1,1.m.;ledge and belief 3-n respect of both 

I degree and kind.. On an analysis in every case of knowledge 

a eorresponding belief of it seems to be present. This is all 

10. Hume - Enquiries COncerning Human Understanding and 
concerning the Principles of morals. Oxford University 

Press~ LOndon, 1957~ p. 48 

ll. H.A. Prichard - "Knowledge and perception~ Clarendon 
Press ,,Oxfozd 1950; pp. 58-91 
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that is generally presupposed in the treatment o.f knowledge 

and belief and their relation. ·:: .f~JSpite of the vari.ous ex

planations given .by different thinkers the problem of knowledge 

and belief still J:etnains,. if pr..>ssible to be resolved. However, 

it is at least clear that believing and knowing are not terms 

to be treated as .contrary terms .o or as ttt;o poles apart rather 

:they are to be traated as correlates. Alice P..mbrose points out 

that ·nthe. correct usage o.f 'believing • entails the logical 

possibility of knot>~ing ifrhat is be1ieved.12 

It is a fac;:t that in our common sense usage we never nece-
, 

· ssarily make belief assertion either to the e}tclusion of or 

in opposition to a knowledge assert1on thereofo Thus in a 
'...:/ ' ... 

belief statement there is always the logical possibility of a 

knowledg.e statement. l:n our common sense ·usage when we have 

a knowledge statew~nt, we seldom t0ke into account the corres

ponding belief assertion.· :tf, houever, one is questioned about 

the implication of such a belief statement in his established 

lm.owledge statement, he t-.Tould perhaps, undoubtedly entertain 

ti1e actuality ~f the belief statement. Moore also seems to hold 

12. · (The) British Journal for the Philosophy of Science -

pp. 395-417. 
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such a view.13 such an implication or the actuality of a 

belief statement by a knowledge•staternent has very little, 

90 

r practically nothing to do with our common sense ; it is rather 

/ a linguistic issue, a matter of analysis. 

NO"t-4' -v1e come to Russell's view on this point. Russell 
l 
1 

1
d1sc:uss the problem i.e. }g}Oi.1ledcv~ and Belief from a purely 

employs the 
-+-------' 

analytical standpoint. In some conterlt Russell 
I 

word 'belief • in a very \'lide sense thereby maintaining no 

clear distinction bet";~een belief as such on the one hand ana 

knolr.rledge proper on the otheri ln his essay 'Belief • Russell 

1/ roain·tains that the ~t7hole intellectual life consists of beliefs, I and of the passage from one belief to another by what is 

called reasoning.14 

In Hoore 's UCO'LU"Jt belief as such is not cl~rly disen

tangled £rom his account of true and false beliefs. But in 

Russell's· analysis there is an attempt to analyse belief as 

such free from true and false beliefs. He \"'lrites 11'l'hus al-

though truth and falsehood are properties of beliefs yet they 

13. l.J.toore - 11Some Hain Problems of Philosophy" - George Allen 

and Unwin Ltd. London - 1953, p.. 274 

14. .Russell -·(The) Analysis of mind, George Allen Unwin Ltd. 

London ... 1921, pp. 231-52. 
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are in a sense extrinsic properties, for the condition of 

the truth of a belief is something not involving beliefs, 

or (in general any mind at ; but only the objects of belief. 

A mind which believes truly when there is a corresponding 

complex not involving the mind, but only its objects.15 

Wittgenstein in the Tractatus an account of kno~ledge 

in some form or other can be traced to the authors thesis of 

lan~age and me?~ing and sense. In his 'Introduction• to 

Wittgenstein •s uTractatus", Rus~ell pc·il1'ts out that Wittgen-

stein is concerned wit~ ~~e conditions for a logically perfect 

language. !!'he V-Jhole function of language is to have meaning, 

and it only fulfills this function in proportion as it 

approaches .to the ideal language. And it is also widely 

maintained that W~ttgenstein s~s up his perplexing philosophy 

\ 

in his oft-quoted epigram 11Al1 philosophy is •critique of 

"16 l.:mguage' 

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

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

15. Russell _n (The) Problems of Philosophy11
, Oxford· University 

Press - London -192 , p.l29 

16. L. vvittgenstein -"Tractatus Logico Philosophicus" 

( tr. C.K. Ogden ) Routledge and Kegan Paul Ltd., London 

1922 ' 4.0311 
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problems of traditional. philosophy. Ije says "most proposi

tions and quest.ions that have been \'.rritten about philosophical 

matters, are not false, but senseless. We can not therefore 

answer questions of this kind at all, but only state their 

senselessness. Most questions and propositions of the philoso

phers result from the f<9.ct that ~"'e do not understand. the logic 

of our language. Here Wi ttgenstein concern is with language. 

that is, factual language., He lays rmlch emphasi-..'3 011 the 

analysis of language because for him.the structure of ~anguage 

~is acJue to the structure o:E reality or the -:.:crld. 

Language and reality are supposed to have the same logic 

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

representation or picture of rea.lity has something novel which 

dese~es our at·ten"t:ion .. 

The 'Traeta,.t.us • is solely concerned "t-.Ti th f;:;.ct,ual proposi

tions leaving the pro-positions of religion and ethics out of 

. its scope. A proper and rj!gorous analysis of language, according 

to t·Iittgenfltein·, ~eads us to his elementary propsiti.ons as 

the ultimate components of all ·factual propositions. 

so .far from Wittgenstein•s ·~ractatus• is that knowledge 
~ ·; 

. is the understanding .of the sense of a preposition t<1hich truly 
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·represents a fact. This viet>~ is quite in conformity ti'ith one 

very ±mportant criterion of knowledge which is generally 

accep·ted by alutOst all philosophers, namely.' that knowledge 

must be true. 

For Wittgenstelp knQwledge seems to belong to those 

propositions \'lhich truly , rep~esent existent or actual atomic 

facts.. such a contention would be true only if it cOuld be 

ahot-m that in respect of true propositions Wittgenstein is 

able to draw a distinction bett"leen 'knowledge • and 'belief • • 

Here vie can find t;he difference between traditional 

philc·sophy uf Plato and the logical atcmism. For Plato belief 

and Jmowledge have di£ferent objects which are ultimate. Thus 

for Plato the objects of sense are objects of belief and the 

FOrms or Ideas are objects of knowledge or wisdom, and these 

objects are in a way ultimate. 

Russell and Wittgens·tein do not maintain such ultimate 

objects. Though ow: 1~7lo'irrledge. .is kno-;IlE~dge of atomic facts, 

these atomic facts are far from being ultimate ~ the sense 

that t-..hey have objects as their constituents. 

The contribution of Wittgenstein to contempo~ary Philosophy, 

however, is of immense value.. It has rightly empl:lasized the . 
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need for a proper analysis of our language as a way to a 

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

~ 
philosophy is the .logical clarification of thoughts. The 

result of philosophy is not a number of ph~losophical proposi

tions but to mak~ propos! tions clear. 17 va ttgenstein 's 
I 

'Tractatus • has paved t.he way for ordinary language philosophy. 

Accoro.ing to some thinkers na"'l.al~~sis" is a. kind of 

paraphrase, a trsnslation from a less explicit to ~ rnore 

. explicit form.. But !\Tittgenste;tn thinks that. ~\:he philosopb.E~r•s 

real task is not to correct or return. our ordinaey language, 

but to endeavour to understand the v<~rious language-ga.m~s. And 

to understand our langua.ge is no j.O!'lger to kno-;r 1r1ha·t it pic-

tui:es but what i.t means, that is, what usage it ha:;. what i'l:~ 

dm::s, what purpose i-t:. serves, and what l'iork it perforins.18 

I; The '£1Jiloso:t:J1ical :rnvesj:.i,~at-..ion. points ·i;:o the really 

innumerable functions tilhicirl ·the vario·u.s ~~~rords and sentences 

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

-----------------~ 
17. t1i ttgenstein - Tractatus Logico-Philosophieus ( tr 

c.r<. Ogden) Routledge and Ke~an l?aul Ltd. London -

1922, P• 4.,112 
18. vJittgenstein - Philosophical Investigation {tr G.,E.D-1. 

Ansco[l".be, r4acmillans co., New York l9531 p. 264 
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exactly what fUnction a particular sentence performs. Hence 

there _is always the possibilJ.ty of sentences and other 

utterances being mis'tmclerstcod. I~ pointed O'Q.t that if there 

were no possibility of misunderstanding there would be no 

. . 
philosophy~ 

The idea of language-game as a logical expe~i~ental 

apparatus, then emerges as a mechanism of me.::ming clarifica-

~ion~ !t ~1iously does not seek ~~ give or find any defini• 

tion of mw~ning , but reveals eh~erimenta11y how we go about 

understanding or misunderstanding it actually .in our use of 

linguistic expressions. This is the reason tllhy Wittger&stein 

is concerned \'Jith expresf?ions and J.oc,l·tions like 1ha.viug the 

same meaning' changing its meaning , etc.._ rather thnn w.it.h 

meening as su~h.. All this Wittgen.stein ~urns up in 'bis fm:mnla 

. \ ·ttthe rnean.:i.ng of a WClz:d is its use .:L'Il languagett • 19 

This semantic or linguistic approachs can not: be treated 

as .:i.ndepenc.lent theories to account. for Imowledge and belie£ 

19~ Ibid. P• 43 
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though they seem to be in sharp and irreconcilable conflict-. 

Upto now we are discuss abott.t knowledge and belief 

by different thinkers. So far as religious belie£ and knowledge 

3-:e concerned the linguistic: analyst eliminate it. or in 

t otherwords the sole aim of the l.inguistic analysis in: the. 

begining was directed tQt-Ja.rds the elimination ·Of metaphysics 

but that; had its concomitant repercussion. an theology and 

religion as well, because these also have the ontological 

basis. 

The fqunders of the analytic movement ... MoOre and 

Wittgenstein did not think it necessary to devote fully to 

the problem of the .meaninq o.f religious language.t-1.oQre devrated 

only one passage to the problem of the existence of God and 

·being embarassed by the question failed to decide· whether 

. belief in God is an article of "commonsense11 or not. 

Wittgenstein in his 'Trac:ta.tus • made the question 

to be closed one, for, ace<:>rding t.o him, the notion of God 

as a being outside "the lirndts of the world" is bound to 
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be nonsensical. 

~e linguistie analysis mvement broaden the ~cope of 

philc:>sophy. Philosopher's are concemed not only with pro

positions but also with t;>entences which express e•11otions and 

voliUons.. Language has been considered. as a 'game• which is 

\: mul:tiple in nature, and n~> Umit can be put. to sucb games 

'a 2r~ori, because the number of games depends upon the 'rni:>Ves' 

taken on. the function's performed by sentences, which are infi-

nite and indefinite in number. Since language as such has 

become the subject RW.ltter of philosophy, i-t;~ includes not only 

the metaphysical language but all sorts of language-moral, 

aesthetics. religious, theological and also the language of 

science, history an~ law. 

The study of language has been considered of prime impOrtance 

due to various .reasons. In the first , it has been found that 

language i:il the firs.t. and direct object of ·knm-Iledge. 

\;,, -ct y6 l, Whatever we learn, we learn ~thr<>ugh language. · Seeondl.y;, 
~j .,__ . . I . ~ 

f()r all meaningfu~ communications conceptual clarity .is essential. 

