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FOREWORD

['hat a second edition of this Text-Book on Philosophy
Religion has been called for within a short time is the
f positive, if proofs at all were needed, of the intrinsic
llence of the book, which has been still ruling over the
| with a compelling authority., So far as I have been

to scrutinize, I find that the book has been thoroughly
sed, with some paragraphs considerably enlarged and
in valuations re-made in the light of newly discovered
rials as also of steadily growing experience on all
ts in the world of to-day. It is thus that the book has been

ight up-to-date ; and what is specially to be prized is-

incorporation of some new sections on ‘Mysticism’,
caphysics of Reality’ etc. which have served to enhance
1cademic value and importance. Remaining basically
same, the second edition of the book has attained unto
first mile-stone of progress and with its acquired
1entum of success it is sure to cover many more, to the
faction of its beneficiaries. I have no doubt whatever
it will be able to maintain its position as a standard
ication on the subject.

Pitambar Bhattacharjee Lane, S. K. Das.
ptta-9
8, 1967



PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION.,

should humbly submit that this has long been regarded
' standard work, and may be warmly commended to all
' wish to understand the problems of Philosophy of
iion.
\lthough remaining basically the same, this book has
' ccmpletely remodelled.  Some paragraphs have been
derably enlarged, and some judgments have been
ed in the light of new knowledge, more modern
}asis, and the growing experience of our times. The
| has also been brought up-to-date with the views
me Indian thinkers and some new topics are also added
is edition.
am grateful to my teacher Dr. S. K. Das, M.A., P.R.S.,
. (Lond), for taking pains in scrutinizing and helping
n enlarging the book, and for kindly writing the
word’ for this edition. I am thankful to my colleagues °
Professors of different Colleges, of different Universities
1d1a, for their encouragement in different ways. My
ations are also duz ‘to Sri Sunil Kumar Ghosh,
Hena Ghosh, Sri Sudhir Saha, Sm. Minati Sengupta
3ri Subhas Chakravarty. I recognise humbly the services
’red by Sri Amal Kumar Sarkar of Indian Book
ibuting ‘Company for his active help in getting the -
published and Sri Ajit Kumar Samai for printing the
with special interest.

; Subodh Ghosh
iraja Manindra Chandra College
itta-3
8. 1967
|



%I owe deep gratitude to my revered teachers the late
'bfessor S. P. Biswas, Head of the Department of
iilosophy of the Scottish Church College and the late
tL')fessor Pravas Jivan Chowdhury, Head of the department

Books Bt 1 eminend §| Philosophy of the Presidency College, Calcutta for their
on Philosophy of Religion’ by e

PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION

L Tabl ; i IdL‘I;uable suggestions. [ acknowledge gratefully the inspira-
UIhOIS are avalable, but it appears there 1 gh received from my father, Sri M. M. Ghosh and my

single book that covers the entire syllabus of the chhers Dr. S. C. Chatterjee, Dr. S. K. Das and Dr. A.C.
Course (both two-year and three-year). Naturally, 5|

Al ) g in writing the book. I am deeply indebted to my
fnl'lt really difficult to grasp this particular subjec ;a;'nds Professors Kantimoy Kumar and Bireswar
eeling of helplessness has inspired me to under akravarty for their active help in having the book
venture.

flished. I am also thankful to Professors Nandalal

1 2 ’ . en & ) {

f II_r; preparing this book I have kept in view th I;ldu, Satindra Nath Chakravorty, Siva Prasad Sinha,
SNeaopours students of the leading Unijversities © akari Prasad Banerjee, Satyabrata DasGupta and many
My chief concern has all the time been about

lers for their encouragement in different ways. Sincere

abe:raCF topics connected with the subject can bp‘v.frices of my beloved pupils particularly of Sanjib Ghosh
easily 1nte.!1igible to those for whom they are meanil Krisna Pada Saha are also acknowledged. My obliga-
the same time T have also had to include such matefs are also due to my elder brother Sri Sunil Kumar
are expected from Honours students. At places losh for the keen interest he has taken in my work. I
drawn upon things even from the M, A. syllabu®uld fail in my duty if I do not recognise the service
justice to my task for the simple reason that the s}”ﬁiered by my wife Sm. Hena Ghosh in reading the proof
Honours and Post-graduate studies are in Somﬂlthe book. I am very much helped by Kalu and Daku
concurrent. :a'use I could find time because of their silent support.
The two-fold problem of making the subjecthould also thank Sri Nepal Basak, Proprietor of the
comprehension, especially to freshers from thashine Press for having taken special interest in printing
University and Higher-Secondary stage, and of trekgbook.
on the appropriate level with sufficient clarity and 1
is formidable indeed. I have tried my best to ta
but still I sincerely feel that suggestions from expef‘! Subodh Ghosh
teachers and learned Professors of Philosophy will h%}arajé ‘Manindra Chandra College,
to make this book better ; with befitting humility€utta—3.
their valuable help. f’“’"y 10th, 1963.

In preparing this book I have consulted standaf‘;»"
on Philosophy of Religion, which are rarely avaﬂabl[ﬁ
I do not lay any claim to originality, but have simpls.
to make it comprehensive within a small compal'i _
called a *Handbook’, for it has been intended to ser!
constant companion to Honours students.
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i 8‘1'g:ie1igion like all other major human activities,

194

. 1Tliareadth of the world.
-~ diverse than it

““bproach to religion is sociological, which deal

. Religion is one of the most important aspects of human
l}ife. In some form or other it functions in every society, its
symbols and activities exist through the whole length and
It is something more complex and
is difficult to describe, still its essential traits
may be indicated. Firstly, it should be noted that the motives
and the driving forces in religion are the basic human wants
ai‘nd desires—viz., survival, growth, well-being, self-realisa-
Elon etc. Secondly, and more distinctively, religion
involves belief in a supreme power or powers on whom
; uman be%ngs depend for their well-being. Thirdly, religion
lpvolves rituals which are believed to be ways of winning
the favour of gods or God. F inally, it should be noted that

| assumes a:

social and institutional form.
. Such a rich and varied aspect of human life may be
i{pproached in different ways. Firstly, there is the historical

Ipproach, dealing with the origin and growth of religion.
S;econdly, there is the psychological approach

: dealing with
he mental or emotional basis of religion,

‘And a third

| g e s with religion
§ a social institution. All the three of these approaches

Te necessary for a.full understanding of religion.
1‘. Yet there remains another approach to religion, which
2@3 sometimes called *‘the philosophy of religion”. This

L

|
it
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2 PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION |

: een through the “proofs” of the existence of God. These
expression, however, is rather ambiguous, having at. least .{e three in number (1) The cosmological atgument which
different meanings. Either, it may refer to the beliefs ¥ ’ rms that the existence of nature demands a “First” cause,
a religious person or group entertains ; or it may -refef shile this in turn is identified with God, (2) The teleological
the critical examination of these beliefs. Here ‘PhﬂosUPi:,gUID N ich sk hat themesianfal e octir e R
of Religion” will be used in the latter sense. { hict::tivities of nature prove the existence of supreme designer,

Various aspects of religion are materials for philosoP cji‘) The ontological argument, which affirms that the idea
reflection ; but the one aspect of religion that is of Cftu f perfection that is attributed to God implies His existence,
importance is the idea of God. It is on this 1ssue tha_ nce a being that possessed all the elements of perfection
most severe and fundamental conflicts have occurred 12 it lacked existence would not be perfect.
feld of theology and in the philosophy of religion. }I A third way of determining the truth of theism has been

Some conceive of God asa transcendent, superP®Sirough moral and practical considerations. Kant and James
being. And this supernatural being is also believe.d t0 "o important representatives of this approach. According
personal God. In the great monotheistic religionss Odl Kant, man must act in accorda_nce. with moral law; there-
Judaism, Christianity,—the idea of the supernatural G Jre he must be free to do so. _Fa1th in freedom, therefore, is
central. This view is usually called Theism. In th ;Inecessary correlate of th.e existence of a moral iaw. ‘Accor-
Godis the creator and the sustainer of the world. T :icng to James, the. p_r'actlcal argument for God’s exlsterfce

: : ¢ Utises from the possibility of choice between two alternative
are, however, differences among the theists. Some€ = _ : . ¢
; ol . i ing, Dnceptions that are equally logical. Kant’s and James

absolute theists, who maintain that God is all-know |

ief i igi led t i
good, and all-powerful. Others advocate belief xnaﬁﬂ?proa‘:h to religion has appealed to many, especially to

. {beral theists. .
God. According to them, as with James, God is au.gi.lera theists

k. is the basidli Recently, a fourth way of determining the truth of
pubnos all-powerf'ulz (\;N' Eai; OEE .I%aitz o‘r finite ? Jeism has been suggested. Freshblood infused into the
2 belief in the theistic God, be he 1non ?

: Ny il Gods ﬁgdy, gives a clear account of this approach. According to
fo yalicate behe}t; e sup.ernatl;l i ,rzlie A nen Thﬁs view, the ultimate appeal of theism is not to argument
method of authority has sometimes been .

