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CHAPTER=I

NATURE OF RELIGIOUD 3BELIZF

A bellef is wmore than an assertion about the existence or non-
existence ©f some being, event or value. When one says he
belleves in God, he may simply mean that it is hils 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 valuece
- To believe (in God or in any being) implies that one is prepared
| to act on the postulate that he ls correct though he realizes
that he may be wrong in his oplnion or juﬂgamenﬁe If£ human being
held infallible kﬁewleégeo there would be no point toc the word
‘belief' o To believe that a friend is honest is to be prepared
to ﬁreat‘him thus, QVen.wh@n complete proof is not forthconinge
Cur habits Of action are testimenies to the serlousness with
which we toke our bellefs. We believe when we assent 4n mind.
and action to a judgoment known €0 be less then certaine. Thus
religious bellef involves earnest expectaacy; the willingness

t0o form habits of thinking and living engénd@fed by the cone

celved nature of the religiocus object.

To have a clearcut understanding of the hellef which ls

mere thaen an assertain abouvt the existence or non=existence of

some being, event or value we will have to tcke classical views,



From the time of Flsto and Ardstotle it had been differen%
tiated as (1) Theistic and (2) non~-theistic religious
belicf. Before coming to our subject l.e. 'the nature of
religicus helief we will have scie ideas about these two

classical religious belicfs,

CLASLICAL  THEISTIC FORM OF RELICICUD BELID

"The theistic form of religlous belief 1s one that has
exerc;seﬂ the greatest influence on western civilization in
general, and western phillosophy in particular, Conseguently .
vhen anyone in the west is asked ‘Do yow believe in God 2 he
assunes that the question points te the Judeo Christlian cons
cept of Cod. S0 far as the vestern world is ;ancerned,

theism~has a double origin 3 the Bible and Creck Philosophy.

All the divine prO@erties age implied in the Bible, but the
- expression and still more amplification of them were due to

the influence of Greek Philoscphy.“l

l. concept of Delty « Ry HePe Gueng Pel
{¢) HeTe Cuan =« 1971, FRobert laclchose and Coe. Ltde

The University Press, CGlasgow - 1971



Now the question comes what are the properties of God ? To
answer this guestion, we must go to the classlcal theisme
i Theism may be deflned as belief in one God, the Creator, whe

is infinite, self-existent, incerporezal, eternal, lmuutable,

Impassible, Simpleeperfect, (mniscient and Crnilnotent.

(1) The unity of cod 1

The uniﬁy of cod to weétexn man throughout the history of
Christendom has been teken for grante&,peaple of all Intellec=
tual and moral types betleves in many Gods (both in the merbers
of the ancient Olywpic Pantheon and in the newer deities of
the mystery cults). BEven those philosephers (such as plate and
Stciés) wvhe imply manaéheismvin some passages are uninhibitedly
polytheistic  in others they cen even use ‘'God' end‘'the Cods?

interchangeably in the same passage without explanation.

There are three possible grounds for affirming God's unity,
revelation, experience and reason, Thelistic belief must in fact
always be justified on one or other of these grounds, vhich

ovetlaps and intermingled in many ways.

{a) The first of these grounds is obvicus. The Jews affirmed
the existence of one God (¥ahwen), not on the gcore of abstract
speculation , but because they believed that Yahweh had thus
revezled himself to them through out their historv, and

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



According o the New Testament this self-disclosure of
the one true Cod was fulfilled in Christ both in his teaching

on the fether and in his perscn as the father's only sone

(5) The 2nd consists, not in the mere fact of religiocus
“experience ( vhich has taken pelyfheistic fo;ms). but in an
I inference from the experiences subjective aspectltm its puta-
'tive-@bject. The inference runs thus, If the divine is +o
ke the gbject of absolute devotion 1t must possess absolute
Abeing. but one among many geds can't posses such being, for
he shares his nature with other gods, therefore the divine

must be onee

() Lestly, philosophers have attempted to demonstrate
Gods unity by pure reascn. In this regard Aquinas has given
his view to demonstrate God's unity by pure reason when we
 will explicate the roddevel views on raligious belief we will
have to discuss Aquina‘’s position.

§E§\335;55§§§9§ - According t0 classical theilsm - God
crected the world Yout of nothing” (exenihilo). %Two things
must be noted. Twe things must be n@ted céncerning the phrase
exmhilo, £irst, it is analytie, not.synthet;c. It does not
add anythiﬁg to the idea of creaticn ; it merely mekes the
‘idea explicit. Secondly, ‘nothing' is to be teken in the
strict sense of absolute nonsbeing or naq~existence. Theﬁe

is no form of being thet exists apart from God's creative act



Everything depends absclutely on him for its very beings

The idea of Créatioﬁ iz thus radically opposed to the
non-theistic view of Gode It is oprosed tolthe vievw held in
anclent world by ZFlate and in the modern world by A.N.
whitehead,:that God imposeé form on pre-existent mattér'which we

will discuss latter on. It is opposed to the p;gggg;an theory

that thé‘warld is the last in a series of emanation £rom the

Codhead. - Still more cbvilcusly it i:s opposed to pantheisma.

Divine infinity - It i3 necessary to begin what is

A

‘infinity' in classicel thelsme First, it does not mean that

cgod is shopeless or formlesse ©n the contrary hé-is (in terms
of Aristotelian comtrust) pure form, for there is no composition
in his being. Secondly to say that Ged is infinilte is not to
say that he is characterless. He has the character of pure

spirit.

These erroneous interpretetions of divine infinity are
especially apt to occur vwhen we think of it by means of the
sensory imagination. we also easily imagine {the infinite'’
as a'shaplesa and indeterminéta masg { or perhapé empty Space)e.
Here , as elsevhere, we must remenber that God is wholly
1nccr§oreal + SO that, although we can't rid our m;nﬂé COMm
pletely of sense -images in thinking of him, we must ultimately

negate all those propefties.ef being that are applicable only
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to magggggal entities., Thirdiy, and in particular we must not

think of Cod's infénity 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 neesd tO use

| négative predicates (such as immutable) to express his ine
finity. But we can also use ﬁositive ones, provided they are
peoperly interpretede. Thnsvsed‘s 'simplicity‘ meéns his cone

plete expression of all his attributes in all his acts.

| Now the question that what the forms of being in which
Cod's 1nfinity is expressed ?

The f£irst, primary and 2ll determinative sign of God's
——

inf;nity is his self-existence. God, however is selfe
w
existent. He does not depend upon any external factors for
‘his being. ‘He is wholly self-sufficient;}His self=existent
or self«éufficiency is the primary point of difference between
him and his finite creatures. Correlatively it is the Primary

wmark of his infinityEasH Thomas A@uinas remarks.

"The very fact that Cod's .existence itself subsists
without being acguired by anything and as such is limitless
(Prout dicitum infinitum), distinguishes it £rom éVeryﬁhing

else and sets other things aside from it.‘z

Seéonalz. it is obvious that matter is generai-and the

2, Summa theologica -\by ﬁ. Agquinas, -
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matterial body in particuler are intrinsically limiting.

Everything that exdsts in ‘ space inevitably excludes other=
things that occupy other pertions of space. Thereﬁureigg
W and bodiless. fie
ﬁust be pure and spirit.