Language in order to be intell.i.gible and significant should not 
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only fulfil the eondttions of syntax but also of Semanties. 

and Pragmatics. Thirdl;y:,· it has been urged that the question 

of meaning can be dete.;-m!ned and decided through the analysis 

o:f language. _Fourthly, the study of language is important also 

because it is gener~lly Prone to be misunderstQod, confused 

and misused. According to Ryle. th~e are many expressions 

·t'lhich are nsystema.tically niisleadingn.~ 20 and whidl create 

confusion •. 

'tiittgestein alsQ observes, that most questions and prO

positions result. from the fact that liJe do not understand the 

logic of our language. It is . a merit of Russell • s to have 

shotm that the apparent logical form of the proposition need 

not be the real fQX1il'• 
I 

Language disguises thought and creates confusions, pseuda 

problems, and puzzlement. According to Russell : • 

"EVerything ~s vague to a degree you do not realize till 

you have tried to ma~~ it precit?e. and everything ptecise is 

20. ayle - uSystsmatically misleading expression" in. Logic 

and language (ed) Antomy Flew lst series(Oxford# aastl, 
Slacktvell l9S2) • 
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so. remote from anything , we normally think; that yo1.1 can 

not for a moment suppose that i.s what we really mean when 

- 21 
trte say what tve thinkn • 

. Analysis, th'Us·, becomes a necessary and ligi timat.e 

activity. t-bst questions and puzzlements are due to the 

misuse of concepts and misunqerstanding of the lQgic of 

language. It is necessaey to understand the logic of 

language. 

The analysts ~old that philosophical questions are 

Qifferent from $cientific questions~ .While sc~entific questions 

ere genuine £ac-t:.ual questions, philosophical questions are 

/ only the conceptua~ mfales. Philosop~ieal puzzlements have 

\ 

their root in conceptual con£ .. usion and misunderstanding o£ 

the logic of language. As ~v.ittgenstein remarks ·"Philosophical 

prob:I:mms arise when language goes on holiday. u 22 

21.. Russell - nl<!Qnis·t~' .. 1918, P• 498, quoted by Brand 

Blanshard, Reason and Analysis ( London, George Allen 

and Unw~ Ltd• ,l962)p. 129 

22. ~littgenstein -. Philosoph:i,.cal :Investigation (Oxford, 

Basil Blackwell 1953) • p. 19 
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The recent ~rend. in philosophy has its wide rep•cus~ions 

on Theology al)d Religion. The thesis of the meaningfulness Of 

the theclogics.l and religious assertions is chiefly due to the 

introduction of this nel'J method of linguistic analysis in philo:.-

sophy. The analysts have urged tl1at li..'l'lguistie analysis is 

highly relevent to· Theology and Religion,. because it can put 
.· -

an end to many controver.s:tes a.""!d perplexities arising in t."le 
... 

theological and religious problems are only pseudo- problems 

having their o:::-igin in the misuse of ooncepts and confusion of 

language 'language-games• • 

If we look tot-r~rds linguistic analysis, then it had some 

inherent di:Efiaul ties.· and discrepancies of its own:~· The 

anal;;ist$ . t'lant to remain .confined only to the lan~age scheme, 

and they do not· 't-tant to make any w.etaphysical commitment. BUt, 

in fact, language is not a self-sufficient and self complete 

r system. I.t can not exist in the void.. It must , at least, refe.t" 

~ to the analyst who has to make analysis.· Language can not 

analyse itself. It ~Jst involve a conscious agent to m~te 

analysis of sentences and to. look into their organizat.i.on and 

function. The meaning dQes not sht'TW' of£ itself. :tt al't-1ays 
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~elates to the agent who understands the meaning. 

Further it should be acknol'lledged that there is. a circular I process involved in analysis. For the analysis of some words . 

a.""ld e::-tpressions (say A) t-Ie use other l!rords (say :a,c.o etc.) 

t-J"hich remain una.nalysed. Again for analysing :e._c,D, etc. we 

may take help of another words and infinitum or one may come 

again to use the first one (i.e. A) which we aimed to analyse~ 

This will involve circulan process. 

Language-schemes form· a heirarehy : there are different level 

physical unive:$e, his description is quite different 

the 

from that 

of the scientists. Scientific language-game may appear quite 

different from the common sense ~anguage-game because of the 

difference in language strata. :Language assumes many layers 

because of the difference in· the unit o£ description. Nhile 

the ordinary man takes a particular object to be r:rJie.: unit; 

the scientist teltes the units of force to be the unit •. It is 

this difference that rnakes.language-multi-layered. · 

FUrther., religious language-game is also different fran the 

scientific one.because science are concerned only with phenomena, 

where as religion is concerned with the noumenon or the ground 
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of phenomena. In othenv:o.rds ~ the sphere of science is the 

sphere .of Becoming, where as the sphere of religion is the 

sphere of Being, 1\le sphere of Becoming is a series o:t condi-
I 

t.ional anci relative events :Eoiming causal series. · The Being 

1 under lies this chain of events and transcends unconditionality 

and.relativity, and is the realm Q.f the Absolute. 

According to the. Logical · atQmists the language pic~ures 

facts. Here, a statement is meaningful i£ i.t denates some fact. 

The meaning of a \'Jord or statement consists in \..zhat it denotes 

'what a picture represents is its sense•. 

'l'he Sphere of science and religion are di£ferent.Science 

can simply give kriowledge of iiact t- but it can not. .say anything 

about right and t-trong , good and evil.- It is ·the province 

. .1 of ethics and religion. Relig.ion does not .involve any l~1o1vledge; 

~ .. t 'J; yo .it .irrvolves only af:fectio:-~~atiQn. So, Che iogical 
~..I 

atomist •s viet-1 of religion can be described as ..,morality 

touched t'l.ith ~otionn, - a definition give by , Mathew Arnold. 

, The essence of religion aceordj.ng to Russell, consists in 

"'V'orship,. acquiescence and love., 23 

23. "The ·essence of religionu,. First publ.ished in the 

Hibbert Journal Vol •. II, Oct .. 1922 : ReprL'1t. in the 

Easic \I'Jrittings of Bertrand Rl.lssell. 
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While these words have a dogmatic basis and a. super• 

natural referenc$ in the institutional religions. they have 

been given ethical meaning by Russell. Knowledge,. goodness and . 

love are the Chief marks of religion. Russell calls 'good 

~ife' tO be the religiOU$ life. 11The good life is J.rispired by 

lo'\re and guided by knowledge. Knetv-ledge and love are both 

indefinitely extensive ; therefore, however good a little 

may be, a. better life can be imagiQed. I:Jeither love without 

knowledge, nor knowledge \vithout love can produce a good 

life1124 

The later P..nalysts themselves have rejected the dicho-

tomy of analytic-synthetic propositions. vUth the recognition 

·Of the mttltiplicity of language-games, it is realized that 

certain e:q~ressions may not fall. within the dichotomy of 

m:.alytic-synt.he-:tic, and still have meaning because they have 

their function. It is largely true for religious expressions. 

They may not fall within this J;ichot:omy and st;f.ll have 

mew""ling because they may have their use. Rellgious assertions 
I 

evoke 'discernment.' and the consequent emotion and volition. 

VJhen the teacher say "That thou art to his discip_le, that. 

evokes a 'discernment' in him. 

24. Russell "Nhat I belief" in the Basic vJrittings of 

BartraTJd Russell - p.. 372 
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Language has been conceived as a form of life and ~t 

been characterizea as .a game. The conception of language 

as a game has the following implications :-

( l) Words are merely ·the· tools 1.·:hich can be- used in 

several ways and as such# · they can have several meanings. The 

meaning of a word is not fixed ·, ra~~cr it cha~ges from game 

to game. The same concept can assu.rne different ruecll'ling in 

different games QWing to its different functions. Thus ever.J 

statement has .:i.ts own logic! J:f ·~r1ords do not have any fixed 

meaning, it is not possible to assume a I>~iori what is the 

meaning of a particular concept without looking into its use 

or the job it is performing in any la.ng"t?.a.ge-game.. As Blanshard 

puts it :-

ur.r:ne analytic slogan do not assume in advance that 't-.ihat 

you mean will fall into any preconceived categories at all. 

Do not prejudge 't-1hat you meaTJ. by aseumptions as to what the 

world must be -li-ke. Let each statement. speak for itself ; it 

may nave its. ot'ln kind of meaning, and that kind of meaning 

its otm logic. The 1~GY to these "v"arities of meani1'ig is language. 

Only thro.ugh the nuances of language can trte explore t.~e 

manifold GOntent of idea ,impulse, and feeling that hum~ 

b i 
.· . 25 

e ng can express. 

25.. Brand Blanshard - nReason and Analysis" - p ... 309. 



/ 

105 

I 
(i1f Any concepts and· eXpressions have· diverse ·functions, 

there can be countless language-games.. I:>Jo limit can be fixed 

a priori to the number of such games. ~us, 't'le can not. say, 

t 

now, with .. the _:lO.gic:al pos:i:tivi$-'M · ·chat all meaningful asser-

tions must. fall Within tt..:rO c:ategories~analyt.ic and SYnthetic,. 

'l'he meaning of at1.y assertion is dete.rmined by its funetiol'l 

and an assertion can have innumerable fu...ictions., 'r'.nrough 

language one can describe facts, ask quest.ions, issue commands, 

make requests,. express emotions,. and evaluate things and so· 

on.· 

(iii) As every statement has mm *ogic and has :! ts own 

1

\ functions, one language-garne is not. to be confom~ded. • .. Tith 

other language-games c~1ing to their suparficiul resemblance .• 

The analysts are opr...osed to the paradigmatic use _of viords. 

,GJJ:ie expression should rtot he i:'.akeJ.'l as the model. or paradig·7111.. 
- ., . 

for all other ~~pressions because the meaning Of the e.."t!)re

ssions varies 1n language if one game is con.fu.sed with the 

other. game. Ryle calls it ·~category mistake", ncategory 

mistaken consists .!<"':1 oombining c~mcepts of different. categories 

or logical type". 26 

26. Ry~e - "Categoeyn 1938 Reprinted in. logic a.?ld la!iguage 

series (ed) A .. l~. Fletv (O:I{fo.rd, Bas:tl,. BlaoJu-iell) 1953-: 
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(iv) As a word or an expression -is a tool, it has no 

significance in itself. - l:ts meaning is determined by the 

rules of game. 1-Joreover, the meaning of a 'i'.iord is to be deter-

mined within the language game itself not by reference to 

/ any extra linguistic i universal £act. For_ e.~~~---~~ether a 

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

way it has been used in an:sr language-game. In 't-he 'Tractatus • 

lfiJittgenstein held that the meaning of a- torord is 'pru. .. tj.cular' 

but. in t...,"'le 'Investigations • he held that the ·word has no 

meaning apart from t.l-}e language-game. The meaning of a word 

is neither particular nor universal in itself. It is parti-

cula1:· \'lhen used in the sense of particular and universal when 

used to mean the.universel. 