: : e afat to actual religious experience.
is more than one authoricy. e G auth;rltHlfzS dtl:l(; d% But there are others, for whom God is not a separate
i i i 1 i ud, 1n | ’ . e . ) . . .
Christians have th(?lr Bﬁle},} e ;helr Elaelir: Koran and Ipernatural being but is, Reality” in its complete unity,
Upanisads and Gita, Mohammedans )

I he authority ? Buﬂeis viewisicalied panthEiSm,- Ir.x p?ntheism God is con-
dpestion 18 which shoul Jbeica cenial s . sived as the whole of reality in its meaningful unity,

. 1ans ¢ v ) : : l
even graver difficulty confronts lﬂ?e a;ltho‘r::,tj:iti VTIYtbmg is believed to have its logical and purposeful
ustiEy . Qe . in the scheme of things.
need of justifying ratloially, the ¢ aim 7 o 8ce in the ' |
shouldgone aceenbine S/ Bspecially tht;serity’ 5i'E Mystics usually emphasize the oneness of all things and
philosophically inclined, tend to distrust autho ! Je S R e
they are committed to thinking fordthemselves gstic-vision there are not two things—God and the
1 dence of judgment.
reluctant to forego indepen

i
<l eiSlﬂ |
1 of determining the truth of th ll
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' INTRODUCTION 5
individual, but one ; the finite individual is mingled W“M‘ ' : 3 5
Divinelibvetmysticalipantheisim on'the whole tends to ¢tributes, such as thought and extension. But .Spmoza s
G odt I At all is God. For the m }[;?erlat‘ive God is something different from the theist’s G(;i.
material objects in space, as well as events in time are det?lnoza s God, for example, is not the creator of the world.
e e e Tl o n e aves! behind perceptual obﬁoq did z:lot design or make the world ; He is the ?vorld.
“The soul to find God ; ¢ I things, 2 e is the immanent cause of the world. He has no aims or
Bt o o8 r?:;ush go OL'H: rccl)m zl” Finallh 4,sires to attain. Good, evil, beauty are merely human
M e tl asit t le'y 21;15!:(’. DO f i sticH] c%lues and not the characteristics of God. Fe who becomes
i do' cor,]:e tht ;m u ed rang; Oh ycan pe with God's infinite and eternal nature attains freedom
: 0d 1s absolutely good, and there '
evil in His world. What seems evil is only an !

u,ﬁ)m all the vicissitudes of finite human life.
, ; | There is stilla third view of religion and of its basic
appearance in the deluded mortal mind. FEvil is meéE
negation and lies entirely outside the knowledge ©

@lief in God. This view insists that religion should be
oo IR SR . :)anernef:'l neither with bealief in a suPernatural God nor
e sphere of time. iith belief related to alleged perfection of reality asa
Mystics are convinced that in their mystical expefi‘:hole. The claim is that religion shouald limit itself to
they have direct contact and union with Divine Realiﬁ'ﬁman hopes in the context of natural existence; should
that this Divine Reality or God is all. This claim, ho¥1e word “God” be retained, it should be applied to some
cannot be so easily settled. Some merard the myglgal phase of huma.n c?xperienc 2, sucb as tl.le hope ff)r a
experience as giving direct knowledge of supernatural dietter world, lthe' a‘splratlfm for a happ'ler society, the‘lc.leal
being ; others consider it as a union with an all iﬂclﬁf% 2 r%obler 1r.1d1v1dua1 e LR enilosophy ot religion,
Reality, still others e Tt ey o thh- I'S sometlmes. called th.e natgralistic‘-humanistic view
abnormal pathological state. f religion starts with the basic belief that it is oaly through
: sience that questions of fact can bz determined. Durkheim
Sometimes, rationalistic philosophers are led to thelys, “That which science refuses to grant to religion is not
theistic belief. Most rationalists take the function of P right to exist”. Though there are many types of natura-
sophy to be “the quest for the world’s unity”. The fof';#tic-humanistic philosophies of religion, they all agree in
that “God is all and all is God” seemsto be the supre®“e denial of supernaturalistic God ; they differ only in their
of such a quest. In this respect Spinoza is uniquely siﬁ?:eciﬁc formulation of religion and their idea of God.
cant. Spinoza has a mystical aspect, but for the preseﬁl Ludwig Feuerbach gave a naturalistic int2rpretation of
are primarily concerned with his more rigorous, ration? 3ligion by emphasizing the strictly human or psychological
philosophy and its bearing on religion. Spinoza usef spect of religion. For him, religion is man’s earliest and
terms Substance, Nature and God to denote the. ulflﬁlﬁirect form of self-knowledge. According to him, ‘con-
reality. God, Nature, Universe, or Substance is t2°fousness of God is szlf-consciousness ; knowledge of God
inclusive unity. He is self-caused, self-sufficient, Felf'de‘EFEIf'knOWIedge,' Freud gives a psychiatric description of
dent, infinite and eternal. God or the all-inclusive 1:liigion. For the child, Freud argues, the mother is the
ijs nota mere undifferentiated unity. God has Cef'-lst “love-object”, she was the first to satisfy its hunger.

|
|
4
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But the mother j &reconcile the existence of evil with a God that is perfect i
T 1S SO0N supers er fati ;
perseded by the  strong power as well as in goodness ?

And'God, for F i
) reud, is ex g : Pl
alted Father. ' The usual answer to this question has been that evil is

Santayana and D ion
ewe : : 1008, : o :
y have given 1nterpretaf-' in some sense less real than good is and that evil is ultimately

religi < : :
Forg g:nz:;:za,suslzit:i:: a;e;mlielc?f.ldeaé hum;r;f ?:Eltmué mfeans fo'r the fruition of g‘cfod. Some, for exampi%‘h
O TN i 1g10n ave difte thoa§ons1der eyﬂ as necessary to t‘{le -good of. the wholﬁ:
According to Santayana “géoznls. poetry or mye d?_hen_z are x?many“ variations of this view : evil asﬁood. in
transcendent, Super-natur,l' ¥ Ob ; is not the nam pd:i:sgmse,"evﬂ as some'thmg tor.n out of its context”, evil as
TR N e af 18 1ch eing but rather the i ;1llusory 2 Ot_hers think of evil as a means for the growth
= ao tr;zt , beauty and fg,oodnefvi and str_eng';then{ng of che.lracter. Hardship, sorrow, defeat
S e ofy nal,. .eels th_e nechSSIty of gle Ihave, it 1?‘ clalmed.' thfll.’ sa'tlutary ef'fect':s. ‘Tk{e,y are the
LT N re ?mn Wi.llch will preserv ugmﬁ?ans for sou.l—makmg. Still others Justlfy evil’ as some-
According et ce an tl}e‘ ideal wvalues ?f ’1'3 ‘f‘:h_lng that .heI’ghtens the daflge.:r' and excitement of life,
: ewey, the religious attitude signifi®® without evil life would be insipid ; there would be no
general attitude that guides our action, a fundaﬂﬁd:drama, no high tragedy of existence. All these theories in

perspective that gives direction to life. some way consider evil as a means for good.
Naturalistic-humanistic forms of religion lack the | Sheldon says that the existence of evil and iperiee HonAon

traditions and symbolism of the Sl 5 ¢ celf God are not contradictory. ‘Evil', for Sheldon, is real and

The eSS the is not concerned with the question as to why evil is

" 2 a;so fafll to give the same degree of guarai® e S T e : S :
€1sm does for the final tri ; ¢ permitted. eldon’s interest is not primarily a negative
riumph of man's deep 9

h?ther naturalistic forms of religion will ever fone As he puts it, “'we have onls'r a negative task.”to ‘sho_.\i
a significant fact : TS that the contradiction alleged is not necessary . Evil

actor 1n our civilization has yet " . : O
determined. being actual need not imply any lack of perfection in the

The central pr AT \Divine nature.
problem of religion is the nature and  Yet there are philosophers who reject Sheldon’s formu-

tence of God. M . . |

i ost of the readings on religion 31:‘_58.'1&1;1011 of the problem. William James and contemporary

e perqonafészue: Yet a belief in God, espec* personal idealists like Brightman and Hartshorne try to ease

T vit;l & t_0 SAIS r;:)t an isolated, abstract Pr° ] the problem by claiming that God is all good but not al -

ation to huma i atio* i 's limitation i i

el S e n destiny., The rell nc.lz'aowerful. Bnghtn.nan ﬁnd§ God’s limitation in 'H%s own

e ol . onsidering the problem of evil 2 linternal constitution, while Hartshorne finds it in the
mo i i

o ﬁrsl:a 1ty.. 1¢bowers of His creatures, who try to thwart His purposes.

e lgonmder the problem of evil. That t Dewey takes a more radical step. He limits the problem
T . ! ] e » | : e . : “ e

table deathvf); ’dlfaln’ suffering, defeat, injustice, and ¥of evil to practical action. As he puts it: “The position

e »—hardly demands argument. Even sholl1 vpfa natural intelligence is that there exists a mixture of

T 10D, as some argue, there would still be the © d'good and evil, and that reconstruction in the direction of

illusion. The theological issue that has been a S0Y

endless controversy through the ages is: How |

| R R S
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1s primarily this process of unification of the self in the light

the good which is indj i i
icated by ideal ends, must take P bf some inclusive and worthy object. Another function of

if at all, through conti i . T
is no logical .g N hued  co-operative effort™ ,_oreligion is to idealize and sanctify morals or customs.
ogical 1mplication that God’s power will be limif,” > : c : i
bYith 1 P . Religion sanctifies birth and death, marriage and celibacy,

Y the presence of evil. ‘

Nogh Ak > dm‘peace and war. Finally, religion has the function of lending
W ones o, 2 ‘ 3 T Bl :
b o (e E:ie 0 H_llmortahty 1s also vitally fe]ate‘ gcosmic support to human aspirations. Life is full of inscruta-
.o O(; and is a central dogma of the Chrf Ple evils and crushing tragedies that many find it almost
. 1 . o1 { 3 . . - .
brirf B all evils, death is the supreme evil fi{n]posslble to face without belief in a power that will
Withg. in 1v1.dua1 life to final, mevitable shipwreck. Relié ultimately bring triumph. Passively hoping that good must
i x | i ) f ;
X tts ultimate optimism holds to the faith that no ﬁ’mumph over evil, human beings have failed to apply
as [op ey . S
Mer]:_an destroy man. their intelligence to strengthen the good. Religion, to be
i haf: mtosh, a great theologian, presents some of satisfactory, must be intellectually acceptable and morally
W : 0 | ; :
EIg_tIESt arguments for Immortality. Starting with feonducive to a worthy life .
Ppremise that conservation of spiritual values involvest When all is said and done, we can do no better than
conservation of persons, he first argues that mind js indeP€lose the “Introduction” with the time-honoured, almost
dent of body. And it mind is¥independent  of bodys ficlassical, definition of Religion placed on record in the
Dlausible that it may exist and act WI;en oo fromﬂéighties of the last century by James Martineau in his
body at death. Mind for Mackintosh is an agent and #Study Of Religion’ : “Understanding by ‘Religion’ belief in
4 mere phenomenon. He finds assurance fofbimmotfa'bn Ever living God, that is, a Divine Mind and Will ruling
in the belief in God, that is, in a P L8 A gthe Universe and holding Moral relations with mankind”,
D reat e ! . ; B :
good enough to conserve the human iﬁd‘i .dL 1 inspﬂae takes it finally to mean the believer’s worship of Supreme
. c a ., 5 - . . A
of bodily death. Hocking, 3 leading cont 72 i dea[’tMmd and Will, directing the universe and holding moral
: : emporar | . s Sol ; : i
argues that Immortality is pot SDmethindp ayred ftelations with human life”. Coupled with this as ‘its
Hite ¥ s | o 4 & (15 ohle
conditional on the S rOEIits o fa CD assu ag'O fje:ssence is the happy discovery that “in the soul of Religion,
great Hindu materialist Carvak ; entune's I-eqt';he apprehension of truth and the enthusiasm of devotion
“There is no e a‘ expressed this ij‘meparably blend.” Viewed thus Religion appears as “at
quite ] ) orld, death is the end of all.” once a mode of thought and a mode 'Of feeling”—the ques-
; Clear that one’s beljef In  immortality is prima®8on of priority of the onein relation to the other being
determined by one’s metaphysics and the f evidence- mmaterial here. Itis immaterial, “whether you trust first
Religion is not merel SOTy Of eviden®™ iho instinct of intuitive reverence and see the reality of God
s a practical th Y @ matter of intellectual beli®*Smerge as its postulate ; or whether, having intellectually
dife S tUME S SDinGzat Santavana "and: Dewed: tidged that He is there, you surrender yourself to the awe
erent ways, emphasize the practical aspect of relisiahd love of that infinite presence. These intense affections,
There are three fundamental funct; e .udch in elements of wonder, admiration, reverence culminate
function is the Integration of Ty Sl mion! On‘e 1@ worship...It is only our artificial analysis that separates
dublpsd e guie .the individual life. An 1ndf be two, and insists on calling the intellectual side of the
: : es defined him, “js 5 fighter for ends”. Devotl?ict a theology, the affectional a religion” (A Study Of
to God or to a supreme ideal unifies and th e gratdfv—"ligion Vol. I, pp. 1, 2, 3 & 13).
contlicting doc: i erefore inte \
cting desires The religio
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| THE NATURE OF RELIGION 1v
i