/ﬂx - God*s incorporeality can alsc be proved from his selfm
| estistence, which (it must always be remember) is the primery
work of his infinity.

o material entity can be selfe-gxistent,s for cach is
determination or mode;, of beinge "

Thirdly, the givine eternity, in which the adjective
'oternal' can have two senses 3 ‘gyerlasting' -and ‘timeless*
The first sense can be given either a strong or wedk form. |
Sgeording to the stréng Erom, the entity 8o designated always‘
has existed and alwsys will exist. According to the weak
forms although the entity had 2 begining it will have no

T .
end, The weak form iz the one that 1s comployed in Christien
statements ©f human irmortality. Every human soul is teme
poral in the sense that it had a begining, but it is eternal
in the sense that it will never end. Yet it is the strong
form that theisty have always used with reforence to Gode

Classical theists have held that it ic not fsuffiéi@nt to say



that God is eVerlésting. God, they affirm, is outside any
temporal series # he is wholly timeless. The equation of

eternity with timelessness was derived from Plat0.3

Fourthly, the immutabillty or changelessness, of God

is entailed by'his eternity (in the sense of timelessness)

St Augustine stated the truth of his immutsbility in Platonic
. terms. St Thomas rested it in terms of Aristotle's contrast

between pﬁtentiality and act. God, being self-existent, is

pure act, he actualizes all his potentialities simultane

eously 3 hence there is no forﬁ or degree of being that he

can either acguire on lose. -

Fifthly, '2§2§2§_ETES§EEEEEEEXI can be given a meaning
that is nothing wore than amplifications of immutability. It
can mean that God ls incapable of suffering change from either
an external or an internal causes Bﬁt.the word meaﬁs partie

8 cularly that_he can't expetience sorrow, sadness or pain. That
God is impossible in this sense was an axiom of p}atonic- |
theology. :i was also considered to be axiomatic by Christian

fathers and medieval school man,

Y : Sixthly, the 'Divine simplicity!' that I1f God is infinite

he;must be simple 7 he must express his whole nature in & single act,

3+ Religious Platonism = T,.K, Feibieman,
(Printed in Great Britain in 12 on 13 pt type
By Urwin brothers limited.)



| for 4if any part of his nature were not expressed he would bé
protanto limited. Alﬁexnatively. if there were any property
thet he dald not express he would not be self-cxistent 3 for
self existent being a being in vhom essence and existence a&a
identical must express his whole nature simultaneously. The
point can ke amplified through the Aristotellan categorles of

potentiallty and act.

_ .xf Cod is infinlte or self existent there can®t be eny
potentialities in his being'thaa are not actualised, he must
exist sé pure, unconditioned Act. Conseyuently there mist be -
perféct coincidence of all his attributes. Thus his intedlie
gence must coincide perfeétly»with his will, and his justice

with his lovee.

Agy;gés states Sod's siéyliﬁity thus ¢ “Since there is
ne compoaition of guantitative parts in God, for he is not
2 body, nor a cﬁmpeéiti@n~c£'maﬁtar and form ¢ nor are his nature
coomlote substantialisy distinct, nor his essence and existence, ~
nor is there & compositicon ©f genus and difference, nor of
subjecﬁ and accidents = 1t is plain that Geod is altogether

simple and nowlse ¢ompoOsite.

If Cod is infinite then he is obviously perfect in being,
and if he is perfect in being he must be perfect in every attribute

i

that self-existent being(igvposses. Conversely 1f he were defec



tive in any spiritual,attribute'he would be defective in keing,

and so he would not be self-existent. As Aquinas put's it =

“although being an existent thing"dbes 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 exiétence itself can not

lack any perfection of existence).

cod is omniscient, this means that God knows all things
There are innumerable things that no human mind can know, or
fhat even the most penetrating human mind can know only in an
impetfect manner. But knows all things perfectly. The perfec=
tion of his knowledge is sﬁown both in its manner and in its
extentf‘ Gdd's‘knowledge is different from human knowledge. He

knows all things by & direct intellectual Intuiltions 3 as

AQuinas expressed it -

_ "is not reasoned or discursive though he knows all reae
soning and processes., Indeed, in knowing 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
4
"

in his mind and that does not owe its being to his will,

The world is merely the projection into actuality of the
possibilities that his mind contains,

4. Summa Theologica = T. Aquinas,
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Sut for émnipétence or to call ggg_:gggéggfffff can mean
either (a) that he is ruler over all éhings obviéuslf if God is
the infinite creator he rules over all finite things he has
crzated (b) that he can do all things. This is the sense that
is normally given to *omnipotence! this sense, toe, in rejulred
by the affirmation of infinity. If CGod is infinite he must be
able to do all things which are in eccordance with hls nature,
God can't do what 1s logically impossible (and what is cone
trary to reason), he can't wake 4%2= 7. He cen't change the
principlesof morality 2 he c2n't make charity wrong oo cheating
right, He can't vioclate humen freedom which is a spiritual

good that he himself has givan.

Besides this there age four further elements in classicel

theisn i.e. the ideas of transcendence divine immenence, divine
‘-ﬂ’_\_\q —— -

personality and the attributitn of the terms ‘pbjiective' and
‘MM

fg%égggggg;gg_gggg The first lIs that, the Cod of classical
thelem is transcendent. %his objective means (a) that God is
substentially distinct from the world, (b) that he does not

need the world (¢} that he is incomprehensible. Secondly,
Imﬁanence, wnich &g implied in the theistic ccnéept of croatione
Thelsm differs form deism dn its assertion thet God's creative
activity is contfnous. Every creazture at every moment depends,
on hils lmmediate power for its r"'sténce.' Agquinas exéreséed
this truth thus,



“God is in all things, not, indeed, as part of their
essence, or as a quality, but in the mammer that an efficient
cause is present to that on which it acts. Goé does not
impart his own ¢ uncreated life to creatures. On the contrary
his immaneage conaists precisely in their ceontioously dependence
on his creative power. This power, moreover, is spiratual and
invisible, We cén‘ﬁ defect o'ér even partially comprehends
GCed's immenence. G694 , as the primary cause of all things,
remains perpeéually concealed within ﬁhem and thelr secondary

CTVSCle

Thirdly, if God possess the spiritual attributes then he
must be perscna1 # for these are the marks that dlstémguish
' A@ersonai from super—perscﬁal forms of being. If, them, the
analogies oOf being and propartionaﬁély are valld we can spesk
of Cod as one who expresses in an infinlte form those personal
characteristic that we expréss finitely. #As pure spirit he
is the archetype of personallty. Fourthly, the attribution of
the terms ‘objective" to God in which it has been debeted in
the recent year so is largely due to ﬁhe influenceaf of exise
tentialism thatl wihether faith is 'cbjective' or *subjective’

wa can say from both sides ie, 'ontélsgical' and ‘gpistempologlcal®
So far as the‘ontolegical purpcse is concerned, the interw
pretation of 'objective' and ‘subjective* is clear. God is
objective in the sensze that he is an independentiy-existing



ot
(W)

realityes Butheisalso subjective in the sense that he is
the subject of personal experience - an '1' who can be

addressed az ‘thout in prayer,

On the epistemological plane algo, theism is both objetm-
tive and subjective. It is objective in so fer as theists
claim to know God both by 2 direct apprehension and by descrip-
tive statements {(within the limits imposeé‘ by the anzlogy ©f
praporéienatily¢ It is subjective in sc for as this appre=
hension of God 1s unlikely occur and certeinly can not develop

T
without the personal attitudes of wonder humility and conteme
plation. The knowledge of God 1s also subjective in so far
aé the only positive meaning we can give our theistic ianguage

is the one vhich it has in our own finilte experience.