Language game is only possible it one trusts ·something, it 

is r1ot ncan tru..cst something". The question of •trust • or 

reliance is else-whezoe linked i.'"! to t.lie idea .o:f. a "system" of 

beliefs .• 

t ·This account of trust and its connection 'tr.gith a sy~tem o£ 
' 

beliefs and activities are clearly. illwninating suggestions 

about how religious beliefs work for a person and in a community 

\iittgenstein remarks on hcr-"1 a child "learns to believe a 

host o£ things i.e. it learns to act accordi11g to these beliefs 

(and so) forrns a system of vihat is believed ••• such an account 
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It is this last 'tvhich allows the relig.ious community conti

nuity on different levels, w~th the larger non-religious 

community. It allows it to seem and .1ndeed be part , if not. 

wholly one, tv-ith the larger form 0,£ life, while maintaining, 

for its followers its ~m unique forms. 

without essential. conflict. Although tvittgenstein often tallts 

about religious beliefs as :i.f they are the beliefs Of indivi

duals, in fact, as his appeal to "system" shotvs, he is talking 

about a community of believers for whom the one distinctive 

language-game may be expressive of a unique way o:E life., with

out denying the claims of other l~guage-games. 

one may argue that i~lied ~n the diversity and multi-

f . plicity of religious beliefs is the basis for validating and 

I relativizing the truth of every religious belief adhered · to 

and practiced by . any primitive, traditional, or contemporary 

religion. Further more., one may . also argue that a \vittgens .... 

teinian view of religious belief would seem to imply a similar 

validation and.relativization of the truth of religious 

beliefs, since it recognizes a pl~ality of religious forms 
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fits accurately the way religious beliefs are ta~t .and 

sUpported in religious eommunities. tJha.t tiittgenstein says 

about beliefs. generally applies then to systems of religious 

beliefs. 'All testing, all confirmation and disconfirmation of 

a hypotheses takes place already within of a system. And this · 

system is not a more or less arbitrary and doubtful. point .of 

departure for all arguments a it belongs to the essence of what 

l-Ie cail an argument.- The system is ·not so much the point Of 

departure, as the el.ement in whieh arguments have their life." 

Religious beliefs do not function· the way we like to 

view the workings of ordinar,y empirical claims. There is not 

that cognitive posture of studied, in principled, indifference 

to the truth of falsity of particular propositions that 

I characterises the ideally disengaged investigator ~,rempirical 
fr 

matters. Propositions within rellgious systems are not ail'owed 

easily to be confronted or even challenged by empirical matters ; 

rather empirical matters are more likely to be tested or 

viewed under their rubric. The vitality of a system of 

belief is just its capac! ty · to confront all aspects of the 

world in a special interpreation for the community that 

employs its distinctive ·language game·~, Thus~ in turn;, is tried 

to many other beliefs not distinct to th~ religious co~unity. 
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of life 'lrlhich must be accepted. H<»1ever, whether or not a 

Wittgenstein view of religious belief does imply .the alleged 

validation and relativization is an issue that depends largely 

on our understanding and discovering of some significant aspects 

: • • I 

of the depth gra&"nnDar indicative of a particular religious.beliefs~ 

l'Jhether the religious belie£ in question is Buddhist., Christian, 

Hindu, Jet-Iish, Samoan or Taoist 1 it is necessary to make a 

vJ<i·ttgentein analysis of some significant aspects of the depth 

grammar of-religious beliefs in practice. 

In order to understand l>Jbat is meant by the "depth sramma..£• 
27 

of religious .belief, it is helpful to relate the "depth grammar" 

of religious belief to its "surface gra.mmarn28• By the surface 

gramrn~ of religious belief, we mean the recognizable way in 

which a constructed or uttered sentence# expressive of a re-

ligious belief# .looks like in wr.it.ten language or sounds like 

27. 't'lfettgenstein - ntecturer and conversations on Aesthetics, 

Psychology and Religious belief. ed - Cyril Barret 
(Berkeley and LOs Angles 1967) PPG 56.63 

28• Wittgenstein - Philosophical Inv~stigation - by G.E.M. 

Anascomle ( New York 1968) # p •. 168 
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in spoken lan~uage. By the depth 9rammar of ~ligious belief. 

('('we mean the particular use made of c~-.:. picture proj ectad by 

~an accepted religious belie£ in conjunction with contain cir-

1 cumstances and sorrour1dings what people want to picture \'lith· 

their religious beliefs are new ways of life and neW attitudes 

-t-owards his life, and the life after death, all of . ~Ihich '\'1.111 
' . 29 

require a new language and new ways of communicating. Unlike 

the surface grammar of religious belief,. the depth g_rammar is 

shown by a personal commi~ment to~way of acting that is 

characterized by the willingness to live by ones convictions 

without the fear of death• flOreover, unlike the surface 

grammar of religious belief, the depth grammar requires not --------
only lingutstic and speech acts. It also .reg,-uires, .if· not 

more so, pragaat.i.c acts that can bring about the intended 

effects pictured by the accepted religious beliefs •. 

From Wittgesteinian perspective we·would fail to under-. 

I stand the depth gramiDar of religious beliefs if we ere 

I 'Predisposed to explain religious beliefs as "testable hypO•· 

thesis". :tt .is the vietr1 that our. religious beliefs as 

29. Englemann,. Paul - "Letters from Ludwig Wittgenst.ein 

with a memoir, tr - L .. rurtnm.ller (Oxford 1967) p. 135 
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1 '••unshakable conv.ictesonu·, whose acceptance. need·. ·not be 
------

based on testing for their truth on.. plQ.Usibility. Viewed as 

unshakable convictions, our religious belefs can and do 

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

the point of risk±ng everything including his life. We can 

see that it is part of the depth grammar of our religious 
. . , . 

beliefs that they become demonstrable as unshakable convic

tions which have the potential to guide, change, a..nd regulate 

our lives daily. 

{ There a:r:·e four significant aspects cri.tcial to under-

. 
1
j standing the depth grammar of religious beliefs in practice.· 

. --------- ---------------
Given tt,at the depth gra~ar of religious beliefs is $hown by 

a~ accpeted practice in con,nection with particular circums

tances and surroundings, it is an essential and integral part 

of the depth gramro.ar of religious. beliefs.. The four aspects 

are as such :-

(i) Religious beliefs in practice are not propositions 

which tie can contradict by affirming on denying the opposite. 

By virtue of their non-contradictory status # religious 

beliefs cannot be., justifiably viewed as testal;>le hypotheses 

t~rhose truth can be affirmed and /or denied# sinco neither 

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

religious believers or not, tend to think in entirly . different 

ways in which people think may and can. prevent them from having 

the thoughts that are normally associated with certain reli

gious beliefs. 

(ii) The _second aspect, \1e do not mean to imply that 

/ our religious beliefs are lacking in reasonability or are 

opposed ~to acceptable standards of rational! ty. tVh.at we mean 

to convey is that the connections end pictures depicted by 

our religious beliefs are imaginable and realizable in a non

reasonable, flexible, dynamic mode of operating that is not 

amenable o~limited to the reasonable unreasonable dichoto~. 

(iii) The 't;;hird aspect, 'i:>te are reminded that the demons-
I} 
I tration of religious beliefs through commitment and action is 

not contingent on some s~pporting grounds with the guarantee 

of epistemological certainty or high probability. Rather our 

religious beliefs become exemplified in the ungrounded way 

't'i'e do act and live our lives daily. \'Jhat this aspect shm-1s 

is a non-epistemological dimension implicit in our unshakable 

convictions beyond lr.Thich there are further grounds to which 

'tr1e can meaningfully appeal for an endless justification of our 

religious beliefs • 

. (iv) The fourth aspect, ·'t'l7e have in mind the picturing 
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of new spiritual at~tudes and new ways of life, all of which 

are describable and showable through· learning and using a new 

language in connection with possible ungrounded ways of acting 

for beliE:Ners to chang_e and fulfil their lives under specific 

circumstances with this aspect, our religious belie.f.s are 

equiped, with a future oriented dimension which points to 

the possibility of adopting new religious beliefs that would 

project net-1 attit'l."~.des,net->J" values , and nev1 lifestyles. 

From these above implications vlittgensteinian view is 
--------·---

defensible iL""l tw~ ways. Stated positively, it is defensible 

provided that religious beliefs are viewed depth-grammatically 

as unshakable convictions with the potential to bring about 

some describable life -changing actions and life fulfilling 

effects on the pa~t of believers. Nagatively, it is. defensible 

when religious beliefs are not view as testable hypothesis 

whoSe truth and status can not be countered or contradicted 

with an opposite verdict. This ~regative way of Baking our 

Wittgensteinian view defensible seems to show a phenomenological 

suspension of· vlhat may be called the dialecticc:l or normative 

stance in our Wittgensteinian view of religious beliefs. 

\ Accordingly, instead of imposing hypothetical explanations and 

I terminal justifications, ~eligious beliefs are to be acJ~ow-



I 

114 

ledged and described for their meaning and value as they 

are embodied and shown in each believer's practice and way 

of acting and living. 

//"~ 

(~ittgesteinian view may be only partly but not 

fully deeensible. on the one hand, the alleged whole sale 

validation and relativization is due largely to viewing our 

religious beliefs as tes-table hypothesis, which consequen.ce 

can be eliminated by viell.ring depth-grammatically religious 

beliefs as ~mshakable convictions which give rise to non

contradictory non-reasonable, ungrounded ways of acting and 

living. on the otherhand, the descriptive emphasis of our 

Wittgensteinian view is made methodologically compatible with 

the unde~iable diversity and multiplicity of religious beliefs 

by curtailing any attempt to subject one-sidely to an indis-

criminate scrutfuy or ethnocen·tric s·peculation the life chan-

ging and life ful~illing potential of other peoples religious 

beliefs, rituals, and practices in t·7hich no ccnmter judgement 

or normative assessment is appropr~ate and called for. 



In this chapter we have come through, knowledge and 

~ belief in general and Religious beliefs from l~guistic 
point of view in particular.. Here· although Wi ttgenstein 
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talks about religious belief as individual and in his appeal 

to n system" he deals with the community of believers where 

every language game has express a tmic;.ue 'tvay of life. In 

ne,:t chapter oW: c_oncerned tvill be tct~Fards religious belief, 

&"'ld its role in life and functions of lang1.tage-game 

elaborately. 
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A philosophical movement is a group of philosophers, active 

I over at least one oz:_'!:o ___ ~enerations, 'irlhO rr.ore or less share a 

style, or an intellectual origin. They who have learned more 

from each other 1':_ -~~than they have from others, though they frlQ..Y 1 

and often do, quite vigorously disagree among themselves. 

The very name, logical positivist is;b;Jwelcome to some, 
. ( ---··· 

though it is still and quite reasonable applied to all, p.;~.rti-

cularly from the outside. They all accept linguistic turn 

~ wittgenstein initiated in the •Tractat~s •. 

They have disagreements because they interpret and 

develop ±t is th&ir several ways. 

Yet they are all under its spell hence ~ co~ 
/ Thus, il names in t.l-temselves 't'lere im~rta.nt, it might be -

better to choose linguist~c philosophy or philosophy of lan-

guage. 

For another, there is strictly speaking no such -thing as 

the philosophy of lenguage. Language may be studied by 
. . 

phi~osogists~ aestheticians, and scientists such as psycholo-

gists or sociologists. To bring these studies thoughtfully 
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together is well worth while. Customanily such synoptic 

ef~ort.s are called philosophy. There is no harm in this 

provided they are not mistaken fo~ what they are not, namely 

technical -philosophy. Rather than being philosophers are 

therefore, philosophies through lal)guage ; they philosophize 

/ by means of it. But then, everyday who speaks uses language 
~-----

as a means or tool. The point is that, the positivists, ~- _,,.;.col,;. 

newly conscious of ~t, use it in a new t-Iay. _Contemporary 

philosophy is distinguished from philosophy in the ~t by 

its intense concern with language and meaning. This concern 

has take different forms. The logical positivists offerd one 

account of the meaning of "meaning11
, and one programe for 

clarifying language. The philGsophical analyses, under the 

influence of the wittgenstem of the "philosophical inusesti-

gations", offer a differen:t account and a different programe. 