'because the active and the passive are not in harmony

;With each other, they have to be brought into harmony

THE NATURE OF RELIGIO%/ . We are often impressed by the magnitude and over-

- ' whelming forces of the world. We feel that we are under the

“Religion is man's total attitude of response to a quﬂl"l contrast of forces, which we ourselves cannot regulate.

or spirit in the universe which evokes his reverence becalsi Every new discovery in science seems to add another to the
it is felt at once to transcend his own finite nature and¥l physical forces in the universe and the multitude of thenr
to be akin to him at the same time to be supremely real# produces in us a sense of our own insignificance. When any
precious. It is beyond his grasp but not beyond his red great disaster takes place (e.g. an earthquake), we are oppre-
and nothing is felt to be so worth reaching and he can E‘:'lssed by a sense, of our weakness. At the sametime we do not
it no/lesser name than the Divine. To this divine 49 llifeel inclined simply to submit to forces that are in the exter-
in life, religion is the natural and necessary reaction of mi‘[nal world. We are conscious of our active powers as well as
will and heart”, ‘the powers which are working upon us. We wish to come

It istvory dificul d@i 110 to some kind of agreement with the forces of the universe
i : ; ) :
cult to discover a satisfactory defint " which are working round about us and upon us. We wish to

religion. - ; : i
gion. A definition should include all the variet! reach the faith that behind these forces there is a Being with

religion and s indi : i i ! ; ) : : 3
g hould indicate that the relation betwee® |1 n it is possible to come into harmonious relationship.

and God i (o} ; : : !
includes all the aspects of human nature. . We try to believe that behind the immensity of the

the definition ; ol . . :
s err by being too narrow or by emph? " universe there is a God, between whom and us certain

one ’ J L
aspect of a man's nature at the expense of other asP; relations may be established.

artine S 13 . i Ain | : L X
M au defines religion as “a belief in an ever-living ~ In accordance with this idea, religion has been defined as

that. 15, a Divine Mind and Will ruling the univers® the prolongation of the natural instinct of self-preservation.
EOldm'g moral rglalltions with mankind.” This deﬁnitioif; %We may define religion as an endeavour to secure the con-
Pzr ;:;t:b;};;n zfphed only to. the higher forms of r.el'l : iservatiOH Off socially recognised vglues. Arllotl?er definition

! e comprehensive definition is that rellg“’F of religion is “what a man does with his solitariness” (White

a worship of higher powers from a sense of need.” ’{head).

d 161 “ ’ A i s ’
efines religion as “man’s belief in a Being or Bey Psychology teaches us that a human being may be consi-

mightier ‘thaﬁ himself but not indifferent to his senti®dered under three aspects of knowing, feeling and willing.
and actions, with the feelings and practices ! iWe shall, therefore, expect to find that religion will satisfy a
follow from such a belief.” Sabatier lays great stress Yman in each of these three aspects. And we shall consider
the sense of need in which religion begins. He points li;th.at religion to be the highest will satisfy a man most
that all our life-experiences involve a double kind of il Fompletely, The best religion will be one in which we find it
ment. External things are always acting upon us 3? possible to believe in a God, more or less like ourselves and
strive to react upon them. Our whole life is a mixtuff Laccording to the teaching of which nature is the expression
the active and the passive. We have constantly t© 2 ’I;of a Divine mind, some what similar to our minds and of a
ourselves to the environment which is playing upo? [
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il
Divine. Beart which is in sympathy with our aSpiratiOfls 4 Religion, in history, has various meanings, sometimes
e .Divlne W%H which expresses an ideal towards which ou! contradictory, and philosophers have experienced great
Wﬂlh?aaiiizplrfa % definie; b : hemi“!difﬁculty in defining its essential character. Secondly, Religion
s e . e e
taken as a description of the highest ideal of religion. ﬂi R t? qeﬁne IF. h T 0 nl:IUSt adve ﬁome p?{: 1ar.
Flint says ot o e L SR of t1”charav.:t:erxstlcs which are universal. In dea ing with the

1 I(|Varieties of religious experience, we are still dealing with
soul, but embraces the whole mind and the whole man. |

seat is the concrete human nature and its circumference!izzhglousthewi?enc:' :orgetﬁhng Sll?e-c S deﬁmtc;. thi)f
e e i R e course, ]e attempts to de ne Religion are many an jcrl
being. b €s 0  more or. .ess seem tlo 'contaln some elex‘n.ent of truth an

At its lowres et o cL ﬂ-ﬂithus a cnt{cal apprec1at1c.m of these deﬁmtton.s. _may enable
tion and practica] up or 1 g us to arrive at the universal and characteristic marks of

: obedience in it. At its best, it SB% o . . :
include all the highe Religion
dee

; i
St exercises of reason, all the purest®
Pest emotions and affections and the noblest kind of @ Hegel's definition :
-‘dqut. It responds to its Own true nature only in the mea® 91
1t feels t i 1 i V|

els the whole interest of life, satisfies the reverence ° it i

i;ieiszaltlhishie):; ;tr;d provides an ideal and law for prac ;pbilos‘ophy proper is .the same trt;th stripped of its sensuous.
e See. e el o i 3p1ct.oT-1zzI fg'rms and. 1'nterpr.e'tefd in terms of pure thought.
emphasises an : ectin any religl '0 'ERehglon i1s the divine sp-mts ?n:lowledge. of itself through
Y one element at the expense of the {the mediation of the finite spirit.” It is thus a form of

Hegel, for example, over :knowledge- the knowledge of the Absolute Idea involving
atter of knowledge OJ the ultimate unity of the finite and the Infinite.

M er) again emphasises t It is evident that Hegel's definition of B e eloniusito

e of religion and with Kant, again religio® “much intellectualistic. He emphasises the logical character

an affair of the will. i

; .onstof the absolute in complete disregard of its conative and
gion is a fol practical relztl‘n slvolitional aspect. In Religion however, we not only have
48 a superhuman being or beiP&;

: pelknowledge of God but also try to enter into moral and
uate satisfaction of our whole g spiritual relationship with certain superhuman power or
» because there are defects ev® Reality, whom we believe as our life and master of our

’ S ; ; i : A ;
i g 3 ; .pdestiny, Religion, divested of feeling or de otion or
‘heroes’ in this respec : N g g votion

| e . !
sworship and religious practices, seems to be nothing more
onscious of our own weakness a'n athan a barren abstraction.

erse which will deliver us from Sflr; d;
ble us tq strive more earnestly a‘{
hteousness. which is the character ©

To Hegel Religion is a kind of popular philosophy,
s truth conceived in concrete pictorial forms, while

ouless says, “Reli
w.1th what is believed in

We cannot find adeq
merely in human beings

wish to be in the unjy
temptation, and ena
realisation of the rig
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'ito the ultimate Reality. Feeling has always an objective
reference and religious feeling cannot be separated from

ITHe RNt heologians  who try to define Reﬁg?%his object‘ive r.ef:arence or_intf:lle'ctual content and a meaut
o cermaNoeclings,| The most. impertant deﬁnition;a?f procuring it.” Thus in its innermost essence Religion

; j jghs concerned not with the comprehension but with the
given by Schleiermacher. He says, “the essence of Relif

TR valuation of existence.
consists i a feeling of absolute dependence on Goa\

According to him, pure Religion is pure feeling, i.e. fe?’b%Hoffding’s definition :

: e 1 TR .
completely  disconnected from thought on the on | The core of religion consists in the belief that no

3 EER pinl ; , 5
and f-rom volition on the other. ‘Religion has not d':value perishes out of existence. He defines Religion as
do with knowledge; quite apart from it, its natur®

‘ M'faith in the conservation of values.” “The opposite of
be known. “It matters not what conception 2@