CLASSICAL NCN IHLISTIC RELIGIOUS BELIEF

Classical theism rests on the belief that God is infinite
that his infinity 1s to be wnderstoed primerily in terms of
his self-existence, and that he is therefore the creator of
the world exe~nihilo. But many distinguished philosaphers) '

- example Platc & Aristetle held that Cod is finite. They are
the opinion. |

' plate - his view of a finite God is contained in his

o

*Timasus'!e According te the myth expounded there Geod as the

suprere craftsman, imposes on independently glven matter an
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order that he copies from the forms (. or Ideas), His
motive for doing so is that , belng good and so incapable

of jealously, he wishes @veryﬁﬁing to become as like himself.
plato®s Geod is thus doubly limited - by the forms, on the

cne hend, and ( or necessity) on the other. In ancther we

can say that glato hed twe religiocus,
(1) One ;s‘a kind of su@ernaturalis&, consistent wlith

his idealistic philosophy and with the orvhicreligion.

(2) The other is a kind of naturalism conslstent with
his realistic philosophy and with the traditional Greck

religion.

The truth seems to be that for Plato Gdﬁ was both, one
version belonged to Plato the idealist, the other to Flato,

the realist.

How what is the Idealistic version of religion l.e the

supernaturalism consistent with his idealistic philosopny?

The orphic doctrines ef man centres upon the belief
in immortality. The orrhilc eschateclogy is in conformity with
the belief in the immortality of the soul. After death the

soul of the orphic goes to Hades, repeats the formula vhich
identifies him and asks for the cold water from the lake of
memorys He drinks and th@ir after enjoys lordship among

the other herces. The soul of the orphic in this way i9 saved



from the eternal return to the body, having *flown out of the

sorrowful circle.s

According to Platoc, Ged holds the begining the end, and the
centre of all things that exists y @God, not men, is the measure
cf all things. Athelsts are €0 be ponighed. God is the author |
of good onlys He never deceives or changes. There is God,
then and there are gods, and there is the good. &aAnd God is good
and the good is ordered by Ged buk God is not the sume as the
good, but the author of good only, and the gc&dlcan't be defined.

Evil is the opposite of good. It does not belongs 40 the gods

but to mortals. %o escape from evil mesns o0 become like a god

Evil is due to humen defects.

It haz its source in the material constituent inherited

from the original cheocs. Human affairs are unworthy ©Of earnest

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

ende

Secendly the realistie version of religious belief by Plato,

There iz littlal&oabt that Plato accepted the'ﬁraditieaal
religious beliefs of his land and people. He declared that he
would leavé all religious matters, ie. the ercction of temples,
the performence of sacrifices, and other forms of worship of

the gods to the aAppmolo or Belphine. Plato cleafly helieved in

5. E@ligious Platonism = By Jemes Ke Feiblemoi ~ 7 pe67-68

14889; ‘
835 08 Nov 2002
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the reality of both worlds and considered God an intermediary
with céntroll over the actualizaticn of the Ideas, He strenge-
s

thened being at the cost of creation, and confined God's efforts

o persuading the receptable to receive the forms, and 80

enters the picture after the fzcts, with his power greatly
diminished asz 8 result of encountering two interactable levels.

God is hord o find and when we find theme He is found to be

nedther all-knowing nor all powerful. Furthermore, the wocrst
impiety ié that God can be wccéﬁ by prayers to supp@se'thatk

the geds do not exist, that they are cercless, or ﬁh&t they
could be bribed, are crimss. God, in fact, does not have any
need of ma&xgnything‘ It is improkbable thst the gods should
feel either pleagure or its opposite, God is simply the c3use or

the intelligence behind the universe.

‘Plaﬁﬁ sought the divine in things which were beth concrete
and eoternal, which the Ideas assuredly vere not. Indeed the
enly concrete things which were also eternal. So £ar as he
could disecover, were the star&, which thought to be fixed. In
this way he escaped from the naxfew confines of the clvic
religion and moved towards the cosmic without béiﬁg limited
t0 a personal conception 0f it, God leadsftowards the goed
life, but the good is not @0&. The Ideas constitute a second
natufai aréer. not super-natural erder, The Ideas are not

personalities aﬁﬁ the highest ideas is +therefore not God.
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One of the strongest argurents for the Creek version of
realism in Plato's religion 1s tﬁe emphasis he gave to atiempt
to estzblish a good life on this earth. The two longest dialo-
gues, the Republic and the laws, though both pcntaining evie
dence for the belief in the immortality of the soul, are chlefly

£forts to dréw up the blue-printg for a successful ccmménWQalEh

in this world.

According to &risﬁotle. the God whom he described in his
'‘metachvsics' 1s also finitee. He is the first unmoved, among
many gelestial mavars; and he dees not create the vworld which
exists cternally in,independénce of hims He ‘moves' the world
by inspiring love 2nd desire in the *€irst heaven'. But he does
not icve the world, or even know it, he remains wholly enveloped
in the purely intéllectual activity of self-contemplation, Hence,
although, Agﬁinas, borroved £rom fristotles ‘*wetaphysics® he
modified the latter by affirming that God, having crested the

world ‘out of nothing®, directs it by his providence.

In the ninteenth century bellef in a finite God was strongly
advacatgd by John Stuart Mill iﬁ his 'Theism’. Heving argued
that adaptation in nature afﬁérd prcbabllity to belief in a
cosmic Designer he denied that the latter is omnipotent. God, he

affirmed, does not create matter but arrcnges it to the extent



and in the matter thet its properties permit. Yot though
111 held that God is limited in power he conceded the
mossibility that God iz limitless in’intélligenae,

The mozt sorhisticated and.influentiax‘fazmulation which
the idea of a finite Cod has received in this century is to be

found 4in the writ t&ngs Of  AxHe Whitehead, who here reserblance

both his great Creek Predecessors. Vhitehea?'s Gad has both

a ‘'prirordial' and a 'consecuent' natures Accoruing to the
foémer ﬁatura he impsarts form and value to éhe world by ensu;
ring the expression of eteznal-cbﬁectsiﬁ}teméoral £luxs Aecording
t0 the latter nature he incorper&tea the experlences of the
world and preserves its elements of good within his netorye.
whitchesds. God 4is thus limited both by the existence of the
world and by the incorporation of its experiences withiﬁ his
being,. - —

put towards the age of Aguinas the nature of religious
(:_—__’_—-_/

belief has been developed in a different way. For Aguinas ;

*Raeligious belief consists essentially in intellectual
ascent to the truth of certain prOpesitieng.“5 Although practi-
cal conclusions as to how the believer should live his life

féllow these acts of assent, they do not constitute religious

Ge Phi?osenhj of Religicn - The historic dpnrﬂmch - by
MadeCharlesvorth, p. 84. _
The Macmillan Press Litd..iondon and Basingcoke = 1972.
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belief. To put it crudely, one is defined a religious bellever
if one assent to ceriain propositiocns, where as, 1f one does
adopt the péaétical policies or attitude consegquent upon these
beliefs, onie may e classeﬁ,&s~én inconsistent or hypoeritical
believer, but cne will s5till be & believer. For Aguinas, it is

therefore at least possible toc say without contraction,

U3 believe in ©od but this beliéf'makés'no difference to
the way I live my life", and in this sense there is fo& him a
logical gap between religious bellief and religlous practice.
For Rant and the Kantian aof course, thils furnishes grounds for
a conclusive objection to the whole intellectuzlist position
represented by Aguinas. Religious belief, they claim, is of its
very nature practical, so that to say "I belleve in Ged" is

precisely to commit oneself to five in & certain waye.