Philosophitts in both these traditions have analyzed. and 

attempted to clarify a number of areas of discourse - the 

language of ebhics, politics, science, metaphysies and aes

thetics. 

Earlier the positivist had written off religion and 

theology as being in large part fQCtually meaningless or 

noncognitive. Philosophical analysts, however1 have intro

duced new ~nd challenging discussions ,,rhich emphasizes a 

careful~ysis of the uses. or functions of religious concepts 
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and statements in the content of their use. 

Both of the.logical.positivists and the analysts who 

follow the latter wittgenstern agree that there are many uses 

of words in religious discourse which pun..porz:.C to cornmu-

nicate information, but ~:hic:h do not, uses of words \'IThich 

are misuses, or,· vi.l-).ieh really convey only nonsense. The prob

lem for these analysts ~s that of formulating a way of deci-

ding 'VThether a particular use of words iS pot'ler or not, 
. --~--_:....--------~ 

and 

whether it has factual significance or not. 

The central figure in the movement of linguistic analy-

sis in undoubtedly Lud@~Wittgenstein (1899-1951)• Wittgen• 

stein devel9ps the tentative and informal ideas of Moore 

and Russell on- the function of analysis Jrti::o a systematic_ 

position so that 'td.th him .it is possible to speak, for the 

first time, of a philosophy of analysis. 

The met.:.'loa. of the logical positivist-s rests upon an 

arbitrary (and metaphysical ) assumption that only empiri

cally veri~able pro~ositions fulfil the logical conditions 

for meaningfulness. But Wittgenstein c~airns that his cri

terion o£ meaning rested upon a purely formal or logical 

examination of ·the structure of language. "Nonsense .. , so 
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he claims arises through attemp"t:..J.ng 1,;.v '-"""'.&"' ... ...... ~ ......... -__ 
limits of languagen and to say what can not be said in 

language. This means that philosophy in the traditional 

sense the investigation .of the ulti~te principles of thought 

and "realityu - is nonsense. The sole task of philosophy is 

a negative er(' critical one - uth~ logical clarification of 

thoughts 0
• 

If this is so, even any attempt to express ph1loso.

phical theology· is outside the 11limits of language" and to 

say what e.anno·t be said. 

'However Wittgenstein does not in the 11Tractatus" exclude 

the concept of God as being meaningless in the strict sense, 

or ir• th~ sense i..Tl which the Logical positivist were to exclude 

any talk about God and the religious order as "no~sense". 

Thus, in same ebscure and ambigous remarks in the latter part 

of the j Tractatas •. , he says 'God does not reveal himself 

in the world - so, it \-10uld seem, precluding any possibility 

of a "proof" of a · transcendental God based upon a .. consideration 

of the properties of the things in the \'lorld • 

. i WittgensteL~ denied the possibility-of a speculative 

)natural theology it seems that he thought that the possibili~ 



'· 

1"'0 -" 

of God and rel~gion could perhaps best be shown through 

'·c;ertain moral exr)eriences such as the awareness o£ sin and 

gu'rtt and personal insufficiency .,1 

Witt.genstern attempted to forruulate a. logically perfect 

language 't'V'hich contains vagU2 and ambig(ous symbols ; is 

ina.ccuratfil, The philosophers function is that of constructing 

an ideal language in which ambiguity and inaccuracy are 

precluded. 

FQr Wittgenstein philosophical problems result from 

lingl.listic or conceptual c;:onfusion. FOr him philosophy 

· becomes a kind of therapy, a way of leading one out of 

conceptual and li-nguistic confusions. 

so this· above· method of analyst have been applied in 

number o£ azeas •. Hov;reve.r, philosophical analyst have turned 

their att~tion to the language of religion. The positivist 
.. r had simply dismissed religion and theology as a whole, or ueatly 

placed it in tbe realm of non-eogn.itive. Conte~orary 

analysis. however ara ~egining to examine in great detail 

theological concepts and religious utteranQes. 

1. Philosophy of Religion - ed. by c--eorge L. P• 150 

Aii:mrJi~!,l'"lanCl Thomas A •. Longford 

(The Macmilan Company .... Nett~ York. 

Collein mackmillan Limited • london. _ 
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Religious discourse does in fact puzzle a. number of people. 

The analysrb attempts ~o :tid us of these puzzeles and help 

us understand religious language. Ef£orts have not been 

directed toward a translation of religious statements into 

equivalent statements -·the method of substitution. 

1
1 For this, emphas::Ls has been in the direction of trying 

/ to understand religious · dlaims by examining in detail the 

entire .context o.f religious discours~, the way in which 

religious utterances functiono 

To understand the functions of religious locUtions, 

it will be better by passing tiirough t-Jit.tgenstein Plu.ral;.ist:lc · 

theory of meaning. t-Iittgenstein develops ~1hat might be called 
-·-

a 11pluralist" theory of meaning. 'rhus instead of speaking 

about th~ structure of •language" as a unitary t<J_hole, as he 

had done in the 
e "Trattatus•. " -

wittgenst~n speaks of particular 'language-game' that 

is to say the sets or groups Qf concepts which we use in 

talking about, for e.g. mental states eire about pleasure and 

I 

pain or about perception etc. 

defined in terms of its use, in a particular 'language-g~' -
':t'he meaning of a 't'IOrd is now 
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and the task of analysis is to remind us of the context 

in ordinary language (and of the whole 'form of life' with 

which it 'is involved} in1.,- which it is used., for there, by 

definition, .it is used meaningfully. 

contemporary linguistic philosophy accepts as fundamen• 

tal the p~inciple the proper locus o£ meaning in the proposi-

tion ore statement. 

\C.. 
J.L •. Evans goes so far as to claim that it is only in 

"2 the context Of a sentence that a word is meaningful Wittgens-

tein much earlier asserted, "only the proposition has sense, 
! "'· 

only in the content of a proposition has a name meaning.n3 

l:\11 -.the recognized sciences were not only explores 

of a special subject mattex- but also possessors of a special 

method or .methods developed to' _deal with. their particular 

fields of study. A clearly defined methodology indeed, seemed 

even nvre than a distinct subject matter to be the primary 

oriterion of all the- genuine intt.electual disciplines. 

~he function of Philosophy is to engage in analysis of 

~!. J .Lc Evans - On meaning and verification -. p. 9 

1-lind -' Vol. LXII, 1953. 

3. tiittgestein - 'Tractatus• - P• 3.3 

" 
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the meaning of language .•. 

The early analysis of Russell, MOore and others showed 

clearly that great scope:!. e.."tisted for philosophy under this 

·neirt understanding ·of its function. Ordinary language is a 

subtle and sometimes misleading instrument, meanings are 

elusive , often hidden or confused by the language ~Jhich seems 

to express logically acceptable propositions. 

According to · Ryle~ "many systematically mi~leading .. 

expressions haunt ~1e avenues of daily speeCh~ Grammatically, 

perfect sentences., nay conceal log.ical unmem.1ing. n4 

H0~1ever much linguistic philosophers may othe.z:wise dis

agree, they are one in the conviction that there ·is likely to 

be something probl~~-causing about unanalysed language whiCh 

proper analysis· ·can remove~ 

! 
Now the question is that, i.J; phi1oeephy is concerned with 

meaning d;~~ .-what constitutes meaning ? 

it is· the fundamental question in contemporary analytical 

philosophy. One conception which has emerged in response 

to that question is W.ittgensteins conception of language-game. 

4. Ryle - systematically mislading expression -· Logic and 

·l;mguage - first series. 
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:tn 'Tractatus Log.ico PhilosophicUs • Wittgenstein \'7as 

developed a theory, . which is commonly called the "picture 

theory" of meaning. In latter-stas-e .tn :fie ·;himself has cri ti•· 

cised the picture theory of meaning and developed the notion o.f 

language-game GO 

vlittgenstein recognized that in the 'picture theory' he 

had impos~ certain conception of meaning upon language rather 

than looked at language to see what in fact constitutes its 

meaning. He had simply prE! judged the issue. He came to see 

the importance of overcoming prejudice arid looking at the uses 

to which language is put. 

If one does so, he discO"'.Jered, one will immediately see 

that naming is only one of them. "Look at the sentence as its 

employment .. said t'l"ittgenstein. He noted that the employment 

of language .in multifarious and multifunctional. 

This above tendency a~ng analytical philosophers 

a.cknov;ledge a more flexibJ.e, or more inclusive, approach to 

meaning than did cl1e Logical Positivists who first launched 

what we have termed verificational analysis. Even former logi

cal positivist tend to temper their early zeal by accepting 

the latter teaching of Ludvlig :,:it~enstein (h.imsel£ a.t'"l early 

shaper of p(.>sitivi.sm} that -
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nThere are many varieties of meaning in language and 

that the meaning in language, and that the meaning ~f an 

expression is best determined by examination of its use QJJ:.. 

function •• 5 

But this general preferences for what we may call 

nfunctional analysis" does not itself necessarily involve a 

repudiation of the general position . on cognitive meaning. that 

has been advanced by verifica tional analysis. FUnctional 

analysis may awaken us to varieties of meaning not brought to 

light by verificational analysis, bu~ there is no guarantee 

that these additional varieties of meaning however interesting 

or illuminating will have any role to play in advuncing truth 

or understanding. 

/ verificational onalysi~ finds in the statements of the 

empirical. scUn.ces the most a·~~- __ -_J adequate examples of 

what language really is at its best • 

. Ludwiyg WittgensteiD in his la~er writings graphically 

p~ctures nLanguage ~rn as something quite different from 

!tsr· 11Sorroundingn areas of scientific precision.· neur 

s. Wittgenstein Philosophical Investigation translated -

G.E. M. Anscornbe - pp. 128-32 
(Oxford, Basil Blacl~ell 1953). 
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11 language can be see.n as an ancient city. A maze of little 

streets. and squares of old and riew houses and of houses lf1itb. 

additions from various periods~ end this sorrounded by a multi

tude of net-T }:)()roughs with strait regular .streets and uniform 

houses.,n6 

. . 
so we have different functions of language •.. L~n9uage h.as 

to do not only w.ith our intellec-ts but also (perhaps · primarily 

with our emotions. It is ~e ofour most effective .means of 

expressing and arousing feelings~. 

I Besides. this emotive function 

function, 

language has al$0 conative 

"Ne do things" ..._.1! th wottd.s. n our language., tllat .is, can. 

function not only to describe to establish verbal conventions 

and to express or evoke emotions, but also to chCl.!."'lge the 

sttuation in direct ways. 

11l?erfo;mat1ve use of language of ·this conative sort, of 

which there t~-n out to be many, may be characterized as having 

a "conativeu function,. £rom the latin t'lord for an attempt or 

undertaking to do someth i ngn 7 \··ihenever, in the appropriate 

6. Nittgenst.$in -Philosophical I,nvestigat~on, P• Be 

7. Frederick Fe.rre -

Basic Modern Philosophy of Religion - Pe 359 

(!Dndon, George Allen<...OO?J Unwin Ltd. 1968) 
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circumstances language is used to make a premise or to place 

a bet or to take an oath OR,..t.o declare a true·, on the like, we 

find the conative dimension of meaning. And since this use 

of 1anguag~asserting nothing is freed from the requirements 

of ve£ification on falsification. 