; : ,nciijeligEon," says Hoffding, “is neutralism,” ie., the
adheres to, he can still be pious. Ideas and p1l .sconviction that the world is infinitely and cruelly

are.a_ll fc?reign (unknown, or of no use) to Relig! indifferent to everything which we call ‘human value’.
Religion is equally distinct from morality. 3 ':He has no doubt pointed out the most important element
depends entirely on the consciousness of fré®Hn Religion. Man's Religious consciousness
Religiosity, on the contrary, moves in the opposite SP 'ilmplies a faith in the highest value of life, faith in a good
of necessity. Religion means complete self-sul'fene:nd sympathetic universe which will somehow back him up
whereas morality implies responsibility and fré®Hin his struggle to realize them and to conserve them. Man
Religion is thus a warm, intimate, immediate feeling © in his religiosity realizes that his own powers are not suffi-
Infinite in the finite, the Eternal in the temporal, a Sensai't}:ient enough for the task of realizing and conserving human
dependence on the whole. Eéood, that he hasnot got the complete mastery over the
Schleiermacher has done a great service to Religio® T—esources of the universe of which he is but an insignificant
Tescuing it from barren intellectualism on the one hand' d!]?erson and thatle 1.1eec-15 h_e ‘olifromisome one whojisimore
from moralism on the other. Indeed, the essence of Rel! :ihan human'powet h.l ; hlgl.je.St valu.es GHE LT Cosa e
consists in its mystic inwardness, as immediate awarenesia;nd sustained. And. this religious fath reacha::s At gan
God. It cannot be denied when he says "QUantity;‘?mHipOtent’ omni‘.smentl Power Worhng forl rlghteousness_
knowledge is not quantity of piety.” Th’us g Schletrhe essence of his Religion must thus co,x’zsmt in the faith
achechviastrue STt umay, Be pointed oo hore that!t;hat s Gl e o Eopefion thatpGodis
element of feeling in rel; iy L feelh?ower can fill the hea_trt with an overﬂ.oodlqg expansion. In
The feeling element ot e S gtier wo;ds. man l;ehevesdtil;: tllere Isfu1t1T:ter harmony
feeling, cannot be =g d: s jce Between human values an nature of reality.
formei essential erdw:IiZEdlaiiz:l tilz;iize?lii:cl,. m;eef!i Ht?ffding, .howeve.ar, S t? Moy Reli_gi.ous
naturally and inevitably developes itself}nto thought ﬁXP erTence .Wlth fe.ehng; e.js. o hlm.self S ‘.‘Rellgl?us
action INThoT R e S divish ixpenence is essentially Religious feeling, the feeling which

‘Schleiermacher's definition :

certainly

G0 : : i
moment. Religion is essentially the whole man’s £




i I 7
16 PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION DEFINITIONS OF RELIGION .

: » dT'h t satisfac view of the nature of Religion :
is determined by faith in the conservation of value.” & "¢ ™Ost satisfactory view HRAESI0 €

fact is that Religion is not a mere passive faith in the & pp fore-going  discussions conclusively prove that
P g

|
servation of values that already exists. [t is also an exp‘ieither feeling nor activity, nor the intellect alone

. . 1 ‘ g 1 i i
mental search for new values. The Religious consciols®o notitutes the true essence of Religion. Against the par-
is not content merely w

ith maintaining the status qu0-%al truth of all the above mentioned definitions we should
rational and spiriryal beings, “we look before and aftéf8ear in mind that religion does not merely occupy a part of
pine for what is not.” In religious experience the qUa”“pan‘s nature, but is the reaction of his whole being to the
of value is not a fixed quantity. It may increase OF it I’il’veing whom he regards as superior. Religion involves a
decrease. The fact is that Rl O co s e i e recf‘zlubject anc% an ob‘ject' a-nd a relation betwefan the t.wo\.
truction and  transvaluation of life’s values, The Rel#®Pn the subjective side, it includes alll the psychical functions
consciousness is purposive and creative and not merely &}ICh GF feeling, volition and cogmt_ion.. On'the RRIcEuE
sive and contemplative. Hoffding's definition fails 0 fide, it has Feference to a trans-sE:bJectlve DlVil:le Reality.
into account that ntima el S personal - rolation to[!t furthe?- u.wolve? a.hvmg rfalatx?n of the ‘subject to tl%at'
super-human bein g regarded as the SRR, g;o.t!rans-sub‘jectwe-objectlve' Reaht_y in  worship, fellowship,
of all valyes, Wl N reiiﬁ?d service. Such r_elatlon being controlled by a purpose
consciousness. U o T ostablish pamely, -the conserv'atlc?n. and enh_ancement of.hurﬁaan.values,,
personal relationship by means o devofnloth s:oclal and the lndIVIdlfaF u1t1mah‘31y cuIm:flatzng in utter
and Yoga. In Religion!ithere : always‘ ;o w!,gzllev'otllonal love' of th.e divine Reality for. 1t§ own sake._
of an ultimate Tt gReligious experience is more than a subjective state of

and the worshipper feels inS3% . i fecti
; consciousness. It points to a trans-subjective
urge to establish ith % !

. . R » e o . . .
@ personal relationship wit gpiritual principle wherein values coincide with

generally regarded as a persond
Supreme value and the standar

Religion is not merely faith in 2%

Immanent

Reality,
,.n Religion this perfect world of value is already implied by
'1;ntic:ipation of a present realization. Faith is no doubt the
ubstance of things hoped for. But Religion is not tq be
! 3 lentified with mere faith in a super-sensible Reality as the
S e b de, be%lind and beyond the pheﬂlo 'éat and sc?urce of aIlA values., It i‘s also the emotio-nal reaction
0 that ultimate Reality which involves the adjust
dne’s whole life so as to bring it into unity and

£ ff?s!(ith such Reality.

ment of
harmony
f‘md gl‘our}d of all valyes, This sense of 4 ‘friendly pre’

n the universe neyer Supersedes that sense of mystefy ]

accompanying feeling of awe generated by the pelie i
God far transcends US In power and T00dhessd

P. O. R.—2
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| RELIGION AND SCIENCE & 41119 %

’ | b~ &

. A similar movement may be noticed Ju?n t}le avitddle

CHAPTER 1I iges in Europe. The scholastic philosophe;s@bn‘f:‘tl}%ir_ whole

ime in formulating the dogmas of the Chturchs They received '
Relations : Religion and Science : .I;lese dogmas as Authority and did not Eiqy%*sﬁgz}-te_; their
' 2 oppeasonable grounds. The result was that wheén the dogmas
e wiere separated from their properly religious source, they
Wecame uninteresting and insecure. Men were no longer

estimate of the respective functions of Religion and tyﬂtitra‘:ted by them as they stood and began to ask for

; ; ic
It is based upon a purely emotional and dogmat! gasons why the dogmas should be accepted as true. They

Sk : 10 N :
Religion on the one hand, and on the other, a nar ; ‘r:ere no longer felt to be appropriate expression of a
of Science. Such a science would be confined €

: uﬁp\lring faith. They have become out of date and therefore
material and physical investigations. It had 1S % bpme grounds have to be supplied for their acceptance.
during the 18th and 19th centuries., Kant was resP ij'ghe Scholastic theologians refused to allow proper investiga-
for a great deal of opposition between Religion and ; ons. Ifa man were unwilling to accept these dogmas, he
Kant had said that scientific knowledge was con '|as declared to be an enemy of Religion. And thus, again,
phenomena and Religion deals with realities opposition grew up between Religion and Science.

A : oW e
phenomena. Therefore, there could be no scientific KB8 The opposition was

probably made more acute and
of religious matters. This opinion was also held bY *adical through the influence of Renaissance or revival of

Spencer. The popularity of his philosophy (agnost‘lcls sarning.  The success of new scientific conception filled
largely responsible for the idea that Relision and Pht Jﬁe scientists with pride and made them feel that they could
were opposed to each other. The limjtations and 4@ Without Religion.

!

It has been said that Religion and Scienc
to each other. But this opinion is based upon?

however, of this ey b ing more It was not until the influence of a higher conception of
' are becom Fog: i "
recognised and it i R i : esteligion as a spiritual life, and not as a system of dogmas
gmsed and it is now seen that thereis N0 : : -
opposition between Reliae d Sci 2gan to make itself felt at the time of Reformation that
n and Science.

c ) oy ;¢ is ®e way was open for a reconciliation between Science and
SeB\Z)]I::I; li ; :icl)lns:z;rp ;1:::;15;:;;1 bzii(lifll;g;z;h 111:1"6 ;,‘:aligion. The forn} in wl?ich Religion is held now-a-days,
between Science and Religion. The beginnings of g not one to which Science can have any reasonable
: o Ay _4]led Biection.
:;e::;ic:nlih{:egﬁ::ll;meizhcg);o:}f teac.htirsewi‘:d(‘i of '1 W,e see _t}.len that‘ though ther.? {nay‘be cerT:ain narrow
by means of ‘Mytholosy’ : ;llm;brs : d; ‘ ytbr%entlﬁc positions whu‘:h make Religion 1mp'o.ss1ble and: on
R tc; Rt firstgy Ran ‘ ege:m(; went ‘1% other ha'nd, a certain narrow type of Religious doctrines
o sc1ence.‘ as ti A eq"‘&’-mh are mcompanblc.a 'w1th science, th'er'e should not be
i) thing; dat th Mythologies were Il; Supptﬂv fundamental opposition between Religion and Science.
: and minds, Mythology has the ’

i tlfith all the differences in their immediate objects, Religion
Religion and therefore, those who abandon

¢ baﬁ& Science still hang so closely together in their own
seem also to abandon Religion. An oppositio® = ¢

{free thought and Religion thys grew up.




20 PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION | RERICIONAANDSSIENOE s
ot I 1@t proper explanation of the phenomena with which he deals.

opposition but friendly mutual co-operation. Conﬁicﬁgnless SCi.enc.e s willingitofnsciiofts .conception .Of Gc')d
i iis of one oD othets t.he beginning and end of the worlfi. its explan.atzon W%ﬂ
G je incomplete. It may attempt to satisfy itself with certain
? ) el . . c;dﬁlaterialistic categories, but it will soon discover that these
We may point out that if science is to be satisfa lategories or notions are insufficient and so, it is bound to
must depend upon Religion. 3o beyond sense-phenomena. And in this going beyond,
i In t.h‘? first place, science itself depends on faith t enters into the sphere of Religion.
is a religious attitude of mind. We see thus that science cannot be complete unless it
At first sight, this may seem to be a strange OF parafjccepts ultimately the point of view of Religion. We must
cal statement. Scientists frequently argue that the¥I< o remember that Religion, on the other hand, takes help
have clear proof of anything and that they will havé no \f science. By means of mere intuition (or feeling) we
to' do with what is simply a matter of faith, but thé ve a certain amount of contact with the divine. But we
still several points on which science must depend 0"1 l[ilust immediately attempt to put this religious feeling of
Even‘ scientists must have trust or faith in thelf ;urs into the intellectual or scientific form. Religion gives
faf:ultles. They believe that the proper use of their £ the divine pleasure, but this must be put into some kind
will bring them into coutact with reality. Further")f vessel, if this is not to be lost. Science enables us to
S_CientiSt proceeds upon faith in the uniformity and ™onstruct a proper kind of vessel, in which we may put the
lity of nature, He discovers certain natural Jaws #Religious feeling-factor.
assumes that these laws will hold good universalli' ‘ Further, scientific foundations of Religious truths are
cannct,  however, prove this, that js ot eMiecessary if we are to avoid the extravagances of merely
every instance of the a , ) Hé:motional Religion. The emotional man who is unrestrained
take their uniformity of oy intellectual considerations, is often in danger of being
Similarly, scientists proceeq 13 i Bl dhurled into absurdities. A great attention to scientific
rationality and the ultimate unit ¢ eh assls rfd Th0'1én1ands will emphasise the necessity of our thought and
of .the scientist is to o Y‘i t e1 Wotim:1 of ¢yill save Religion from depending merely upon Authority,
thing i. e., to find a system ing onah.EXp e henof{ind thereby, becoming ‘Dogmatic’
must be fitted. This, howevero. A e\;}e).;y tllz d scidl Of course, we must remember that science is more
try to connect all the phenom en'&nzfei?s . 2 L3 With!_l}xeoretical, whereas religion is primarily practical. But
supreme principles whic T S he Yhis should not bring about any opposition. Theory and
The effort of science rglivfactice are both operations of the human mind and they
effort. For it is imposs‘i o flannot be separated from each other. Moreover, the
without thinking of it 4 ]adt_titude of sincerity and honesty which is encouraged by
order to the whole. Igdt:%ience is in itself practical, and besides this, science often
the universe, has bro gufeads to discoveries which are of great value in practical