The Idea that bellef and practice are inseparable that
we can f£ind in the writtings of THOMAS MC. PHERSON in his book

'‘shilosorhy and Religious belief's For him thet "religion hes

a number of elements and an adeguate account of religion is

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

there are twWo elements which have besen given different emphasis
from time to time, namely ®religicus belief and religiocus
practice”. Concentration on the belief element can undenbtedly

lesd to a onessided picture of religion, and the belief element
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itself is not fully intelligible if separated from the practice
element, as the latter is seen in particépation in religious
ritual or in the living of 2 life in accordance with certain ~

moral pclici93.7

The same thing has'been defined by 'Emile Duﬁkhe;m’

Defi - YA preligion is united &ystems of beliefs. aﬂd
practices relative to sacred things, that is to say,things set
gpart and farbidden - belief and practices within write zngo one

single moral communilty call-a Church all those who adheré>t0'them”8

It is the nature of religion as a whole thaf they seek £o
express,They proceed as 1f it were a sort of indivisiblé'enhity.
while as a matter of fact, it is made up of parts, it is no
more‘er less complex, system of mytﬁs. dogmas, rites and
ceremonies. ‘~.

Now a‘ﬁhcle can't be defined except in reiation to its
parts, It will be more methodlcal, then, to try to characterize
the various elementary phenomena of which all relion are
nﬁde-up? |

Religious phenomena are naturally in two fundamental

73 FPhilosophy and religicus belief - by Thomas MC Pherson
. {ve l)
Se Elementary fézms of religlous life - by Emile Durkheim,
‘ {p.47)
(First Published in 19185) :
How Introduction(C) George Allen and Unwin Ltd.(1976)
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categories s~

‘(1) Beliefs and (2) rites

The first are states of opinion, and consists in represen=
tations : The Second are determined modes of action. In more
7 accurate way that religious beliefs are the repreéentations
‘ which express the nature of sacred things and the relations which
they sustain, either with each other or with prefane things.
;Fiﬁall&. rites are the rules of conduct which prescribe how a
man should comfort himself inAthe presence of these sacred
objects. Now what is the sacred and prefane things, this we

can understand easily from Durkheim writings.

All known religiocus beliefs, whether simple or complex,
present one common characteristics t= they presupposes a
classifications of all things, real and ideal, of which man think,
into two classes, o# opposed groups generaily designated by
two distinct terms wﬁich are translated well enough by the words

profene and sacred (profape—sacre). This divigion of the world

into two dowains, the one contalning all that is sacred, the
other all'thai is profane, is the distinctive treit of religious
:'ﬁhought : the beliefé, myths, dogmas, and legends are either
representatiohs or systems ©f representations which ekpress the
nature of sacred things the virtues and powers which are attrie-
buted to them or their relations with each other and with

profane thingse
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But by sacred things one must not understand simply those
personal beings which are called gods or spirits, a rock a tree,
a spring, a pebblé, a plece 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 éhe'special
nature of their object. A moral rules prescribéc certain
manners of acting to us just as a rite does, but which are
addressed to a different class of objects. So it is the cbject
of the rite which must be characterised, if we are to charace

terize the ritetitself.

Now’a guestion arises by what gensral chafaéteristics
‘sacred things are tc be distinguished from profsne things ? One
might be tempted,first of all to define them by the place they
are generally assisgned in the heiragchy of things. They are
natu:ally‘cénsidgred superior in dignity and power to profane
things, and particularly to man, when he isrenly a man and
has nothing sacred about him. Cne thinks of himself és cccu=-
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

another for the second toﬁsacred in regard tc the first. Slaves
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are inferior to their masters, subjects te their kings 3 if
it ic sometimes, said of a man that he makes a religion of
these beings or things whose eminent value and superiority of
himself, he thué'recognizes it is clear that in any case the
word is taken in a metaphorilcal sense, and that there is

nothing in these relations which is really religious.

on the otherhand, it must not be lost to view that
there are gsacred things of every degree, and thét there are
some in‘relaticﬁﬁyhich a man feels himself reiatively at his
case. An amulet«hés & sacred chéracter. yetftheArespect which
1t inspires is ncthing exceptionai.' Even before his geds,
a2 man is not always in such a marked state of inferio?ity :
for it 1s very frequently happened that exercises & vfalri-
table physical constraint upcon them to cobtain what he desires.
He beats the-feti%h wiéh which he is nbt contented, but only
to reconcile himself with it again, if in the end it shows
itself more docile to the wishes of its adore. To have rain,
he throws stone into the spring or sacred lake where the god
of rain is thought to<§%>reside ¢ he belleYes that by this
means he forces him to come out and show himself. Moreover,
if 1¢ is‘true that man depends upon his gods is reciprocal.
The gods also have need of man, without offering and sacrifice
- they would die. We shall even have occasion to show that this
‘dependance of the god upon their worshipers is maintained even

in the most ideéiistic religione.
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But if a purly hierarchic distinction is a criterium at
| —

once too general and too imprecise there is nothing left with
which to characterize the sacred in itg relation to the prefahe
except their heterocegeneity. However, this heterogeity is
sufficient to characterize tﬁis classification of things end .
to distinguish 1t from all others, because it is very parti—
cular, it is absolute, In all the history of human thought
thére exists no other éxamples of two categories of things, so
profoundly différentiated or so radically opposed to one another.
The traditional opposition of good and bad is nothing'besides
this : for the good and the bad are only two oPposed-species
of the same class, namely morals, just as sickness and health
are two different aspects of the same order of facté, life,
vhile the sacred and profane have always and evérywhere been
 cmnceiveﬁ by the human mind as to distinct élasses, as two
worlds between which there is nothin§ in-commOn. The forces
which play in one are not simply those which are met with in
,the other, but a liitle‘stzongér. they are of different sort.
Iﬁ different religlons, this opposition has been conciéved.in
different ways. Here to separate these twe sorts of things,
it has seemed sufficient to reallze them in different parts of
the physical universe, there, the first have besn put into an
ideal and transcendental world, wvhile the matterial world is

left in full possesion of the others. But howsocever much the



forms of the contrast may vary the fact of the contrast is

universal.

This heterogeniety is even so complete £hat if freguently
degenerates into a varitsble antagonism. The fwo worlds are
not only conceived of as sepérate. put as eVen hostile and
jealouvs rivals of each cther. Since man‘can‘t fully belong to
oné except on condition of having the other completely.,they
are exhorted to wlthdraw themsalves completely from the profane
world, in order to lead an exclusive religicus life., Hence
zomes the memaSticism which is artificially organizad outside
of and apart from the natural envicrenment in which the ordi-
nary men leads the life of this world inaudifferent: one,
closed to the first, and merely its ccnﬁrary. Hence comes the
m&stic ascesticism whose object is to root ocut from men all
the attachwent for the profane world that kemaiﬁs in him., From
. that come all the forms of éeligieﬁs sulcide, the 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=-
wardly with a visible, sigﬁ by which we can easily recognize
this very s?ecial clasgification, wheréver it exists. The two
classes can't even approach each other and keep  their own

nature at the same time,
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Thus we arrive at the first criterium 6f religious beliefse.
Undoubtedly there are secondary»species within these two fundae
mental classes which , in their turn.;are more or less income-
patable with each other. But the real characteristis of
religious phenomena is that they always a bypartial dividion
of the whole universe, known and knowable into two classes
which embrace all that exists, but which redically exclude

each othar.

Sacred things are those which thelinterdicticns are applied
kiand which must remain at a distance fr@h the first. So reliu'

| gious beliefs are the representions which express the nature
of sacred thinges and the relations which they sustain, either
with each cther or with profezne things. TFinally, riées are the
ztules of conduct which preseribe how & man should comfort him

~self In the presence of these sared objects.