The strees of the functional analyst on language as a 

"natural growth" leads to a corresponding erqphasis on the 

essential sociality of language, since it is only in and through 

society that language may be said to have "grown naturally. 

A private de£inition of a word does not form part 9£ language 

because it has none of the results which are the mark of 

genuine linguistic uses ; such a private \'lOrd would :litenally 

make no difference .• 

The one general character of jinguistic utterance is 

that it has some social context oa.. results, but in each case 

we find that we are violantly tearing language out o£ its 

ordinary and proper role in the affairs of life. 

Language for func·tional analysis is a complex SOcial 

product \·lith many legitimate uses. 

The "theory of meaning" of functional anal.ysis may 

therefore be understood a fundamentally a statement of 

procedures ; the· meaning of language is found in its use. 



128 

understood in terms of 

l 
f·jeaning then, is more adequately 

. the uses or functions of language than in terms of actual 

or possible experiences. It may often be the function of 

language to refer to some experience or perceptible event, 

but it need not al'I/Ia.ys be so~ The more inclusive approach 

to meaning is cleanly ~~nibited in the philosophical prac

tice of :etmction of analysis. 

FUnctional analysis insists . that those who use the 

language under study should be allo~o.zed to express their own 

views as to the function .of their speec'~'l .. Before the poet, 

e.g. is told ex cathedra what uses his language has he ~hould 

oo asked how he intends to employ this \<lords. 

The empiricism on ~lhich fu..l1ctional analysis rightly prides 

itself will be presenved only if a fair hearing is given to 

those who are @OSt intimately involved in the use of language 

vnde+ enalysis. 

so far as the meaning is concerned, it is argued that the 

meaning of a tcr.m or ph:~.~a.s!!~ can t.;e discovered simp.:l.y by 

observing th,e use, fc.ncticm or role of that term or phrase in 

language. 

By accepting the Wittgenstein position that the meaning 
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of a term is the role or function or use that term in 

langUage ., the term designate some sort of eterna.l, unchanging 

entity or essence nontheless this approach to meaning can 

l provide us "t;rith a definition of religion or religious in terms 

\ of tbe Characteristic role or function performed by sentences 

designated as religious. 

Now the question is , what is the role or function whiel'l 

the characteristic of religious helle:f;' 1 

:tf a belief performs the function of providin9 an 

object ( orz:objects ) of devotion and all peru1asive frame of 

orientation, then it is religion. 'lh:Ls criterion for the 

phrase ":religious beliefn has been suggested by several 

philosophers. 

Charles moria in his usigns, language and behaviour" 

r~~arks that "the complicated human self has need of some 

focal attitude to giv.e .it orientation and the s~gnificance 
. .8 

·of religion lies in .its attempt to meet this need." 

Professor Moris suggest that this need for a focal 

attitude of orientation requires the formulation a special 

type of discourse.·· Needs other than that of foca~ attitUde 

B. . ChanbeS: M~ris ; .usigns, Language1 and Behaviour" 
(Enf:Jlewood Cliffs ~.J. Prentice Hall Inc 1946) P• 148. 
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of orientation ~equire other specialization of common language. 

Ea<;:h of these ~peeializations of common language Moris calls 

·~ "'rYPe of discourse"-• 

r: Like-Moris, Eric FrOmm defines reliqion as "any system 
~ . 
I~ . ·, 

. '\·. of :th.,-~ougbtand action . shared by a group. tlhieh gives the in• 

dividual a frame Qf orient.atio~ and an object o£ devotion••.~ 

Religious belief or sentence can distinguished fro~ 

beliefs or sentences of other kinds in terms of the characteristic 

use o~functio~ performed• . That the characteristic use or 

function performed by a religious sentence or belief is that 

()f providing a focal atti.tude o£ orientaticm and <Ul object 

( or objects) o£ ·devotion.,. Religious beliefs \'1hich play an 

all pervasive role in tbe. life Qf :a r.~an, a group 1, Or ¢ulture., 

determining most of the attitudes. and reactions of that ·man 

or that group o~tbat culture. Beliefs performing this all 

pervas;t.ve . function t-l7il1 va,ry and d9 vary from time to time# 

place to place~ ·man to man, group to group, .and culture to 
. u 

1 
culture. This fact is a result of defin~g "rel~gi~us -belief 

'\) 
in terms of use and function, and our deny;tnq that there ,ts 

some sort asf essence designated by the terms 'religion• or 

''religious belief"·· 

9. Eric Frorrm • Psycho analysis and Religion 

(Nel'i Haven, Yale. University Press - 1950 ) P•· 21 
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Linguistic analysis calls ow:; attenti.on to the wide 

variety of J.anguag~ames and kinds of words. f?~l.;osophical 

analy$~' in: the- trtords of Hooks, provided a -"method which 

rioUld be· employed _beth to <:larify theological usage and to 

~~e$~e its autononlY against rlld.en reciuef?ts from seientise ;and 

natw:-alista tQ talk sense as defined by the parochial cr;tteria 

of the J3c1ent.ific and cotmr::~n-sen$ieal moOd o£ -di-scourse. ~ere 

is not a single language-game that can be laid down in advance 

as bind:Lng upon all who would speak .... ,.lO . 

i'he_ slogan uEvery statement bas its own logio11 • bas left 

philosophers and theol6gion;3 free t.o look f9r and discover tbe 

logic p~culiar to the religious mode of discourse. 

Here the te%111 "I!anguage ... garnett is meant to bring into 

prominence the fact that the -Speaking of language is part of 

an activ~ty OtLof .a form .of. life~ 

It is interesting to compare the multiplicity of the tQOl$ 

in language and. Qf the ~rays they ·are used the mu1 tiplicity .of 

. kind.a of .word, and sentence,:. witb \'Jhat logicians have said 

abou~ th~ structure of language. 

10.. Sidney Hook "Preface" - PP•· xii-Xiii in "religious 

expertenced and truth" .... E;;:d• Sidney HOok. 

( Nel..r York,,_ .New York University Press 196l ) 
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'ttvittgenstern. thought ·of a "language-game" as a whole, 

c:o!lsisting of language and the activities with'wbich i-t is 

woven. · The expression "language-game~ was intended, to· 

bri1ig into prominence the fact that the speaking of language 

is part. of an act;tvit.y or form of li~e" Wittgenstern offe.ned 

the following ~ample of an. elemental language""!'game . ., 

. . . 
&t is building with building stones there are bloCks, 

pillars, sl~s, and beam$• It has pass the stones, and ~at 

in the order in which A needs them ,lor this purpose they U$G 

a language consisting of the '\'lOrds 'block', 'pillar•, 'slab', 

*beam' • A calls them out J n brings tb.e stone 'Wh;t¢h he has 

bearnt to bring at suoh - and -such a call- conceive ti1is as 

a co~lete primit~ve language. 

~e language -game in tv-bich man engages nave o£ course 

b~ come ·much more complicated than this but the essential. point 

to t.ake is that·;. in order to underste:nd any peace of language 

one mU$t set. it tiithin its appropriate'langus.ge-game'. 

Lengu~ge is npt a mirror ~eld up to ~eality as t4ittgenstein 

supP?sed in the •Tractatus • or , at lee.g4.;.,. not all meaningful 

language is. The question tP·ask in order to get at the meaning 

of language is : ·tvhat is this piece of langqage be1ng used 

for ? What are men ·doing or purporting ·to do when they say $Uch 
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~ things : t-Jords said Wit:tgenstein are pieces in Ch~~ 

\ "the meaning of a p;i,ece is its role in the game.,·• 

"HUdson $ay in above re~ect that religiQus belief as 

a lara..guage -game of form o:f life or: teligious belief should 

thought of as language-game.n11 · 

For understanding of a language-game philosophically 

requires to •map;i.ng ita logical frontiers• and exposing its . 

logical praspositions. 

( 

By maping logical frontiers ·means is to differentiate 

a language-garne ·.clearl:y £rom other language-games. vlittgenstein 

speaks in one place of philosqphy a •a battle against bewitch-

ment of ·our intelligence by means of language • .; S\lch bm1itch 

-ment arises when one language-games gets conftls~ with 

another,. and it is just the confusion t-1hich philosophy exists 

to dispel by maping clearly the fron~~,.ers bett1een language-

games. 

. ' . 
So far as logica~ pres:upposi tiQl is cqncerned# W«rttgens-

te3.n rernarl<ed '"~'lhat ~1e do in our language-gc;;mes always 

rests on a t"'acit pre~uppositionn• 

11. w. D. Hudson - A Philosophical approach to re~igion -

( ~i. D. Hudson ) - 1974. 
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Hudson remarked· that . c•in case. of. every langUage-game. 

there is, concept ou:.set of concepts tihieh is tacitly 

pref·;:suposed" in the sense . that it is always irop~.1.ed in what .. ~-- . . ' . 

iS said with$.n that language-game. J:t is called c;onstit.utive 

concept Of that language .• a 12 

:tn respect to religious belief'. Hudscn says. •tthe concept 

· l or· set of. concepts constituted it is 'God •. He elaiming that, 
i 

a concept or _se~ of concepts ,uGodu. which is implicit in all 

reli4:Jious discourse in just the t>1ay that the concept. of moral 

obligation is implicit in all rora,. discourse, and the coneept 

of a physical object in all scientific;., 

1 

God, ott- the di\t,inEb is conceived in many differing :fo~ 

't.tJithin religious belief · as a tvhole and even at differe~t 

stages o£ development. within a given relig:J~ous tradition. 

The remarks about. hOt-1 religious emplaAQ,tions and eJ'periences 

a.re constituted by the concept of God(',: Sbot.,z how the religious 

and unbeliever differ from one anot:her .• The difference .between 

them is that t..~ey b,ave ~Jhat Wi ttgertstein calls ndi.fferent 

picturesu .. &e important point \':hich he brings out is that this 

kind of.di,sagreernsnt having different pictures- can not be 
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resolved in any ordinary way. 

Religious belief sho~s itself not by reasonigg or by 
~ 
j appeal to ordinary grounds for belief, b.ut r~ther by re~~la-

\ ting for all in his {the believes) life. 

so we have different language~ame. and it has different 

functions. But there are philosophers who in essence accept 

· J\yer•s and Flew•s contention that the verification p1:inciple 

e.~cludes religious locUtions from having descriptive meaning of 

any kind. 

Verification principle may be Of considerable usef~ess 

in many ~ontexts • but it is utterly misunderstood if it is 

taken ds "tbeu criterion for judging the meaningfulness of all -
language. An etr.bararsing example cf an assertion \llhieh not meaning

ful when tested by the verification p~inciple is ~ the ass~ 

tion of verification principle itself. 