Being.

grounds that their normal relationship will n

he cann
pplication of these laws-
» to a large extent, as a matte®

h will give rationality to t
howevar, turns out to
ble to think of the ultima®
Sa unity capable of giviné
The Scientist, in studying t
i ught it into relation with the
Itis in sucha Beitig s thin e 4l e ianitist 7605 |
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l:e- TrherEfOIE. we cannot say that science 15 en
theoretical and therefore it should be conside
altogether distinct from Religion.

RELIGION AND PHILOSOPHY

Tt might aleo 1 ! . . b'ec..% From the crudest beginning of God-idea in thfa primitive
g ipomted out that science 1s OI'Jf;y ‘::an dov‘vn to the modern age of reason and enlightenment,
oS t takes No account of the peI'SO.nal ghe notion of God has taken various for{n‘s. Ever'ywhere
e ,t ! ereas .Rehgmn has to do esscntlﬂuly .1iad in every age man ha}s enterta1m.ad'rehg10us behe‘fs_ and
pPersonality of God. Here again, there 15 o ractices. It has been said that man is inherently religious.

’great: Separation. The personal factor plays a gred®™ ¥ is a faith in God from which all actions flow. The belief
1o S¢ience ; then, after it has been admitted, science § so universal that it is regarded as the religious conscious-
1ts ideal only by relating so-called Objecti;e occura® ‘ess of man. It is a basic notion that there exists in the
nature to the central personality i e.. God The £ “orld some superhuman power which demands of man an
between science and religion might "11 e 'Summed,;&titude of worship. Religion is thus mainly an emotional
the following Statement mad bg BWG ‘A little ® ttitude towards the supreme reality regarding the value
makes a map, athe AR f scienc® ‘f it. Religious experience has its reference to the transcen-
the man’s though ; pbf-.ént. The basis of religion is therefore metaphysical or
if the cup is mer G ,ninilosophical. It is based on intuitive feeling or direct
that if it ig dee nd,bmmunion with God.
. fd‘ Philosophy, on the other hand, is the reasoned enquiry
] ciglfr:;to the nature of the universe and reality. It refers to some
jltimate reality i.e, it goes beyond the empirical world. It
; d!'s: the comprehensive study of human experience.

One s the light-house toWasld-‘; From these two definitions we find some points of
tltle other is. the star in tll‘; rﬂimilarity between Philosophy and Religion. .
equal to oyr knowledge 2;) v:}lfdge,lfl the natural on| Both of them may be said to refer to the ultimate
fivhi ¢ = Spllrltual world. b geality which is trallscenfiental. It is the bus1_ness of Rtehgmn-
accord.” orth in perfect and o0 find out the real relation between the ultimate Being and
;fle world of finite objects and finite minds. Religion must,
n this connection, take the help of philosophy in order to
1ssure us of intellectual apprehension of God.

. ‘Both believe in the capacity of human knowledge.
Religion and Philosophy both depend upon faith in the
ralidity of human knowledge.

. Both are dissatisfied with the phenomenal world and
aiarthly values.
|

1st, whereas a great deal o
t-to Religion. It is said of philoso
ely tasted, it leads man away from
Ply drained j¢ brings back again.
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Religious faith springs from the pressure of human

24 RELIGION AND PHILOSOPHY 25

Both of them start from common experience.

Although : . eeds.

- philosoph 193 e similar 24 ; ol )
objects and ideals yzt.*:hand Ifigion ha.\e Slfmdisdnl Lastly Religion is more intimately connected with
between the two. : ERiC some, polntaly reality than philosophy because it is based on intuitive and

; immediate knowledge and penetrates into the heart of
I.n scope, philosophy is wider because it de2SW - : 2 B .
reality and the uni i Jgeality which reason is not capable of doing. The power
1 181 | . . . E . .
with the suprem ‘i’i.zrse at large but Religion d‘?a of reasoning which is so useful in philosophy gives place to
e sigle . ! : 5 ; A :
e of fea 1ty. So Religion is Il?ll'l'f""’er,l{1 and is completed in the power of intuition, which plays
'ultimaty bl_ﬂﬁer In - regard to attitude. In rdlgwq'puchalarge part in religion.
€ oDject i i 1 i ' i
immediate i,rat 'S Present to human consclousm?sS . Now, let us assess the merits of our discussions. Though
Ieverence Iny szs- the object of devotion, feeh"gsitlhey differ in certain respects, yet both philosophy and
o : ilosophy the same object becom® Religion have common object and common content.
ject of reflection il 0 it . & . ; :
speculative th and finally elevates it to .l:‘llstorlcally speaking, Religion is the emotional attitude
R Ought. S0 1ts attitude is rational towards God. Therefore, it is mainly based on feeling. But
knOWIedgep 'y 1s _concerned with the compreh‘2 %{eeling cannot by itself be the measure of knowledge of
o ; Le. philosophical experience includes 2 Sod.  Reason must play a prominent part, because without
actors of thinking, feeling and willings jthe intellectual interpretation of God,religion cannot fulfil its
concerned mainly with the partial aspf"“‘l;deal. So religion requires to be dependent on philosophy.
e aspect o . . k Bu 0 h f6 . o
Tl fenih ] f feeling ig prominent here. "hi;, n the contrary'. in the egp%anai-:lon ,c‘)f Religion,
: 'Y absolute reality is concrete 1in the Philosophy may be said to be explaining itself.” Therefore,
ch is based o Pthe relation between philosophy and religion is very
baseamtimate.

ffects of our belief iﬂ,L




I RELIGION AND ART o7

‘In the contradiction of these material images and symbolic

expressions, Art has played a very large part.
' It will, however, be a great mistake to substitute art for
RELIGION AND ART 'i¥81igion or to lay such stress upon the beautiful symbol as it
is impossible to pass beyond it. If the Artistic symbol, the idol,
If we take the view that truth, beauty and goodne® 4y, o temple or the church is too elaborate, there is a danger
at bo.ttOEF one and the same, and if we also hold that Re, -‘that it may be worshipped for its own sake and may not
consllsts in taking up the proper attitude to this UF ‘ILead the thoughts of the worshippers upwards towards God.
rAejtl,ltyAiIzeiz :v 7 Faﬁ say that in a perLse Religion musltnén ,It should be noticed that thej:e. are sefzeral points of distinc-
is to e e Y.Connected with beauty :; the at }llon .between Art and Religion which prevent an absolute

onstruct beautiful forms and so to help us tO U ldentification of the two.

Stand ¢ iri I I i I o . .
the b be spirit which is behind all physical beaut¥- "o In the first place, the ideals of art are beautiful objects
1 |
s 'eaﬁty of world it leads us to a consciousness ° which yield immediate satisfaction, whereas the ideals of
© 18 the source of all beauty that is in the world- Religion are regarded as having supreme and ultimate worth,

: Art 1s also of use in helping us to develop our facy itfaven though their immediate satisfactions may not be so
mve:_stlgation and it is often argued that it is by ® sreat. The objects of artistic satisfaction do not point so
poetic and artistic imagination that we come into c®¢learly beyond themselves to the infinite and eternal Being.
contact with the ultimate beauty. Therefore, Art as do the objects of Religious consciousness. While the
throygh its contemplation or imagin.ation B SEMDE of gﬂ:‘two (Art and Religion) lead from the sensible to the super-
ﬁervnf:e tIO Religion. We BoR b b s brer ¢hi® #ensible world, Religion brings with it the sense of a
Imagimation as opposed to Reason ; or ;15 taking t’he pla“‘:personal relationship with things unseen, which Art does not
; g ‘

feason in religious matters der viﬂfﬂof course, in the religious sense).

reason, we shall see ieitake a broacd 0| Secondly, Art as we have seen, depends largely upon the

K that it ¢ oniSigl ; : F e
Imagmation but the latter will aEnOt be antfafi H orﬁmagmatlve faculty. This means that its material is composed
P wi . : y
Religion is the outgo; e an ally o d,ﬁfﬂ great part of dream-fancies etc. For an artist, the reality

we should not p] going of our whole soul towards G
place an : . .
the other; yone of our faculties in riva‘t

:f the beautiful poem or a picture is a matter of comparative
Allthae e RS i imagin}m.dlﬂ'erenccla. Religion has necessarily a closer connection

Plays a great part in Sy y to say is that %% Ayith morality than has art.
reason does, ¢ development of Reli#! Religion, however, demands that we should deal with
We may notice what servi s ; dered?l-'e'ality. Ideas of Religion must be regarded as true other-
through i : Ivice Religion has rell aﬁ)lse they cease to be the ideas of Religion, Religion involves
o T ﬁtbor;hip, and we ca.mnoF W-C?I'Ship truly what is merely the
 been the products T LR ke '_[J;ro uct of.our own 1m.ag1nat10n or'the work of our owrnt
form of images of the din : ey a?fe b 6l?ands. We can worship only what is above us, what created
churches, poetic form of expres‘si(:iso;naments oL fus and not by us. At the sametime, it must be recognised