When & ceréain number ©f sacred thiﬁgs sustains relations
of CQ—ofdination or subordination with 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
totalitj of these beliefs and theilr corresponding riﬁes
constitutes & religion, From this definitions it is seen that
a2 religion is no necessarily contained within one sole and

' single idea, and does not proceed from one unique principle



27

vhich, varying agcérding to the cir;umstances under which it

is applied, is neverthelsss at bottom always the same, it is
rather & whole made up of distincf and relatively individualized
parts. Each homogencus group of sacred things; ur even each
sacred thing cf soﬁe importance constitute a centre OF organie
zation about éﬁichvgravitate 2 group of beliefs and rites or

.a particUiar'cult'; there is no religion, howsoever unified

it may bé;-whichuéoes not recognilze a plurality of sacred

things.

| The reallQ'#eligicus belief,arevalways cpmmpn'to a
ﬁetérmined group, which makes profession;oﬁ adhéring to them
and of practising the rites connectzad with them they are not
- wmerely réceived individnally by all the members of this group,
thef are soﬁethihg belonging to the group + and they mekes it
unity. The individuals vwhich compose it feel themselves united

tc each other by the simple Fact that they have a common
faithe. 2 scciety whose wembers are united by the fact that
tﬁey think in the same way in regerd to the sacred wonrld and
its relations with the profene werld, and by the fact thet
they translete these common Jdeas into cmmmonApracticeé, is

what i3 callsd a church,

Like the Durkheims religiocus beliefs and practicising ,

the rites where both are related ; by ignoring one of it



can undoubtedly lead to a one sided picture of religion. The

belief witl not be fully intelligible if separated from the

practice.

There ate'sewerél reasons why ¢oncentration on its belief
element gives & one=~sided picture.éﬁ’religion. The ordinary
religious believer is probably not very reflective about his
beliefs. He may be ablé to utter apprOpriéts formulae but he
méy not be able very well to éﬁpléin these‘or\defend them.

Indeed some times he is praised by religious leaders and‘teadhers
for the 'simplicity® Of his faith, and it may be said by

those who thus,praisé him ihat.there is more of religious

value in the accgptance of religious formulae together with

the attempt to live a paiticu}ar sért of life, than in the

kind of close examination of these formulae that is undeftake

by some philosophers and theologicians. The God of the philoe

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 philesopher's
analyiical or critical approach to religious belief may lead
to failure on hiswpart to appreciate the role that it plays
in the life of ordinary religious believer ; it is iikely to
miss the religious point of belief. It is necessary that we



29

consider question about how within this religion - a given so-
clety whose religion it is the beiief element is connected
with the ritual element, Ehe woral element, and the element
of experience, if ve igncre these questions our undershanding

of the belief element itself will be incomplete.

Now let us censider the question of rellgious experienue.

iSOme one whe has enjoyed what he weuld call a religious 1253
'perience but who makes no attempt to describe tni° experiencc
or to connect it in any w@y with his religious beliefs puts
‘himself out side the pcssibility of discussion.

W@‘maysnoté that Deutkheim that says he has had experie
ence but heé will not say ahything at ail aﬁout the nature of
experlence, or about whether or not it goes to confirm his
. previously held beliefs ctc. In his opinion there is little
Aor-nathihg{tO»discuss. Many will have scmething even a.littlef
. t0 say about their experience, for they will want to make
them clearer to themselves let alone do others. But now . we
see the iwmportance of the belief element. -The effect OF
religious experience dis generally'repfésénted<és being to
confirm belief, or to induce it where it did not exist Eefore.
Even more fundamentally, we cant glve an account.éf an
~ alleged':éligi@usfexperience unless we are able to say what

-3t is anﬁexperience>of. ‘The precise form taken by religious
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experience unless we are able to say what it is an experience
of. The precise form taken by feligibus experiences; seems
often to be determinéa“by'the exvectations of.the pe?éan
having the experience y and these expectations are shaped by
his previousiy held beliefs, or any rate by the particular
%ind of religious ﬁeaching in the shape largely 6f imparting
of propositicns that he has received : it has often been
remarked thatvwﬁereas both protestants and Catholics may
have viéions.'visioné in particular of the virgin maﬁﬁ& are

mach lesg likely to occur to the former than to the latter.

It seeoms importent for many‘to defiﬁe'religioﬁs beliefé
as clearly as they can, and to produce, in some &@§@§?#§3Leasbi
arguments in support of thems It is the bélief element in
religion that men are best able ta.argde.abeut. The assumbe
tion may be involved here that 5eligiou5‘belief is not
‘rational® unless it can beﬂafgued for.ﬁayvﬁé qﬁestioneda
It is not necessarily ‘irrational® for a‘man to adopt & set
of beliefs for which he is rot prepared to give reasons.
 Theze1is no‘obligatien.cé a man always to back up his béliefs
with reasoms or arguments. We might £ind his failure to do
sc in a particular case Arritating and we might want to call
him foolich o:‘%hstinaﬁe etCe, but we should not have any |
'right to call him irraticnal - unless, of'eoufse, in calling

him rational we merely wanted to point to the fact that he
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would not give reasons, but this would be verylesk sense of
*irraticnal’. Why should be give reasons, if he does not want
to, if all he is claiming is to believe something 2 1t would
be otherwise if he were claiming knowledge. {(calling him
tirrational® would, for e,»-.;g; be justified , if his belicfs
themselves or his. reasons for them were hopeiessljf internally
inq@nsisteﬁt, 51:' iz écme of hils reasons were -cleariy irrelevent
to the beliefs _th@y were 'suﬁposed té support etc ) ¢ The view
that it is irrat:!.-onai tc hold a belief that one ¢an not pro=
duce evidence for or give reasons for is one that is found
-ameng both suépezters and Qppénents of religions, A general
aséurt@tim o fzﬁe effect that it is never justifiable (logie

. cally) (morally) to believe anything without evidence 'oz; on
insufficient evidence, has scpetimes been made. Yet there
seefns to be good reason 10 assert 0 this. Unless, ‘that is,
*belict ? iz taken as equivalent to ‘'knowledge'. Generally; a
man may believe anything he ;_‘;»leases 3 but 'i-‘f. when be claims
to believé, what he faaliy meé.ns to say ié that he k.nows} |
then ve would usually be justified in saying that bhe ean?t
allowed to ‘pelieve’(= kncw) what he pleéses. (There are ne
doubt, knowledge claims which do not need support by arguments
oY reasons can pmpéz:ly ke de%nandedmknowledge - and cases where

.'i:he_y canr't belief.)

It is worth yemarking that traditional natural theology
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gives a force to shape the definition of religious concepts
and to argue ia support of religious doctrines which G@uld
simply be denied by many religious thinkers since Kant and

Klerkegard.

The ‘expression "religious belief” is commonly used, to
cover not ohly religious belief in 2 narrower sense (where
belicf can be contrasted with knowledge ) but also religious
knowledge (or claims thereto) religious commitment, religiocus
 faith etc. The kind of analysis thaﬁ it yould be appopriate to
give of religiocus knowledge. The degree ef'ambiguiiy +hat
there is in the expression 'religious belief®, it is poséible

2 .
to suppose might after the religicus bellever an all 00 easy

way of escape ££em‘criticism¢ He might'bégin by défending a

certain position, but if criticism ef-its presumed satienélv
fcuﬁdatien‘become too destructive might’ reﬁreat into an

admission that the poséitian is after all anly cnevthat ﬁe.
pelieves® and that therefore does not need to be SuépcrtedAby
argument ; he might,}that iz, decline from an implied claim to

know P,'perhaéé- through an amendment of this to a claim mereiy

to strongly believe P, to the position of one who just

‘happens to belisve® F. At 211l of these stages, as far as its verbal
expression is concerned, his elaims can be put in the form

'I believe P.!