The statement that the meanin9 of any proposition will 

be focr1d either in verbal rules (i£. the proposition is analytic) 

or in equivalent statements ref0ring to actual or possible 

sense-experience (if the proposition is syntheti.c) seems to be 

asserting a fact not offering a. defin;i.tion or rule ,of usage~ 

I But if the verification principle is not itself analytic 

what actual or possible sense ... experiences could be relevent 
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to its verification or falsificatiQn ? ~o such experience will 

even in principle he relevent to the task ? Indeed, sense 

. experience can not even recognize the elementary logical: 

distinctie>n bet~1e~n ° analytic • and • synthetic •: statements 

~-1mark9 on paper Qr noises uttered by a larynx, much less 

can it verify assertions about the logical chara<;:ter of their 

significane~~ On the basis of the verification principle, 

therefore#. the verification principle is devoid o£ literal 

meaning~ 

Without a wider theory of meaning the verification 

principle is self-stultifying,. but !4!- such a theory can be 

supplied# the verification principle may be retained as a 

use£ul instrument for dealing Hi th language which i."ltends to 

refer to perceptible events or for deciding whether or not 

statements are "empirica.l.ly8 . informative. Eut in that 

capacity the verification pr;tnciple which somehow sl.ts in 

judgement upon all discourse, including theological, ethical, 

and other non-empirical ~anguagea# it is one -t.Pol amor.1g etmers 

and lilte all tool£?• it may not be an apprQpriat~ one for all 

j<?bs .• 

f 
n~,Jhat ~~e :ave here is :r.ot .really a criterion of meaning-

fulness, but a.·,.) criterion of empiricability .. n13 

• r··ftlft" .....;.,...,....,., 

13. R,..l>l. Hane - Religion· ·ana .V.!Oral - "Faith and L-ogic" -

P• 17 .• 7 
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The ·limited range .of the verification principle; en which 

_verif'ieational analysis rests ·may explain the failure of this 

form of linguistic analysis to appreciate the comprehensibi

lity of a wide variety ·of linguishtic· uses not amenable to this 

crtl!terion of meaning. ~e single•minded devotion. of verifi-.. ·: 

cational anaiysis to the verification PJ;"il"lciple of mecning bas 

res12.lted in a unfortunately narro\-r concept of the nature and 

function of perfectly significa..-:.t la:ngu~ge. In this# verif.ica

tion analysis has restr:i,cted itself by its dogmatic apriorism. 

But. this way (through verifieQ.tiDflrJ.lprinciple ) of looking 

.religious locutions misinterprets their proper function v1bicll · 

is. tilat of declaring a ·certain attitude to life and to the 

world •. 

When we seG them in this light all the difficulties about 

the verification ana falsification qf religious propositions 

simply vanish~ for as declal"ntions of intention or&. attitude they 

· are perfectly mean.:tngful even though they are not verifiable 

on. falsifiable ir1 the str~et. senseo 

According i;t) Braith\'11ait~, religious locGtions are neither 

statements about empirical facts,., no~ scie.."lti£ie hypotheses 

nor necessal:"'\_r propositi~rn-s. Hmrever., this does not mean".- that. 

they are therefore meaningless, any m9re than the fact moral 
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·\ ut:t;erances not about empirical facts means that they are 

1

: .meaningless. In fact., religious utterances are similar to 

mG~.:-al statements in that they declare an intention to act in 

14 a certain ·way,. 

Braith Waite in his book "An . empiriCist view of religious 

belle£11 says-

u;·rimarily declarations of adherence to a policy of action. 

declarations of commitment to a '1!1ay of life, "an agapeist.ic•, way 

of life as ~·:.he calls it, idlat is to say, the way of life 

st.. Paul prOpOses in the First Epistle to the corinthian 
15 . (c:h. 13). 

.., 

Nevertheless, i£ religious absention do not function .a,s 

factual a$sertions, they do function quite meaningfully as 

11bliksu, Hare invent.s the term "Blil: • to describe certain 
\ 

basic metaphysical attitudes towards the '{Ji10rld. 

A more advanced version of Braitb·-wid.ts position has 

been put forward. by Hare. Hare begins by admitting that 

religious statements can not be assertions, for .i£ they were 

we toiould have to a.ami:t the possibllity of evidence counting 

14. BraithwQi te - 11Bellef and action" in proceeding of the 

Arj.stotelian society1
' - Supp. Vol. XX- 19461 P• l-19 

15. ~raithwaite - 'An emperieists view of religious belief' 
P• 14 
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against their truth # that is to say we would ha"ite to . admit 

that it was logically possible that ~Od dQes not exi&b -

otLdoes not have the attr:ibutes ~rhich he is held to have.1~ 

In a latter essay, Hare admits that religious belief 

involves u-belief in the truth of. certain factual statements 

· but he says that these iaet.s that· religio-us disc:QUrse deals 

\d.th are •perfectly ordinary empirical fa(;ts11
: \'7hat ~s 

them tt~eligious" is the t~ct that ctour whole l'Jay o£ living 

is organised round them :- they have for us value relevance, 

importance. which they W¢uld not have i.f we t>1ere Qthtists ~ 

It is then our attitude tQ the *npirical facts t>1hieh is 

expressed in rel.;lgious utterances •. 

Religious utterances are neither verifi~-~le noli. 

falsifiable ; neve~theless they ·are meaning:C-ul .in so far .as 

they make a cU.fference to the way a person acts and feels,: 

tha-t. is, to his behaviour.. ~ Malcom puts it -~ 

·n~he man WbQ belieVes that his SinS l-1:1.11 be forgiven 

if he is t~ly .~pent;ant.q might there by be saved fxom 

d~spair. · tihat he believes has, . for him, nQ verif.ica.tion aJt1d 

falsific~tion. yet the belief makes a great deal o£ 

16. 0 Theology and Falsific:ation11 ·il;l "New Es?a.ys ·in 

Ph:l.losoph:lcal theology" - ed. A fle'\~ and A l·1acintyre --- ' 

p~ 99 (London 1955-) 
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h . 17 
~ difference to his action ant!! feeling." 

These abOve three philosopher namely B~eithwaite, Hare 

and Malcome were knQWn as reductionist analyst of religious 

belief. As against t.'t1is reduct!onist. vie'tv tried to shO'Vl 

that x;-eligious lodiltions have their own .Sui generi:; meaning. 

'.Chis idea has developed in respect of Wittgensteins 

'language-games • and uforms of life". In his "Philosophical 

investigations"· he proposes a theory of ·meaning according 

to t>lhich the meaping of ~Y locution can o,nly be determined 

by the use on function· on. role it has within the context Qf 
-

a given 'la,nguaqe-game •. The \'Jhole set of interrelated 

concepts that are involved in Science, eg. or in roorality 

or in aesthetics appreciation; or ii'l a nore particular sense -

in talking abo-ut persons,. tel·l~g a jolte, reportJ.ng an 

event# describing an object giving an accou.'lt of a. dream 

etc~ A.l'ld ~~ese language-games are themselves i..'lvol.ved with 

what Wittgenstein calls· "form Qf life". 

Y"-11 ttgenst,ein says 111£ a l.ion could talk~ t-le could 

not· understand him,. meaning by this that. , although a lt.on 

might make suitable speech sQunds,, it could not be said to 

17. Faith and the !=bilosophers - ed. J.Hiclt , pQ. 110 

(London 1964) 
Macmillan and Co.Ltd. 

New Yorl<. st I1artin 's Press, 1964. 
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have made ,an intelligible utterance. For the whole cantext 

in which those sounds might be made dif.fe~ too.~ radically from 

that .. in which, human beings use those sounds to make 1ntell1gihle 

utterances. It is these general· contexts that Wittgenstein 

calls uforms of l.ife" .. 18 

There is then no such thing as language •tout court• 

. but rather particular ·'language-games', and similarly ~ere · 

I· 

is no general c~it~rion of the meaningfulness of language. 

but each language-game has its own criterion of meaningfulness 

proper to it which o~ only be discovered by looking at the 

, "form of life" in which it is involved.· These forms of life, 

for t-Jittgenstein, can noli be themselves be justified in any 

way, they are given, and there is -a sense in 'Vthich one has 

simply to choose to accept o~to reject them. Thus Wittgenstein 

says : u\-Jha.t has to be accepted , the given. is - so one coulq 

say forms of. life .. ,. 

Although Wittgenst$in himself say~ little systematically 

1 about religion and the status of religious locutions. he 

suggests tentatively that religious belief typica.lly involves 

using of picture ott. a way of looking at the . wotzld and at 

18. Cf. G. Pitcher "The Philosophy Of vJittgenstein°- p.243 

(Englewood Cliffs, N.J.. 1964 ) · 
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I life, in such a manner that it is constantly before th~ mind 

and so that influences the ~ay in which we live. 

SuPpose somebody 1nade this guidance for life believing 

in the last judgement. \\'henever he does any thing this is 

I
, before this mind. In a way, how are \'Ie to know t-Ihether to say 

he believes this will happen Or not ? Asking him is not 

enough. He Y.rill probably say he has (No) proof. But he has 

tl 

what t-7e might call an unshakable belief.. It will shOt<I , not 

by reasoning or by appeal to ordinary grot·nds for belief, 

19 hut rather by regulating for in all his life • 

. In this sense Hudson remarks that "The religious forms 

of · life is one of those forms of life that" seem to be 

definitive of humanity in the sense that it·is essential to 

our concept o:E man, as man, that he shoul.d engage in them.n20 

so, now, the religious language is meaningful and 

/ intelligible and only be determined from within the religious 

19" lectures and conversation on Aesth,atics Phychology and 

religiouf? belief •. -ed. o .. c. Barret, pp. 53-59 
(Oxford ,,1966) ., 

. I 

20. · ~'l;,D• Hudson - Ludutrgt. Wittgenstein "~e bearing of 

.His Philosophy upon rel~gious belief" - P• · 71 

London - 1968. 
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language-game. Peter Winch says that there is norm for 
I 

intelligibility in general criterion of logic, he goes on, are 

not a direct gift of God,hut arise out of, are only intelli

gible in the context of t-7ayn of living or modes of social life 

as such. Science is such a '£1llltde and religion is another. 

11The notion.of •reality' itself, and of 'accordance 

with reality•· of •truth' and 'rationality• all'!d 'intelligibiJ.it.y' 

also have mean~ng ~nly within particular language-games.n21 

Like WiCch n.z. Phillops remarks "A typical religious 

'/ belief such as the Last Judgement .is not, an hypothesis on 

scientific conjecture but rathen a "frame \rork ~·lith.in uhich 

the believet'L meets fortune. mi.sfo.rtune, and the evil that he 

finds in his own life and in life about hirn.u 22 

! 
In Wittgenstein description believing in the last 

judgement is to have a picture before one's mind so that 1 t 

21. American Philosophical Society - 1 ( 1964 ) • P• 307-29 

22. J.R. Jones and n.z;. Philips "Delief and lo!@s1.. of 

belief" .... A Discussion in "Sophio n -ixi (1970) 



~· regulates ones actions. This picture is not invented by the 

believer does not stand in judgement on it. The believer does 

not want to say that he measures thes~ pictures and finds that 

they are all right op:. finds that they are wanting. On the 

contrary the believers 't'iish to claim that it is not they who 

measure them 1 they are the measure in terms of which they 

judge themselves. 

so,. the analyst take for granted Wittgenstei.."'l's theory 

that meaning can only be de·termined: by reference· to specific 

language gumes and forms of J.ife., and they a.lso suppose that 

the theory can extended without difficulty to the religious 

~ 
sphere. so t.L"lat we can1 ,\speak of the religious language-game 

\

and the religious form of life within which religious lo~tions 
have their own peculiar meaning. 

Those who employ functional analysis of religious belief 

on. theological discourse seek more to understand the genuine 

use (or uses) of .this language than to ccndemn its misuses. 

The tendency among these analysts is qften single out one or 

more familiar functions of language as the 'real' lQgic · of 

theological l~,guage.1£heolo~ical discourse become failure when 

compet with science as an experimental •empirical' lan~~age. 

The premisiof functional analys.is stated here by J.B. Coats, 
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that-

"Log~c. i£ it is to have a useful bearing on life, must 

provide a justification for many of the ways in which men 

actually reason, seeing that that reason can not be entirely 

fallacious as it serves them not too badly in numberless 

Situations"23 

The logic of theological speech can find its justification 

in doing a different job from that of the logic of science. 