- nd so on. TheY &
served the purpose of making religious ideas moreqf-i
_7—

frequently b
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commandments. A prime example of this is the early
tha\'t.the highest art in this respect must come very nf"ﬁHebraic religion, which is centred in the law of Moses..
:rellg'lon. The highest art is not merely fantastic of &8 The whole of the Ten Commandments is presented as the
bl:lt 1t tries to grasp in picture or stature or poem, the®Commandment of God, spoken through Moses. Historically,.
highest truth of things. The artists who have won il® there has been a very close connection between Religion:
-_fame are those who had, to a considerable extent, Suc and Morality, for it is likely that religious customs were-
1n this attempt, recognised as such by men before moral customs were:
distinguished from them and in this way morality may be:
said to have developed from Religion. According to
Descartes, Locke and Paley, it is Religion that makes
Morality.
RELIGION AND MORALITY . Morality implies a certain metaphysical outlook, at least
el ﬂa belief in the existence of individual selves who are in some
1810n and Moral; . n0* sense the doers of their own actions. For most men, this
Among the mqgt inﬂu:irftl:gl ?}1: USUE}H_V r?iog;iigl put ;outlook is provided by their religion. Religion gives.
.arrfong the most effective guidrces ;) ;OCI& cb haviou bbjectivity to moral values. Morality is that side of life
Fh.nt has defined Religion ases“o ,ur;a;.lfeinabeiﬂg-}vhich is popularly and rightly regarded as nearest to-
beings mightier thap himself 'mdn.lan s B'Lel o his 59d}|Religion. It (M) culminates in Religion and Religion finds
but-not indifferent ¢4 his s T . witlits practical expression in morality. Moral life may be
'feEhngS and Practices whi f}elntlments g acnor;je.ﬁef“' aescribed as the renunciation of the private or exclusive
modern timesg Fromm def ¥ ﬂo-w- frc')m sk wal: 1Sjelf and the identification of our life with an ever widening
Says, “Religion is any systeﬂes religion in another_on' Hsphere of spiritual life beyond us.
bYI a group, that gives t;]m c?f FthUth and "‘C'fl aa’l Kant and Martineau hold that Religion is not the source
‘Orlentation and ap, b olfed 1nd1'v1d:1a1 a cosmIC‘ O[Jgf morality as held by Locke, Descartes and Paley but
s sc?metimes taken for th -devotion”. The Ferm '&"{norality is the source of religion. They say that morality
admitted 4t ! ose 'rules of behaviour W Cf’leads on to the belief in a moral providence or God who will
It (M) may be '3 h;’pltimatdy reward the virtuous and punish the sinner and
a_nd lower Nature which ; n between man 1 othis belief is the basis of religion. Whatever may be the
tion of the lower into thels accomplished by the tra? ij.;correct view, we cannot but admit that Religion and
Now, if we tollow, thorga.n or expression of the dMorality are closely connected. Neither morality precedes-
we shall fing o T i.a hlstory of human de"e, Heligion nor Religion precedes morality but both are
Been ST L X tcc:rically religion and m'orahe zﬁilnterdependent:. Spinoza also in his “Ethica” found the
course, ethics apg eliglospeak. At the prirnﬂ.:lvfa i slﬁ‘ﬂghest level of morality in ‘the intellectual love of God’, a
and what there is of N are not clearly disting" Iilove where morality has been transformed into Religion.
each seems almost identical ¥ ¢ Itis rightly demanded that the religious man should be a.
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do with religion. Some of them would say that religion has
morally good man. Moral values are likewise % lampered morality by hitching goodness and God up
values ; and if morality appears to be a patt of r Pg_ether. and trying to make human goodness de;?e%u'i upon
religion, i : ethiCﬂ]-- ivine commandment. The tendency of modern civilization
810N, 1n turn, comes to be judged by an ca! . o .
Morality reacts o i At and purifas been to make the relation of religion to morality less
religion and refin

swhi ioi ) P d elntimate.
le religion reacts upon morality and inspires 88 =8

It. Belief in God and immortality is common t© B2 Whatever distinctions we draw between morality and
and religion, Je]igion, we must not ignore their deeper unity. They are
However closely religion and morality are con? ‘E!tages of the developing spiritual life of man who'moves
there are certain well defined differences between théSpward to his divine goal. We can regard morality and
Religion has its centre in God. while Morality has its ﬁah’gion as respectively a lower and a higher- level of human
In man. Morality lives in th:,a arena of human effo ’STxperlence. Tlhe lowe.t leading u[? to the higher 3 and only
conflict is its field of battle. But religion is victoﬂ :Them .We'conscmusly rise to the higher, can we dlsc.ern the
‘Peace. ; ull significance of the lower. The problems raised by
o #ithics find their solution in Religion. Both religion and
there may be a purely hu ap‘;‘mra]ity are concerned with the Absolute Good. Moral
no reference to the sup® fﬂéife is a temporal aspect of religious life and finds its (M)
1510 e ey essential nature, if all 1e ,;nd andjustiﬁcationirf rﬁe[igio_n. MoFality i_s not self-sufﬁ::ient,
i al were excluded from it. is a phase of the spiritual life which points beyond itself.
.deaieigil;n includes 5 wider range than morality- e lm dor f:eligion, moralityh‘i 7 onlyb pag ;?f. th(." S —
R gqoc?ness while religion is more Compr;u'?oweverlimpo;tant a part tl-is may be. Re lflon 11.5 necessary
; L as 1t includes a]] other values, the Beaut 1? morality and again morality is necessary to religion.
s well as the @oodt :

It is conceivable that
morality whijch contains
but religion would lose its

_ 'i Again, there is also a close connection between the
implies DS o LB Infinit® i;ilcience of morality on Ethics and Science of Religion or
€S Progress with;n, the Infinite. J.;’heology. Ethics when attempting to explain the grounds
Religion ig more moral consciousness rises into Theology : and Theology
ence thap morality,  Thi. - ; chat B giving us the grounds of our be_lief in the e.xis:tex}ce and
'eXII‘!tE’.sse d by Matthor P ‘Isd,ls the d1ffe:e'n‘ce rglilitl“ibmes of God, falls back of Ethics. Thﬁe ‘dismplmes of
as ‘Morality TR 1 0ld's famous definition © “eligion and ethics need each other. Religion, both in its

v emoti 2]
Lastly, mor OILs ﬁ

'Morality
Teligion impli

5 . (2

ality de . 0 %heology anfl ir.lstitutional li‘fe, must havej-tl?e criticism of the
of freedom ; 1o pends entirely upon the cons® est ethical insight to keep it from sanctifying the status quo.
sphere of Neces contrary, moves in the opP ?’,ﬁthic:S, on the other side, needs the vision and power religion
rings, lest it becomes simply a critique of manners and
istoms or a sterile making of rules,

igion, op the

sity.,
Neltzschesaid.“Religion

Modern western thin
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.a8| The super-sensuous reality is regarded by religion as 4
: ) : 108 |
So, from the above discussion it follows that Relié fpersonal Being in whom the highest qualities of truth,

- : o3 jse 08y ! : 2
Morality are Partners in the spiritual enterpri® goodness and beauty are realised, who is the Creator of this

Moral and religious ideas seem to mterpenetrﬂF"' pvorld and by whom the world is maintained and destroyed
function as commop factors in the national well-beil®

1at will. Religious life manifests itself in various activities
attempt to divide them and to oppose the one t© B hich purify the Divine in us, and help us to understand
(R and M), rests on 4 fragmentary and superficial @ %6ur unity with God.
of human nature, ! The need of psychology is felt when the question. of
ﬁhe origin of religion is brought forward : What were the
motives which prompted man to be religious ? What were
the feelings, impulses and ideas that brought forward this.
state of mind ?
| Man, civilized or uncivilized, as Goethe said, is moved
RELIGION, SCIENCE AND PHILOSOPHY r);y hunger and by love. The study of these abiding desires.
and needs, promises to help us, understand the necessity of
Religion'is a mode of life, while both Scienc® ar'ld .‘F}eligion _in life anc.i i1‘1 ‘its growth. The.psychic'pmcesses are
SOphy are b intellectyal o TR, Sciel v)?esent in the primitive man also and impel him .tc? express.
Philosophy lead us ¢q thini inm Scertain way 20 gimself in religious acts.‘ In every form o.t' religion man
certain things, By, Tl gLe tollowint 8 -;ﬁ,eks to establish a L:e[atlonshlp between l.umslelf al-ld t.he
of life. OREIIE A, 280 Gigher powers. The impulse to form the relationship with.
SCience, Dyl treoibeisly 41508 kno‘ﬁm higher powgrs is 8 felt-nen’ad. This‘need ‘signiﬁes the-
physica] world and ratiy Cl.ua attempt, trie e Ces'incompIeFeness fulg SubjfZCt which experiences it. ‘If ther.e-
physical el nalizes our sense-exphan . yas nothing lacl_{mg, no mcm‘npleteness in the subject or if
know reality through isslﬁly on the othel'd 2 atiaﬂ"lie were kept ignorant of his defects, then .the ‘motives.
the SUper-sensuoys EXH e' ectual attempt '31'1 ¢ -Jhlch lead to religion would not be present in eltner. of
tries o attain Cer:;ei::er;ce of the reallty.super_seu’ri}?e@. 'So, the study of Fhe ‘men.tal .factors like m.otxve..
eXperiences, e orms of. tht? s oxp? }psme. impulse are I}ecessarl_ljr implied in the explanation of
of the syper-g attain and maintain t ity he nature and origin of religion.
it. It affect

enSIble rea]ity and to Iive irl confOf 11#"
S and trapgf ‘

{ . o the"™
Sensuous in oyr [; body ang mind so as to realis® * . &
ur life and i, ¢ 1 put 4

devout meditation ren poeic lIot: key-P t’: PH@MRESS

) : ) unciatj ' oD R
religious life. O |
|

AN LY RATEL IE
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tace ; only it has given and still gives certain dogmas and

gnake—beliefs.” The 18th century writers were wrong in
giving an insignificant place to Revealed Religion which is
| : : TR

not to be regarded as simply a collection or anticipation of

NATURAL AND REVEALED RELIGIOM

Natural Religion. It is rather supplementary to Natural
The distinction between Natural and Revealed Reu}!{e]igion. We are, indeed, meant to use our own facultie.s
ORI, en Natura - bgl,ﬂfflt these may not carry us fa}r enough and Revealed R'eh-

: certain extent, the same as the distin flgion comes to the help of this faculty. At the same time

. e : says: A
Natural and Supernatural Religion. Martineal stve may draw distinction between the two, but such

0 50 " G . u i i 4
religious state of mind “be reached by reflection glistinction should not be an absolute separation.

order of the physical and moral world, it is calle

i In the first place, there is a distinction as regards the
Religion”

if it arises without conscious elabo E ﬂHOurce. In the history of the Western World the problems

. . . 1 u l 1
thought, and is assigned to immediate communicd giof the existence and Nature of God have been approached
the Divine Spirit to the human, it is called Sup?’