So 1f a man commits himself +0o beliefs and'assertion
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about God or the supernatural, and also +o morality, a way
of life or a set of principles which is somehow connected

‘with these beliefs and assertions, then he has a religion,

Here one question may arise that how the two essential
features the beliefs and the way of life are connected 7

*According to wilson these beliefs or assertion and

-~ _ .

way of life are the two necessarvy and sufficient condition of
‘religion, To have the idea about the conmection between
'religious bellefs and practices, We can take different type
of relation between them, There may be psychelogical, loglcal

relation which is also advecated by John Wilson.“lg

The first relation that psychological perhaps a guese
ticn more appropriate to history or anthropoiégy than to
philosophy. "If we conzider for a moment of typical phrase of
a primitive stage in religion, su¢ﬁ as the Latin *"numen inest"”
®there is sometﬁing supernatural In there® « we can perhéps
ses how this phrase both states a belief and express an emotion
The gpeaker thinks and asserts that something supernatural is
there he a2lso feels awed, fearfu%lc and abashed. We can also

be more precise about the kind of belilef and the kind o©f

10.  Philosophy and religion -~ by John Wilson (p. 16)
(The logic of religions belief) |
Oxford University Press, Amden House London C.4(1961)
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emotion which are involved. The bellef is essentially a
‘non-sclentific belief, in the sense that it 1s notil a

belief about objects or things. The primitive sages méy beaee
lieve that his Ged contra%}é the thunder and lightining 7 and
this may ke part ¢f his religion 7 but it would be a mistake to
suppose that he is just indulging in false theories about the
' causes. of thunder and lightining - that his belief is just
bad science. It is not science‘at all, It iz @ belief in
personal:or semi-personal forees which (he thinks) it would
be mistake to apprcach zcientifically, that is why most primi-
tives res;st a bluff, hearty scilientific approach to their

religion,

sselief and morality in religion are psychologically
hemogenous, being ccmpcunéed of the same attitude to life.“ll
How religion develops will depend on local conditions, It is
possible for a religion to be unduly Geighteﬁ.eitherfon the
side of belief or on the side of wmoral feeling, and it is
probable that most successful religions or religious rivals
'succeed!byluniting or reuniting the two elements. In certain
forms of Buddhism, for instance the moral attitude 4is so
dominant, t0 the exclusion of Eelﬁef, that we scometimes hesie
tate about using the term ‘religion’® at all } vhere as, were

it not for the sort evidence we have from the Greek tragedians

1l. ibid - pe 22



and the.mystery religlions, we micht be tempted to think it
possible for classical CGreek to entertain bellefs about his

many gods without any serious feelings of awe Or texrror.

Psychologically, then, religion arises from the encoun=
 ter of our own fears and desires with the world, which gives

rise both to assertains about the world and to certain feelings

in ourselves. ﬁheﬁher there is anything in the world which
can be the proper ébject of tﬁese asse#tiéﬁslﬁe ére not yeﬁ
in a positicn to say s we @o.know, on the other hand, that man
ténd to adjust their beliefs te €it their fears and desires.
In otherwords, it is psychologleally pfobghle that their
feelings:have moulded their beliefs, the sheer variety of
beliefs ic itself sufficient to vouch for him. The psycholow
gical connection between our two essential features which is .

clear l.es the belief largely depend on the feelingse

‘ Besides this psigghological cennection there is supposed
/) { by religious people ) to be th@-lcgicaﬁz'canmection between
belief and mwrallty, According to Wilson, there is no doubt
at all that religlous people claim to dewlve ways of living
and moral principles from thelr religlous beliefs ana asser=
tions about the supernatural, "God is love, therefore we must
love each other, "Christ was his son, therefore we must

follow him", these statements show guite clearly that believers



36

suppose.their principles to be logically reinforced by super-
natural facts. "Certain things ( of a supernatural kind) are
80 7 therefore act thus® that is a generalized form of the
‘whole of what religion has to tell us. This point is une
affected by the endeavour on the part of some belisvers to

use morality ltself as evidence for the sxistence of Cod. For,
first it is not a particuler set of moral values which are
used but the alleged existence of cbjective woral values as

& whole 7 believers‘dc not first declde én their particular
morality, and ihen adjust théir cengept of divinity to fit it
or 1f they do - they Jo not 4o s0 &elibe;ately, which is the
present point. Secondly, thé existence of @ supermatural and
okbjective set of moral values is itself a matter of bellef

and not of mworality 7 so that, the attempts ié, in fact, to
use one metephysical belief £0 point the way of others, and
not to derive judgements of fact from judgements of value. Thus,
to Kant “the starry heavens above and the moral law within®

are both fHCts which point to &God.

As. soon as we get o particular vrinciples, the move-
ment is always from what God is like, what he wants, or

commands, what human beings ought to do.

Now another problem will come thet what is , in fact,

the logiecal connection between them. According to Wilsca this
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'imgical conhection between bellefs and‘érinciples, between
assertddns of fact and asseértions of value would be of academic
'iﬁterest merely unless we had reason to suppose the bellefs
'and assertions to be true, Or unless we th@ﬁght that it was
reasonable to commit ourselves to them. It turns out, then,,
that the reasonableness of religious cemmitﬁent stands or B
falls by the reaannablénaas of cemmitment to religiéus beliefs
and assertions of fect. Here it is importsnt to remenber that
these beliefs and assertions form a necessarynperhapé the most
necessary condition for religion. Whatever kind of beliefs
and assertions they are, whatever kind of truth they are
suppoesed to hold, whatever is th§ appropriate method for
verifying them, and whatever actual evidence for or against
them, they,musﬁ be genuine beliefs and assertions, in the sense
that they must be logically capable of allowing us to derive
a way of life or a set of principles from them s for if they

are nét only are they themselves in,suépicibn. but also the
connection between them and thelr derived off spring is
fatally severed. And this severancei: would be a death=blow to

anything that can properly be called religion.

The semething ie. the relation between belief and a

way of life can be available in Braithwait®s writings. “His
view has been often called reductionist. The effect of his
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view is t0 reduce Christian religious beliefs to a combina-
tion of certain moral beliefs and certain empirical
beliefs.“lz

Though 'belidf' he in fact tégarﬁs as a somewhat
inappropriate term, for he holds that the empirical belief
of religion need only ¢o be entertained and not necessarily
‘adhered to as true, and he holds further that the moral ele-
A'mept is not propeily‘a mattexr of.moral beliefs but of practi=-
cal intentions. Of the two elements the moral is the mdre |
k important. It is here ﬁhat Braithwaite finds the essence -

of religion.

The empirical elements, chiefly is a way of distin-
guishing between religions which seems to share the same or
similar mofal beliefs 3 the difference is founa by noting that
adherenté of these religions will entertain a different set
of stories - the Christian a set of stories about Christ,
musliﬁ.a set of stories about Mohemggggﬂetc. The rslatively
minor part played by the empiriczl element (the stories) in
Braithwaits view is seen 2130 in the fact that the connece
tion between the adoption of a moral policy by a2 religious
‘man and his entertaining of certain exemplary stories about

Christ is claimed by Braithwaite to be causal or psychological

AN

I3

i2. Philosophy and religion « by T.MC. Fherson (p. 42)
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but not a logical one,

Braithwaites starting peint is a certain view of the
nature of moral beliefs. This view is one which "makes the
primary use of 2 moral assertion that of expressing the in=-
tention of the asserter to act'in a particular sgort of way

specified in the assertions.