As Coates puts it "there are other positive uses of a belief 
.r---_ 

in God which satisfy deeply felt needs to-day and do not seem 

to those 't\ThO find benefit from them t.o express anything 

superstitious or unreasonable.n24 

_liliout the •uses • of theistic belief, coates suggests 

that the employrnent of religious phrases helps one to feel 

"roore reassured a.'bout the world" by speaking of its relations 

to uanother <..b~tter) world" and to feel more uat home" in 

this world l;>y speaking of ~t as "created by ato\li.Y,:~-,,handu. 

23v coates - "GOd and the Positivists" "The Hib~t:_

Jorirnal" ~ P• 226 

24. ·· . Ibid. p. 227 
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Sentences from the theological vocabulary like •God made 

the world" do not function, then, in the aame way .as "tihen made 

St Paul's : SCientific statements derive their meaning from 

reffering to things and ~ents, _)!'but theological statements 

function entirely within the existing "theoc~ntric life" one 

learns the real meaning of 1theocentric lj.fe' by an examination 

of their function or their •cash value• on what·they sum up , 

in that life•.25 

As we have already pointed. out Braithwaits viet..r that, 

a statement need not itself be empirically verifiable, but that 

is used in a particular way is always a straight forwardly · 

empirical propos! tion. The result of such inquiry, · show that, 

the primary element in this use is that the religious assertion 

is used as a moral assertion. 

The 'ethical' function of theologica~ speech c:re not 

intent as are the verificational analyse on reducing ethical 

discourse to the mere expressiDlJ of emotional approval or 

disapproval. The ethical statements function as the expression 

25" Leon nThe meaning of Religious Propositions" - The 

Hibbert Journal - p. 151 
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of an intention to act in certain way under certain circums

tances. Moral discourse is conative rather than purely e~ive 1 

when one rnaltes an ethical as.sertion one is in fact nsubscribing 

to a policy of action u one is engaging in an act of 11self ·

comnitment" to a genera~ pattern of behaviour. 

R.M. Hare agrees that while theologic~l speech has an 

important moral component the ethical function is not the 

distinctive function of theological statements. 11The moral 

judgement, as \'17e may say. ari.se ou,t of the religious belief ; 

they do not constitute it ... 26 What is distinct about theolo

gical aseention is the belief-content-then ; or. t9 be more 

precise, it is to be found in what is believed. This conte.'t'lt 

o£ :belief is distinctive, to Hare because although it is 

similar to ordinary factual belie£ in some respects, it is 

radically different from such factual belief in others. 

26• Hare "Faith and Logic" -- p., 180 
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C H.A P T E R • V 

Conclusion 

:tn .th~s last. chapter of my t:hesis J: arn ·trying to give an out• 

line of the other four chapters of my work and to shoto~ . the 
' ' : ' 

ou:tc:ome of it" 

Here I have tried to sh~w the nature of religioue belief 

in particular from classical periods to modem times.. Next 

attem};>t has gdee thro~h the nature of religious knowledge~ With 

regards to linguistic analyst school, it is the q~stion that 

whether religious belief is rneaningfull or nQt; if it .;!.s, then 

tvhat way it has meaning ? Is it true that, the <;:riterion of -

verification principle is the ,'PDI'j:-cri terion of meaningfUlness ? 

The present. st.udy deals "Yr;l.th all these above pt:Qblems-c; 

~ A. bel~ef is nothing more thap. an assertion about · t.he 

/ existence or non-existence 9f some bf;!ing; event ~r value. -~ie 
cat1 not ·'olse ·~e word 'belief c· by· dist.ing\tishin9 it from opinionf 

_judgement or value .• _ ReligiOU& belief :1.nvo1Yes earnest eA-pec

t~ey, the ,,3.111ngn.es~ to form habits of thilUng and l.iving 

engendered by the .ci()nceived natt.tre of the religious ol;lject.-

In the begining- of this study we have gone through the 

na·t:.ure o~ classieal reii<;Jious belief onwards. From ·the time of 

Plato and Aristotle it~ad been differentiated as theistic and 
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non•theistie religious belief~ 

Classical theism rests on the belief that God .is infinite 

that his infinity is to be understood primarily in terms of 

his self-existence~ and that he is therefore the creator of 

the world ex•nihilo., I:)ut tlle Philosopher's like Plate and 

A;ristotle held that God·i~ ·fin;l.te. 

Plato:ts · God is thus doubly limited. by t.ne form . on the 

one hand.' end (or necessity l on the other. In another we can 

say that Plato had two religions. One is a kind of supernatura• 

li$m; consistent with his id$alistic philosophy and with the 

· orphic religion • ':fhe other is a ld.nd of natural! em· consistent 

with his realistic philosophy and with the traditional Greek 

religion. 

In •metaphysics• -the God whom Aristotle described is also 

fintte. He is the first unmQved among many celestial movers~ 

and he does not create the world which exi$ts eternally in 

!dependence of him. He 'moves • the t-Torld by inspiring love and 

desire in tlle • first heaven • • In the ninteenth century, belle£ 

in a finite God was strongly ·advocated by J"ohn Stuart Mill in 

/ his "Theism"~ But White•heail resembles o:f finite God both his 

great Greek predecessors. FQr him GOd has both a 'pr!mordial' 

and a 'consquent• nature. 

But towards the age of Aquinas the nature of religious 
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belief has been deV$loped in a dff £erent way. Religious belief 

consists essentially in intellectual assent to the truth of 

certain propos! tions .• 

Religious be.U.ef they claim is of its very nature prac

tie<al, .so that to say • I believe in GQd • is prec.tsel.y to commit 

oneself to live in a certain way. According to T.Mc. Pherson 

that belief and practice are inseparable. For him religion has 

a number Of elements and an adequate account of religious i$ 

hardly to be got if any of these is totally, ignored cQncentrat~on 

on 'tlle belief element can undoubtedly ·lead to a one sided. pic• 

ture of religion and the belief element itself is not fully 

intelligible if separated from the practice element~ as the 

latter is seen in participation in religious ritual or in the 

J living o£ a life in accordance t-tith certain mo~al policies., The 

ll same thing is defined by Dlttkheim that religion is a united 

system of beliefs and practices relative to sacred things. 

If a man commits himself to beliefs and assertion about 

· God or the supernatural, and als() to morality, a way of life or 

set of principles which is someh~~ cOnnected with these beliefs 

and ri~erti<;)il, then ha has a. religion. so the two essential 

features - the beliefs and the way of life are related in twO 

W!YS, namely psychological and logical. 

[ Religious belief is. of necessary condition of much moral 



151 

action. A man believe that. be ought to pursue an honest and 

upright course of life and believe that he can not do this 

without a religious belief (including perhaps the.belief that 

honesty is rewarded.in the world to come). so to secure an 

honest cours~ of life he may ~J to persuade himself that re

ligion is tru~. 

Belief are not held in a cultural vaceum, and not only is 
the case that what peo_pl.e belieW3- can • t be i5olat.ed from what 

·sort of people they are and sort of influenc'es ther~ have been 

upon them ~ but neither can questions of truth c;tl\vays be so 

1

1 isolated. Religion is a Ttlay of life and not just a set of beliefs; 

and religious beliefs are nei·ther fully intelligible nor easiiy 

to b~C: labelled • tru.e' on! false • in isolatiora from reiigiou in 

all its aspects. 

- TOwards religious knotvledg·e people believe there is re

ligious lmol.-rledge. They. believe that the sacred books of their· 

religion contain knowledge or the beliefs of their religion gives 

the knollledge about men and the W1j.verse. ~hey believe that 

these books contain wisdom to enlighten ~1eir action and to 

illuminate a way of life • 

. Man takes his re.;l.igic;>n not as a narcotl,.c but as a re~a

tion of the real nature of things, so far, at any rate, as thta l riature Of things stands related to pe.rsol)al and social valueS , 

; ,, ' 
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! 
Religion regards itsel. f as. a normal and healthy appre:ciation · 

o£ the inner meaning of thing in so far as they bear on human 

life. , . 

:It is impossible to t-.rhplly to ~solate the problem o£ 

knowledge from the prob~em of the nature of reality. From the 

~cient periods, tlle thinkers have confidence in the competition 

Of humsn repson as an instrument in the discovery of truth. 

The two sources of 'knot-1ledge i.e. empiricism and rationalism 

developed in their respeqtive way. From the rationalistic 

J theOry of ~owledge certain theological inferences have been 

drawn. 

~e ideas of Plato were· found to lead upt9 and receive 

their place and value through a supreme ideas, the Idea of the 

G04d. and this he certainly seems at times to identify with God. 

'!'he ~orms of Aristotle culmina·ted in a perfect form, free from 

material -:l!ain.t, and pure f'lpi,rit, or God, who trati"cencl.s the ·WOrld 
. ~ 

but moves it as c;bject of desire. De$cartes again, f<:rund that , 

God uns necessary -:;;.o guara'l·cee the truth of our ideas of ex ... 

ternal nature, and sp~noza postulated substance or God to 

emb.2N1ce in one whole the double orders of thought and extension., 

Religious knowledge in the proper sense of the word, 

neither is nor claims to be the knowledge of scientific under"!"' 

standing, men vbel,;1eves in their gods or eJtplain things through 

them. If scientific knowing ia the only form of knowing , then 
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of course religious knO'I'rlledge is an illusion. 

'\ 
Religion is an outcome of the nee9s of life. but the 

\

. knov1ledge it aspires after is knowleo.ge of direct and personal 

l~ind.. There are levels or degrees in knowledge which have 

relations to each other, bttt are not reducible to each other. 

Reality itself has many strata; benGe our kl1owledge pf. reality. 

(

.an. d. :tn religion the value judgements have always been primary 

central. The judgements of faith express what. God is for us 

not what he is .in himself, so it r~~jmpli~s that the spiritual 
. \ 

insight. is in te.1:ms t>f value !I' so from this we ean a~wide 

knowledge into t.ti9 kinds, U.) the Jmo·wledge of wor~d (2) the 

practical acquintance or familiarity gained·by experience and 

aided by sympathetic intuition ana appreciation. Such acquin

tance as is well exerr~lified in the relation friends to one 

a,nother. 

By distingu.ishing faith and }Qlowledge, it is said that 

fai t..'l-:t is a matter of aeting ;~~doing and becoming and 1n en e~$• 

tential decision for a certain kind of life~ The specific obje~ts 

of faith are primarily values , which evoke the affe~tive life 

and furnishes a centre around l-lhich the feelings gather. 

~. The modern philosophers, namely Moore, Russell;· ·v-attgens• 

/ tein defined knOt-1ledge ·and belief from linguistic point of view. 
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(I · On the others$-de the 1eg1oal positivist. eliminate religious 

J belief as nonsense, !t has no meaning. - It is a pseudo-

Problem. There are ph~losophers who in essence accept Ayer*s 

and Flew's contention that he verificatioh principle eXCludes 

reigious locutions from having d$eeriptive meaning Of any kind. 

I 
Verif!<;:ation princ. iple .may .be of considerable usefulness .in 

. msny contents, bu~ it is utterly misunderstood• if it Joe taken 

. as 8 the0 
. criterion for jUdging the meaningfulness of all lan• 

guage. Tp understand it clearly we can take a simple example~ 

e,.g. By 'litre• we can measure only the liquid objects. :tt. 

is not posaibl¥ to measure t?:fiilli)objects except water., oil,etc. 