. f{lfn two different ways, which may be designated as the way
Reh.gion. We may admit that revelation is necessa: gh‘éf faith and the way of reason. These ways have found
Religions. We cannot be content with @ Go G{émbodiment respectively in the discipline of Revealed
r&":iiit f;]:;i Wcrea.tion of. our i_magination O;ete‘{;r he_olo.gy and. I.\Iatural or Rational Theology. Fa.it'h is a

e reach Religious faith merely by t Wsﬁub]ectwe activity. The source of Natural Religion is
of our faculty of reasoning. If we are unbelieviné 8’human reasoning, whereas the source of Revealed Religion
the divine help in order that we may get delivéf"’n s Divine communication which is often preserved in records,
our state of disbelief, A @b v hotdoes not reved ijiin scriptural testimony. Secondly, the method of apprecia-

Wpuld not be an adequate God Neor canliwe be conte;idtion is somewhat different. In the case of Natural Religion,
With the revelation which tooic 1 tuthe begi? ]J:he organ of appreciation is human understanding, in the
History. God must continue to I;eaC:alaHimself‘ t’i:ase of revealed Religion it is intuitive faith. In Martineau’s
therefore, admit the necessity of t;e two forms Of' :‘%K’Ords. “Revealed Religion does not rest on the conscious
and we muyst Iy to bring th . e rclaﬂoi’elaboration of thought”. As for example, we may formultette
each other, gmpntomprob Jthe idea of God and the idea of Love but revelation
Rtﬁzi::tim:tio A hers R e o] th@‘ Iie,';natumuy supplies facts whic? will guara-ntee the val.idity
o Cenivas a favourite thep, 5 iy eologlﬂef”?nd reality of these ideas- Th?s fac_:tual‘ basls'depends either
i Revealtfiy. 'R}'h?.y' failed, however, to give a pfopsisipn historical process or o historical life. AlI‘ .thes‘e
Nabia eligion ang T et emphﬂﬂ ;Fonsiderations lead us to thinl:: that Revealed Religion is
ot reorientatf’ozn' fRevealed Relia ontowas looked up? lnaturally C(.)nnected with a ‘partlcular' fon‘mder to whom God
R obscuzegli;ural Religifm_ G Revealeus Ez:}elals' H1ms§1f.. Tl?:?re 1;3 ‘;m:h in 1}1; more ?IEHI?? ofi
Superstition and erron€® authority and intuitive far an there is in Natura
Secondly, Revealed Religion d gimp!Y, JReligion. Moreover, the life and the teachings of the
anticipation of Natura] Religi::ls ?I]giarcfse e p"s’“
Lessing, who says, “Revelatiop g;ves nosthin gtot e
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fo . . ito reason for authority to set reason against revelatiomn.
under are usually normative for all succeedind & < y g

Revealed Religion is thys Es L { by ith panicu{gFurther, such procedure seems to be a reversion of the
acterized by

in it igi : lordinary conventional course. As a rule, we are disposed to
§ origin than Natural Re'igion. But this does™ %

prevent the ideas 5 ; 2

nd the +hi 1 X 1'655 L. 3 5 it :

attaining a i s l:aelmg's \l» hich lt e zf Naw?lsorderly and irrational. The position that revelation may
Ication similar to that '

rust in the reasonable and orderly rather than in what is

Religion, Religious fajth o Jive us truths which are beyond reason is more tenable, but

PIopositions such as G c; 1s. l‘e’gafded as asS’Z‘ﬂ A s s not without its difficulties. The position is that'revelation
% ¢ s . - - . . . -

is a relat od exists”, “God is one” €™ Hsives us truths which reason itself could not discover, which

ation of personal trust,
Propositions of faith and that r
means by which faith is com
%mm;'m Interests ang Criticized

is prlma'ry and includes reason,
that faith ig Primary byt :
stated and testeq by reason
must be the Criticism of act;.ia

All religious proposit asﬁre beyond the grasp of human reason but which yet do not
eason enters the scene oﬁontradict reason. The effect of the above theory will be to
municated, related £ fﬂivide human reason into the higher and lower and to say
tested and evalute™ B,;i:iha‘t the higher has little connection with the lower. Itis
As has been said by h%xtremely difficult to draw a line of demarcation between
nct autonomous, for it jhese two kinds of reason. Moreover, if a doctrine were
Natural or Rational 4 indeed altogether beyond the jurisdiction of human reason,
1 religion. e could not know it in any way at all even by revelation.
istinction between Reveﬂl"’s'SWhat is beyond reason altogether is either nothing to us or
distincti()n e 'as\’:e _must- not, on any account: F;;;Jls 1rra*F10na1. The fact is th‘at ?evelatlon is altogether
Religion have oy © 1magine that Natural and ; jmpossible unles_s the truths wh1c.h it conveys are understoovd
i 2 Ing 1N common, FExcessive emph? by reason even if they are not cl'lscovered by reason. It is
N the firgt place revelation may be a1‘|'mposslb1e for us to believe in what we are incapable of

Natm'al Religion : in the second Pﬂrl"‘ pprehending rationally. Revelation must be supplemented

18 said to be not so much contrary t0%by reason and we. cannot draw a thard-and-fast line of

; | :
1In as mych as it deals with what “Separation between the two.

; : Z4
revelation ig COne As fegards the first point v 3
that this may | ;ary €0 reason (ref, Lotze), we M2 f

ead us to i 2 . Tonil
a_gree to an abSOluté a dangerOus SEIf—COntradlctlo

; 4
OPposition £

!
» Philosophy o1 between reason 20" §

¢ .be_ Impossible. The positio®” rai’

Sy . .We cannot, however,
us dlvid A y t e
ed against itself. If ;GJ
some kind of yp,

decision of this
appeal to reason,

Dire .
*© decide between them 2% i

Umpire w : 2
Surely, | ould itself be support ﬂa\

10Wever it is impossible h
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\
feceive all on a sudden the message from Divine Being ?
The second makes men religious through reason, but
geglects the intuitional and emotional elements in them.
CHAPTER III ".if'here is no evid‘ence of a f:omplete revelz{tion fror‘n God
OR at an early stage in human history. There is no evidence
IGIN OF RELIGION IN THE L[GHT Oi'that mankind began with a philosophical religion which

|

ANT later became corrupted. We shall find it in our discussion
HROPOLOGY. -(E)f different theories.
Introduction gl Tylor's theory : The first theory that has been accepted

of religion ig to explg)ine of the main tasks of ,tbe phlleﬁgiby the Anthropologists is called animism, which was
But withoyt a carefy]| Iilni:;,het-lmt.u icend functu‘Jl‘f Oan fladvocated by Tylor in his primitive culture for the first
o Wees égatlon into tl_le (?flgmln tl.,611:1111(3. : Prin:utwa. ‘men bfzheved that many objects were
o annot explain 1t : ‘inhabited by spiritual beings and they attributed a kind of
’fﬂeﬂ:lods (1 e 2 glon we can wuse twO rfﬂ'soul to the phenomena of naturte. According to Tylor, it
In society, This de an try to discover the origin’ (J"?Vas on the basis of this animistic view of the world that
and therefore is th Inan(.is a knowledge of Drimitive s religion arose, i. e. religion arose as men tried to come to
Search for jiq origiz ibnuifnnes's of Anthropology: 2 tJi%:erms with these spiritual beings. It is true that the pri-
Beriias thees individual and this 18 th"’a Jmitive man was in a sense more spl.ntua_l than we are 1: e.,
. an adeqy e.tWo _methods we must “ g 1he regarded a larg.ge part of nature as mtelllgvjnt and subject
9L, withoyt it we ate historical deyelopment % . ﬁo the same emotions as we are. But his attitude to worldly
1t does, apq R fannot understand what religio® 1S'Iﬁ:h'mgs was not necessarily religious. He often thought of
' it has dope in the «wide field%g them merely as superior beings to be respected or flattered.
let us ey ’Ihus it may be true that when for the ﬁtl'st‘tu'ne he ijcame
With Anthropology. Anthf? Irehglous,man's view of the world was animistic. But animism

i 'ﬁoes not explain religion fully. “Animism”’, says Hoffding,
Mis the most elementary of human philosophies” ; it is a kind
Ve ;bf rudimentary philosophy rather than a rudimentary
to manki;ld iVine revelation meal® ireligion. Again, religion means man’s response (in some way)
ito the supernatural but the supernatural is no part of

W3S tha of g1, .5 Purely an act of GOTHE _ T
theory and ¢ e 18th century deists who rSanimism. Furthermore, to aﬁscnbe the primitive people so
ound the origin of religion io Wmuch of intellectual maturity, to apply the principle of
j “analogy and to project life into the lifeless, is really thinking
Thoes e opologic ;:1es have been thoroughly ')Etoo much about t?nem. . .
eories are €arches on the following gro- | But the question arises here : was man animistic when

i
an u?psychological de;a:c'ilde and obsolete. The frst the first became religious ? Some Anthropologists suggest
a being, who had pq On the human mind. Ho‘.ﬁ |

COnsc;i S /
S(:lousness of religiol 1w 1
RN Bt e s el A st St e S, R

e

Se thEQ

a.l ]_'e
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that there is g e .y someiﬂppens tha.t the spirits of the dead arej @:gncx‘?.‘ iri
e ptz_almwtgm stage which 1s S i'-Od. Man is dependent on God or g.ods,-; BﬂF;t_hP‘;S-Pl_EFﬁ «of
! nimistic man thought of the 188 J.. 4 -ncestors are dependent on him and'he is not bound
a5 2 personal being, ‘ :}h
Impersonal indefinal
from time to tim
logists usually ¢
Mang is an old
or influence thy

nable mysterious force that localis® lll'Jligion arose not from a contemplation of Sthe works of
€ In various objects or people. Anf j ‘};ure, but from a concern with regard to the events of life
alled this mysterious force or poWer "8 from the incessant hopes and fears which actuate the
fomadic all-pervading, supersensuous p‘: man mind.”