The moral beliefs is an intention to behaveAiﬁ‘é certain
way ; a religlous belief is an intention 40 behave in a cer-
tain way ( a moral belief ) together with the entertainment of
certain stories associated with the intention in the mind of

the believer.

According to Ribchard sSwinburme "Religious bellef is of

necessary conditiQnAcf much moral action, the desirasbility

of which, unlike that of the acﬁion of acting as if there is

~a cod , is not the way connected with the truth or falsity

, 0f religlon. A man kelleve that he cught to pursue an honest
’ —

and upright course of life and believe that he can not do

this without a religious belief ( including, perhaps <the

bellef that honestly ig rewarded in the world to come)e So

¢0 secure an honest course of life he may try to pe:suaae

himself that religion is true. Or it mal} be someone heroic

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

can't perform without religlous belief ; and secure the
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performance of whichvhevtries to persuade himself into
'feligioué ﬁéliéf.”lsA » ) | o |
Here we are concerned about the relation of belief
and practice. &0 if belief is related with practice, then,
there must have butpose which is aiso'related with Eeliefu
If one has true beliefs he will be able to achieve his |

purposes without true bel efs thiere is no geoed purpose.

. Meny actions and states of aFFairs are good in some.
respects but bad in others.Giving 1arge amounts of pocket
money to . a Cbild.io good in the respect that he willAget the
_.Dleasure out of spending it e but bad in the respect that
having too much money he will not 1earn self-discipline.
"heretsnoobjective scale on which competing reasons can be
weighed S0 as to say whether it is GVer-all better to do
a certain action then to refrain from doing,itAon to do

same rival action.

In so far as actilons are goé&; they areAimportant.
What matters morally, what is of moral impc;tance, is that
a man does the action'(if any) whiéh are over.ail bettér/t@
do then to refrain from doinge Iﬁ'so far as One secks to

A

13, Falth and reason = by Richard Winburne , p. 85

Py

oxford - at the Clarendom Press - 1981,
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achieve some purpose, he will consider iﬁ éo scme extent a
good thing that he achieves that purpose ; and for that

reason he must hold that his beliefs matter. For only if w
have true bellefs then we will be able to achleve our pur-
Poses. I want to go to london and am confronted by two 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 hapd road 2 and
if I believe that khe left hand road leads to London and the
right hand dees not, I shall tske the left~hand road;.:There

is the logical cennection between them. It then follors that

I shall attain my purnoses only 4in so far as 1 have trus

‘beliefs. I can T give you money unless I have a true beliefs

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

what we can do with @ signed cheques I cen't give you informa

«~tion unless I have tpue beliefs about what words mean.

If I have a duty to attain some'énd, I have a duty +o

ensure that I nave a true belief about the way to attained g
TS

(the greater the duty to acqnire tbe true belieis). If as a

' parent, I am under a moral obligaticn to ensure that ﬁy

children ére happy and well—educated, thén I”ém mbfale

'abligea tO'inveséigate pPos sible sdhools so that I arriee at a
‘well justified belief that a certain school will proviae and

J gecd educations Also lt I have a duty to provide knowledge

w

)

¥
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for others (c.g. for my children when they can't obtain it
for themselves ), then I have duty to acquire that knowledge
in order to so = and knowledge involves true belief. |

The hqléing of true beliefs, so far as, is of importance,

moral or other, because beliefs.tell us the means by which
ends can be achieved., This does not however seem to be. the
only reason %;l?y 'che holding of true beliefs is important.

The holding of true beliefs seems tc be valuable in itself,
not merely as a means to something else. For true belief is
necessary for ﬁhowledge,'aﬁd knowledge is valuable in itself,
and especially knowledge of things which concern the nature,

origin and purpose of our particular human community 2 and

the nature, origin and purpose the universe itself,

"With true religious beliefs we will alsc fulfill our
meoral cbligation in the way of educating our children. and
from this too it follows that we have an obligation to culti-

vate raticnal beliefs about religion.“l4

“"However W.X. Clifford in hils famous 'The ethics of
d«—\______’_———/ -
belief" argues that all our beliefs and the ways in which
we acduire them in fluence others and for that reason we have

a duty to complete rationality in all matters.” nl5

14, Faith and Reason - by Richard Swinburne (p. 79)
15. The Ethics of bellef ~ W#W. K. Clifford,



He writes that 3ﬁo~man's' belief! is private matter
which concerns himself alone and that man who belleves une

proved and unquestioned statements for their own solace and

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

£luence is very obvious and the responsibility is_clear,'as
with @ parent towards his children, or a teacher towards his
students, or a priest towards his parishioneré.'thié‘is fair
enough. But surely there is a sphére of.privaté;mo:ality in
which a man ﬁay choose what to do even if some others for who
he‘beérs no respaﬁsibility~who-saw what he was doing might
poésibly be led astray thereby.  2and of ccurse, outside the
ﬁérent aéhiidvcontext? where rational adults are viewing a
wan's behaviour, the influence of his bad acticns on them, may
only be to lead them to aveid such sctions in future. Clifford

seems to have exaggarated a fun&amentally good point.

A further reasons why it matters to aciuire true beliefs
about religion is that religious beliefs themselves have moral

consequénces. If there is @ God and he has made and sustains

‘the world and issued commands to men, men have moral obliga-

tions which they would not otherwise have. Thé grounds for
thls are a&s fol%ows - men ought to acknowledge other persons

with whom they come intéycontact, not just ignore them and

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

tOrse
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Kinds of bellcfs 3

.Religious believers claim to believe or to know something
and to posses understanding or faith or to be commited to some=-
thing. They adopt saveral types of inquiries. What is it that
is the object or cbjects of such claims ? What kind of knowledge
belief, understanding, faith commitment étc.. is claimed 2 How
far is belief in a reliéious context similar to, or, different
. from belief etc. elsewhere ? Are there kinds of beliefs found
only in religion and not elsewhere ? How is religious bellef
orjknowledge‘achievea i«€e, by vhat methods or techniquesl? Now
let ushtake religious belief aé the central concept and make

reference %o the others as may be necessary.

Propositional and Eersonal bellef 3

The object of religious belief is sometimes a proposition
(1 "believe that Jesus Christ is the son of God ). Similarly, the
cbject of f£faith is sometimes a ﬁrcposition ( or a number of pPro-
positions, which tzken together make'up'a statement Of the
Christian faith ), sometimes a person ( Jesus or God). Similarly,
again In the case of commitment., ILet us use the term 'prepésia
i ticnal belief' for the kind of belief exemplified by ‘Jesus
Christ is son of God', and the term ‘personal belief' for the
kind exegglified,bx belief in God. The expression 'pefsonal

belief' may seem to beg certain questions. Is God a persom ?
may not something other than persons be the object of this kind
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of belief 7 (Ebr 2., & man may say, "I believe in democracy ).
Bubt the expression °personal belief' is intended here mersly &s
a convenient ldbel, and no assumptions are being wade abouﬁ the

answers to such questions as theses

What is the relation between the two types of object 7 In
particuiar, it might be.wondered vhether the difference between,
say,'I believe that God exists' and 'I believe in God* is anyo
more than verbal. Fer gsomeone to say that he believes in God
is for him to say more than that he believ@s.in the existence
of G@d. it carries an implication of trust, or commitment. I

. believe that the nalairnama exists # but I do not believe jin

him as the Christian believerwould saY'he pelieves in God.

The beliefs of an adherent Of a pelitical party way alsc be
paxély propositional and pertly personal, It is difficult to
thiﬁﬁ of ahy third sphere.af bellef which shares this cﬁaracteru
istics with religion and politiecs. Religion and #ea;ly Uk
equivocal cases where the two sorts of cbjects of belief are

nermally present together.