The limited ~ange of the verif:l.eaUon, principle, on. v1h.1ch 

verificational analysis rests may expli31n ·the failure of this 

form of linguistic analysis to appreciate the compr.ehens~ility 

of a vdde variety o~ lingW.,.st.ic uses not amenable to this 

criterion· of mear . .ting. T"rw single minded devotion of verif.ica .. 

tionai analysis ~~ t~e verifi~ation principle of meaning has 

:&·~sulted in a tmfo.t.~'tm.ately narrot<r concept of the nature and 

function of perfectly significant languag~. ln t.l-}i.s ver:l.fication 

an·3.lysi.s has restricted itself by its dogmatic aprclorism. 

The linguistic analysis movement broader the scope of 

philosophy •' Philosopher 1 s are conceJ..--n.ed not only r.:.it.t."J. propo• 

sitions·, but also with sentences toJhich express er.x:>tions and 
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volitions • Language ·has been considered as a 'game • which 

is multiple in nature , and no:- limit can be to such games 

depends upon the •moves • tak;en or the functions performed by 

sentences . which are· infinite and indefin~te number. since 

language as such has beco~~ the s~Ject raatter of ph~losophy it 

in~ludes not only,tbe metaphyeical language, but theological 

and also ·the language of science, history and l.aw. 

Analysis becomes a necessary and legitimate activity. Most 

questions and puzzlements are due to the misuse of concepts 

and misunderstanding of the logic Of language. It is n~cess~ry 

to understand the lQgic of language •• 

~e controversies and perp,lexities arising in theological 

an~ religious problems are 9nlY pseudo-problems having their 

Qrigin in the misuse of concepts and confusions of language 

• 
~anguages schemes forms heirarchy f there are different 

level language-gqmf:!•· Religious language-game also different 

from scientific one1 because science are conc~rned. only with 

phenomena, where as religion is concerned with noumenon or t11e 

ground of phenomena. tn othetwords f. the spher~ o£ science is 

the sphere of Becoming, where as the sphel;'e Of relig~on is the. 

sphere of Being. -
l Science can simply give knowledge of fact, but it. can not 
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say anything about right and wrong 1 good and evil. It is the 

provinee of ethics and religion. Knowledge, goodness and love 

are the chief marks Of religion. Russell calls 'good life• to be 

the religious life •. · 

With the recognition o£ the multiplicity of language game~ 

it is realized that certain ~ressions may not fall within the 

dichotomy of analytic•synthetio propositions, and still have 

meaning because they have their function. so contemporary 

philosophy is distinguished from philosophy in the past. by its 

intense cancern with lauguage and meaning. l?h:Llosophical analysts, 

ho\.;ever; have- introduced .new and challenging discussions whiCh 

emphas:Lzea a careful analysdls Q£ the uses or function of reli~ 
\ 

gious concepts and statements in the content of their use~ 
' ,, 

The central tigure in the movement of linguistic analysi~ 

is undoubtedly Ludwig \'Jittgenstein. ~e develops the t.entat:J;ve 

and informal ideas of Hoore and Russell on the function of analy

sis into a systematic positione so that with him it is possible 

to speak, for the first time; of a philosophy of analysis. 

. FOr Wittgenste~n philosophical prOblems result from lin

guistic or conceptual confusion. . For him philosophy becomes a 

kind of theorapy, a way leading one out of conceptual and lin• 

guistic confus~ons. Contemporary analysis, however; are 
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be9ining to examine in great qetail theolo9ical_conoept$ and 

religious utterances.· 

To understand the functions of reliqiouslocutions; it 

)
, will be. better by passing th~ugh Wittgenstein ''Pluralistic" 

theory of meaning •. 'J:Ihus instead of speaking about the . st.r'UC'ture 

o£ 'language'. as a ~rhole; as he had: done in the. 1'rrahatU$' li 

·lii ttgenstein speaks of particl.llar 'language-game • that 

is to say the seta or gro~s of concepts w~i¢h we use in. talking 

e.l';)out.; .for Eh9. mental states are a.bQut pl~asure and patn or 

about perception etc. The meaning Qf a woz:d is now defined 
-

in te:nna of its use, in a particular language-game. and the tesl~ 

of analysis is to remin~ ue of ·the oontext in ordinary language 

(and of the whole 'form Qf ii£e• with whiph it is involved in · 
which it is used~ for there, by definitiQn, it is used meaning• 

~lly. 

NOW the question is that, i:f philosc;>phy i.s concel:'lle¢1 

wi t."l meaning then what constitutes meaning 1 :.tt. is the fundamental 

question in contemporary analytic philosophy. On~ conceptiQn 

which has .. emerged in response to tnat q\lestio:n .is Wittgenstej.rla 

· ccmoeption Q:f language.· 

Ludwig Wittgenstein in l1is·latter Writtings graphically 

pj.ctures 'lsmguage•proper·• as something qu~ta different :from 

its sorround.4"'lg areas o£ scientific precision.OUr langU~ge 'C~ 
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be.seen as an ancient city. A maze of little ·streets and 

squares old and new }louses and. of houses-with additions from 

various periods and than so..rrau~cied by a multi tude of new 

l;>oroughs, strait, regular streets e1nd uniform house$•. 

so we have. different fttnction$ of ;Language. LangUage 

has to do not on.ly tv-ith our intellects but also ,( perhaps , . 

priim;trily ) with our emotions. It :1n one Of our most effec

tive ineans . of expressing and ·feelings. Besides this emotive 

language has also conative functi~n• 

Language for functional analysis is a complex social 

prbduc~ ~-lith many legitimate uses. ',rhe 'theory o.f meaning• 

of' functional analysis may therefore be understood fundamen-.. 

1
tally a statement Of procedures 1 the meaning of language is 

found in its-use. 

Here one question way a.ris(:J that what. is the role or 

function whiCh is the cr,arccteristie of ~eli~ious_belief ? 

1 
1 .If a belief perftn:m the fun<;:t~on Qf providing an pbjec~ 

(or objects~ o~ dev·o·t .. i:n and all pervasive frame of orienta• 

tion, then. Jot .a.s .rel.l.gl.On• In this respect;. Charles 110ris 

remarks that "the . complicated human-self bas need o£ some focal. 

j attitude to give it orierttation and the significance Qf rel:-igion 

{ lies in its attempt to meet this need. He suggest that this 

need for a focal attitude of orientation requires the formula

tion a special. typ~ of discourse. · 



159 

The charactertstic us~ .Qr function performed by a reli9ioua 
f - . 
senten~e or belief is that of providing a focal attitUde Of 

orie.tltat:l.on and an object (or t::ibj~ctis) of devotion. Religious. 

bel~ef whiQh play an all pervasive role ~~ '\be li.fe ·qf a man; 

·a group, or culture• determining mo~t of the at~ tudes and 

reactions Qf that man o.r that group or that culture., BeUefs 

perfornd.no this all pervasive £unction will vary and ·do vary 

. from time to time, place to p:J.e.cet man to man, group to. gro\ip, 

and culture to culture. This fact is a result ~of de'te~ing 

• relig 1ous belief. in terms o:E use and ;ih.lncticn, and our ·d~y

~ng t.,~at - · there is ;aome $Ort Qf· essence deaignateQ. by the 

•religion • or religious beliefs .. 

The slogan ~E\7~ statement has 1 ts own logic" has le!f't 

philosoph~rs and theol()gians free to look for and discuss the 

logic peculiar to the religious tnode of discourse• It is in~ 

teresting: to compa~e tll~ mult.i:pl;J.qi ty ot the tools .in languag-e 

and of th.e ways th(:ty ~:t:e Uf:ied the multtplicity of kindS' o£ woJ:d , 

c.nd sentence, with t-Jhat log,teians have said abOut the structure 

of languag~·-

~ 1. _, · Hudson remarked that 'in. ea$e of every_ languag-e-gam~ -

N--f~J8re .is, concept or set of concepts which is tacitly pre-
1'\ 11 s~pposed in the sense that.· it is alway implied in wbat said. 
,(/ . 

~~.~ td.thj.n th~t lan.guage~gasne. 
\ Qf that. ~angUage. 
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" . I:n respect of religious belief# He ·ways "the c.oncept or 

set of CQncepts const!tutect it is 'God' • He qlaitn.illg that a 

¢o1'lcept or sat of concepts 1GQd·• whiCh is implie.it .tn.ai,l. 

religious discourse Jn just the way that 'tzbe concept of moral 

pligation. is implicit in all tneral discout"se.sj and. the ~oncept. 

()f a physical Qbjeot in all $G'l!entifie ... 

· ~ligious belief shows itself . no~ by r~a~onlr..q Ot' b;i $ppear 

tO. o.rdirta_ry qround for belief,. pttt. rather by .regulati:t'lg £or all 

in his (the belit:lVet's ) life~ 

~ere .is no · such thing. as .language 'tout ¢ot;lrt'' b~t ra1,;her 

particular •languaqe""9arnes• and t>imila~ly the1;e i~ .no general 

criterion b:f the meaningfulness Of l:anguag~, but each language ... 

game has its (;)wn criterion of: meaningfulness prope.Jr to it whidl 

cen only be discovered· by lQQ~.J.ro~.g a:l; the • fOl:m Qf li£e' ~ 

which it 1~ invGl\ted. . These form$ Qf life• fO'r t'li tb;}enstein• 

can not be themselves be justified tn any uay, they are given1 

·and the~e 1,s a· sense in Which one has simply to iC:hoose ·to ac~ept 

or te reject them• 1htu?~ \v~ttqenstein says ; "what bas to be 

accepted, the given.; is - so one ~ould say forms of U1e".-

AlthoUgh Y.littg:enst$ says little syst;smatically about 

religio~ · ~nd the stut:us o£ reliq;:tous locutions • he suggost~ 

I

, tentatively. that·religious belief typically in~olves using of 

picture or a .way of looking at. the world and at life , in such 
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I
' a manner that it is constantly before the mind and $0 that 

influence th~ way in which we live •. 

Wittgenstein e>..'P.r:essed certain viet-IS o:e religion and 

interpreted ";-eligi¢1ls belief"' and "religious truth.,. 1 iUs 

attitude is summed up by p.earse 

"A religious tenet is not·a factual hypothesis# but some• 

thing which affects our thoughts and act.i.ons in a di.f:feJ;ent 

way. This sort of· view Qf religion fits veJ.~ ~1aturalJ.y into· 

his later philosophy • the meanil1g Qf rel~gious propasition is 

not a. function Of wh~t woUld l"tave to ba the case if it were 

true , but a functiOn of the difere11ce th~-t of makes to the 
~ ==---)-

lives of those who mai!ltain it."1 

In his lectures Qn ~eli9ious belief for instance, 

'Wittgenstein ~aid l 

SUppose somebody made this guidance· for his life l 

believing in the last Judgement whenever he does anything1 this 

is before bis mind• In a \iay, how a~:e we to know whether 

to say he bel~eves this will happen or not 1 
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Asking him is not enough. He will probably 13ay .he has 

proof·. But he has wh&t you. might call a..rt unshakable ~lief., 

it will show, · not l;,y ;ceasQt4ng ·Qr.r bl7 appeal to O.tdillaey 

grounds £6;' bel;tef but rattier by regulating £or all in his 

iife."1 

l. trlit:tgenstein L • .. Leetures and oonversa~~o~s ·on 

Aes~hetics PS1."thology and Religious belle:E (Oxford) 
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