It might appear that religion is a stronger example of this
than politics, in the sense that while a man's religious adhe-
rence might be said to involve him inescapably in both proposi-
tional and personal beliefs, his political adherence can much
more easily be limited to~propositionai beliefs. But this 1is
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probably @ matter of cultural context. In Christian society,
a man may adhere to the Christian religien and to the conser-
vative party and in the case of former adherence there will '
probably be personal belief, and in the case of latter there
probably will noé. But ip some other societies political

- adherence may inveive a large element.of'peﬁsonal belief, per=
haps a much greater amount of personal bellef thah of propo=-
sitional belief. 2nd in the case of réligion other than
Christianity, the element.cf_persénal belief may be slight or
non=-existent (e,g' scmé kinds of Hinduism). The point is

not that it is essential to religion ox politiés that they
always contain a measure perscnal belief, but rather that. it
is never approp:iate to say of instaﬁce of religious or politi-
cal belief that it is partly persconal, whére as itjwould be
inspropriate of scientific or historical beliefs (in any
culture ) that they should be partly perscnal. |

'Prapositienal belief may seems to0 offer the philosapher
, luay seems

- more scope for investlgation than dces personal relief,

Not only ié the quantiéy of material 3 but also there
are a npumbeyr of different types of guestions that can be railsed
about the material ; the philoaégher can'concern himself with
the content Of the propositions, with the relations of
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implicatiahs if any, between certain of them, with their

. character as literal or non=literal, on the grounds on which
it would be reasonable to held them §; and so on. By contrast
there may seem to be little for a philosopher to say about

- personal belief. It may be the case that té&hniques applicable
in the examination of propositional belief are. not eppropriate
for the study of personal belief, At the same time, it woulad
be surely wrong to let capacity for responding to parﬁiculag
investigatory techniques be the test for what is lmportant

in any f£ield., There is a reciprocal relationship in this
matter. The invention of new technigues of investigatiocn can
virtually create a new branch of study. In general, the cancepts

we bring to our experience can help to determine where ve

draws the bhoumdary between one field of st&ﬁy and another, and
~/’ .

certainly play some part in the determindtion of what isg
*important? aﬁd what is not. The study of perscnal belief
has not been much undertaken by philosophers § but it weould

‘seem to be & necessary study if religious belief is under

consideration.

This idea of péxsanal belief is hﬁown as fundamental

belief by John Hick.19

For him what is fundamental belief
———"’-——’_‘ - - .

16. - TFaith and Knowledge -« by John Hick.

Macmillan -~ London, Melbourne - 1967
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whijyfis similar to personal belief ?

The fundamental beliefs are to be argued akout for

example, the bellef that there is an external world, or that
things will continue to behave as they have been observed to

behave in the past, or that there are certain objective moral

J ‘truths {(esg. that gﬁéturer and murderer are wicked). Less

,

fundamental bellefs whether there is a table in the next
room or it will rain tommorow are pessible subjects for aggu~
ments, but such arguments utillze the fundamental beliefs.
about which we can't argﬁe with profit,

Thus argument about whether there is a table in the
next room already pressupeses that there is an external world
of +tables and chairs, and that things continue to beshave és
they have been ebserved to behave in the past (e.g. tables
stay whete they put) and that in general, whaé we think wé _
;emémber happened (e.g. that ifAéhink I remember having put
a tablé in-the next room, then prabablf I did ). The fundamene

“tal beliefs form a framawotk within>which.we can argﬁe about

the less fundamental beliefs. But the fundamental beliefs '

- are not things about which we can argue in @ rational way. We

Jjust do believe these fundamental believes, although we have a

certain f£reesdom not to believe,
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_ Hick claims that, whether the world is greated and cone
trolled by God is egually fundamént§L, and therefore 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 haid-to devise a worthwhile argument
to convince him. But in fact all men do, and therefore they
have common beliefs about the world, and similar inductive
standards, which enable them to advance from their present
beliefs to new belliefs. There is no reason to suppose that
in its closedness to rational inquiry the existence of God
-is as fundamental as the exdstence of the external world.
There is no a priori reascn to suppose that with common beliefs
about the world and common inductive standards, men can't

advance t0 a rational beliéf-abeut the exnistenc of God.

. The interest of the philosophers. Qf.religion in the
contsnt‘of.religious‘propgsitional belief is partly an interest
in arriving at a delimitation of the field of propositional
religicvSbelief. These religlous propositional bellefs are
opposed to tﬁe propﬁéitionallbéliefs of economiests, physi-
éisté etc; Tﬁéy-afé bélief about God or about Jesus éf a
" %ind authorised by the Bible, or by the tradition of the
Cﬁurch,‘or certain branches of the Church, the teachings of
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the Jusus as recorded in the Bible, or as interpreted by thé.
Church or by certain individuals. fo say this is, however;
hardly yet to have stated the content of Christian re;igiéugl
belief, but rather to have mentioned certain formal features

of it. As far as the content is concerned the philosophers
generallyflimifed himself to discussing certain-exaﬁples such as

"Cod exist! ‘Cod loves us?, We shall survive bodily death,”

It would ke inaproapriate for a philosopher - theough not
for a theclogilan to become t0o elosely involved in the details
of the content of christiaﬁ faith. At the same time although
exeamples might, preguﬁably be»¢hosen>q£'ranﬂcm {given that the
subject matter ean—be indep@ndeﬁtly delimited in séme such as |
that just mentioned ) they are infact not chosan &t random,
Indeed to refer, 19 the propositions for study by philsophers as
'exémpleé’ éées them less than justice § for it suggests that
they might - replaéeﬂ by Othéf propositions without sericus
losse. But this is misleading. The=prcpositiéns typically
takeaafér discussion ;'andlas'isAusual in such matters,the
tradition is to a iarge extent'seif~-perpetuating oné.‘ The
prepméitiens«in_question are apt to strike the philosorher as
~ particuvlarly worth discﬁssing partly for 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;'acknawledgedVauthorities - the
founders of féligions,,itﬁ prophéts -'oxlits great theologle
ens. But the discussion would probably be justified by those
who engage in it on the grounds that the propositicons they
discuss are in tneis subject>matter important. And certainly,
matters of life, love and death of eternal salvation or dam-

nation and the.likeuare matters of important,

The origin of beliefs are sometimes relevent to our
assessment of ite truth ;j for imstance if we thyouth —‘tﬁere
was good reason to suppose somsone's belief to be Wishfu%I

thinking or if sémeone were to assert éomething on the auvkho-

'rity of ancther person notmrious as a liar,  Beliefs are not

held in a cultura? vaccum :’and not only is it the case - that
what people believe car not be Isolated from what sort of
people they are and sort of influences there have been upen
them 3 but neither can quegtioaé of truth always be so izolated.
It is natural to want to say that £rom biographical or psy=-
chological facts about individuals nothing follows thet can
have a logical bearing upon questions about the existence or
nature of Goeds Eut‘religicn'iscnway of life and not just @

set of beliefs 7 and re;igi@us beliefs are nelther fully

intelligible nor ezsily to be labelled 'true' or 'false' in

is clation from religzon in ail its aspectss Aand religicus



| -experiences are of religious significance and not ‘merely’
,biologicél»er psychological significance. Indeed, that

- Christian mystical experiences are of Christian religicus
significance can hardiy:be denied, and it may well then seém
‘over=-intellectual to deny.them, some logical relevence o
religious belief y for it is a particular application of the
general assertion that bellefs are not held in a cultural
vaccum that religicus beliefs are not held in a religious

vaccuily.