_ € Operates in a mysterious way like M8 Totemism—According to W. R. Smith, the origin of
appea?s " Datural objects of a striking character. [638igion lies in the worship of'Totem’. A ‘Totem’ is a species
Psychical thap physical in character pert(n(;atiﬂg all animal, or plant, or more rarely, a class of inanimate

but of¢ ‘

en COHCQntr-lt . . A . t v ¢ ’h' ] . 1 1 d . an
- ed . ; S ects to which a social group or clan stands in
Teservoirs of ; In individuals or thing Jﬂ,

: eIergy on which draw for §%imate obligation, an especial relation of kinship—frequen-
evil  Again thi 1ch man can dra odl . . bl 2 I .

N7 o » t1s force of 2] fack !11: is thought of as the ancestor of the clan that provides
Drimitiye man, Power was a materi
of

i hoty ial group with its name. The ‘totem’ is not exactl
It was only in certain cases that i, j od buta a

1t (Mana) ,q divin God but a cognate being and one to be respected. It
mysterj ) i
OUS. Therefore we

of beljof in Mang Or indefi;

“Ghost" theory of He

ef

M i comp! : ] i ! -
) far. too' . by P40 object of worship common to a family or tribe. Tt is
cannot explain religion 1

bl X Jally symbolised in an image. But tradition had it that
a 3 1 ce. | k
€ mysterious for th‘ié._must not be used for common purposes, nor must it be

L | : :
NOWN as ¢, e rhert Spencer—-AnOthe e;b‘fpn except In some sacramental way. According to Dr.
Spencer, ACCOrdinJ heory’ was advocated by o ons, animals were the first of the external objects that
OTigin tq ancestors € to  this theory religion © Sihfs came to be worshipped, and totemism was the first

v
Jorshi of® : : :
k: _Or-‘hlp- The ghosts of ancest eligia}]m of that worship, and for a long period man continued
I dreams : ffhave only one object of worship, namely, the ‘totem’ or
tedly ancestors’ worship exist™ o:ﬁ,"al God. Often the tribe regarded itself as descended
: i ¢ the ‘totem.’
ut 1t Cann K r | ‘. .
it ot be Maintained that ancestor” a(ﬂ‘ﬂBUt against this theory it may be pointed out that the
We can £ In the Worship of the spirits © ‘iJ),St recent researches have not sustained the view that
“ .

S of relig; Y 8ay that j¢ is one of the m%Y adc"i’-lry religion has passed through the ‘totemistic’ stage.
: glon, Pencey’ b st
S e

he eory errs on the ‘ﬁere are many peoples of very low culture among whom
ei :

Sl t)ication of ancestors is fa;' t:;i?ﬁ unknown or at least unrecogniza.ble. '

compley , ;lear the structure © o o0 | A new form }.1as r_ecently been given tc? this theory by
o PN p enollnenon to be acco i !ﬂe Fr.ench Somolog:sts. of whom Durkheim was the most
; Vel AN of a S:Ingle custom ; WO.rn "‘lngl‘ushed repl‘esént-a‘tlve. He regar'dled tut&?ﬂlsm as the
single thought o Iac:ter, Is not the expressi© uct“ist simple and primitive form of religion. His real God
<omplex and powerfy] N e {

L €motion, but the PIC:_ o
Oughts, Dr. Jevons said, 1t ”

ved ztombes

He (Animistic man) was aware® ‘worshlp them.” Hume maintained, Yoe first ideas-of
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i s | I for him, as for Tylor, essentially bound in souls or spirits,
:Z;:;?W.l:o_;fzispﬂizil eI;:eI;ezle); -worsi:;f: I;Z ::l:l‘;?ncies of a personal kind, as the. explanatory causes of
ot i o 0 ;Im as i ‘:tural events.' But, 'howeve'r tru.e it may be that Irehg%on
N 5 mtemiare1 argcbpen e :t‘zldsh to envisa.ge its ob]ectsvz in tfhls dferslcl)na ) gt:;ilec
strictly Spaaking T _sm lave l'e_ call -1! t .at. pers‘on'ahsm', morecver,hm p'rolijun v C arac:fe:lrI
A th; i flsm- I.S .not a religion - e‘% rellg1.or'1 in its hlg_he‘st 1.'eac es, it by no meags 0 ow:s
Al thinker,s . lef criticism that can be i at' religion canno.t a.amst in the absence of suc perso‘m-
hat they have started from the W Shtion, or that thisis the only channel through which
Som,efzzzat;he :hal.'aCterist?cs of the external W;Jf} ‘;I;igious emotion se_eks outlet. Hence a numb;r ;flth’e
e rhepinarf;(:;p It 1sf olnly the the-orjtg a ';Eigqti?zﬁ?llc;z;?flsts has recently challenge ylor’s
h ect o in § :
Origm  of religion but this ttloeoh?sfna:lls;n the/ hal : To class magic loosely under religion as one of its lower
ttempt to ex : tms, but when the meaning of religion was restricted

the
Le

plain the origin of religion.

- | oils .
Magic and religion —Anthropologists have ofted g 1ithe manner specified, a definition of magic had to
the relation between Sk & i . Becausz“framed on lines which would clearly distinguish between
io ic. ; e ] :
two ty glon“and mag n iP%e two. A hard and fast line is accordingly drawn by Sir

Pes or attjt
udes of : ave @ | s :
on the prop] Sehaviolr h. ; bothra“ es Frazer in the later editions between rites and cere-
emof the origin of religio™ Jm
{

a?d Mmagic Presuppose sq _ o g quali s?gnies which are religious in character and those which, it
iilﬁel.'ent from ys. But thr:se kmdd?ﬁ” ?rom eaﬁh ;contended, must be regarded as magical or no.n-r'eligious.
381‘3. tries tg control thy¢ fof twbo 1 e; ical mgaﬂ:{ie object of the ceremonies in both cases, he indicates to
e (:‘il) : Lylzt riec ; g 100 .!thEa San?e)—n 'C.Ito mtrn t}le order of natural phenomena to
i yn (man’s) advantage.

?Orfjsvzois:ii; and is ;O;t:;eiy' di;z But 'the ques?itlm arises : Is. religion prior to M.ag'ic,
s : s B! e or.ce' - chet in? V?M‘agm to Rghglon ? -Accordf‘ng to Dr'. ]B-VOI'IS, Religion
- Religion g main] Vel .It i a¥ prior to Magic. He said that “the belief in supernatural

at self asSertivenesg b y Cor.1cerned with values: o sligion) is prior to magic”. But modern research gives us
On the part of Ut teligion is g matter of 5° f (4" evidence in its favour. Then is Magic prior to Religion ?

the ind' > .
I |8 ; g
aims Vld.ual to the object Ais is perhaps the natural view. This view takes the form
Submlssion by COI‘DPUISIO

bearing

that this force dem
Unlike Magic Relig

1s little Concerned

: ]

Whi :
] .nle Magic (] ¥
claims it py, ra Ogaﬂ"tftt magic was the germ, out of which religion, in course of

religion ig Submi;?\r,l:l Conviction, Magic 18 arr gl ne, developed. We are also inclined to think that the
two attitydes in the;r ThIQSe distinctions are e sul";‘gher springs from the lower. That is a natural tendency
even then Mag UIFlfnate tendencies and * oo human nature. Frazer says that magic is older than
man’s experien eligion might have a com® orl"‘;{'ﬁgion in the history of humanity. He suggested that man
Religion”, Wysterious forces of the " ia‘io §i forced into religious attitude by the failure of magic to

) & I'IC [ b 1 it ’
POWers superior tq A I understand a ¢© -fgﬁﬁéz the results he wanted. Thus the “age of Religion”,

ic and R
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fjod, the Beautiful, the True, although these may enter the
€ame into existence because men came to realizé Sgious life as secondary factors. Its category of value is the

magic he was simply pulling at strings to which nﬂfh!c‘?ly’ or the numinous which may be mediated through any
attached. fivity no sooner as such an activity becomes the vehicle

“An age of Religion", HEAL o s S “@:st.rument) of this experienc'e, 'tban. that af:tivity becomes
Where been preceded by an Age of Magic.” It ﬁﬁigltn.us. Thus he d.oe-s not dl‘stmgmsh magic from religion.
connection that Braver elaborates. his well i ﬂwthls sense of Religion magic may also be regarded as a

t : . : . ‘m of religious activity.
he &ﬁ?n.lty of magic to SClence and their common opFs 8
to Religion.

“r. s . . sl According to Otto, the character of the “numen” or
In 0 far” he says, ‘‘as religiond k! -

SER TS pefity cannot be verbally or conceptually expressed, it can
hO may | Ity W . " 1
undaﬂy be felt. Otto’s “numen” is the wholly Other”, that
gfftlich falls quite outside the sphere of the usual, the
widiliar, the intelligible is commensurable with the rest of
Utl.ri knowledge and experience. But how can we have any
"'izla.tion at all with a “wholly Other ?”

i So Otto’s theory is also not free from defects. Yet the

se by Persuasion, it stands in fl
: L i
Magic as wel] a5 to science, bof

course of nature 18

o S MOt without defects. It is BO° i;:ve brief study of the origin of religion in the light of
lndividg ‘IES place to religion. In most societies a2 thropology will help us in considering the nature,
ua : N . . S
Sl S both exist together. But Frazers itl}zlmmg and function of religion.
Mitive me Gl at
the fai Were forced toa religious |

It may |

¢

¢ 1

But we have little evo slﬂ\
. . \ E
efinite ansyor, It is really M ot

£l ; ) |
her religion is prior o

Natura],
Otto's Th
eory g p : 1 he ] ‘;
the Holy” Offers 5 rof. Ottg in his book ¢ aﬂ‘
religion. He doss
New activity g :
Or some ne\i :tc: = CommUniCating with spirits &}
G R, ical Tttitude such as ‘dependencel' | A
3 0' I'e igi()n i ’ ute y '# -
a unique experience S something absol cﬂ.!

and dem : . i etiVe d
; ; andsa quite distin¢ |
of Interpretation. [t Cannot be ingerpre ted in ter g
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€I|igion has been traced to a special faculty viz. religious
ntiment. But neither any kind of sentiment nor any kind

THE PSYCHICAL ORIGIN OF RELIGIO ;emotion can solely be responsible for the birth of religious

‘:llsciousness. It is not even a mere aggregate or mosaic

fri .Jvarious psychic elements. It is rather an organised whole
dpich is greater than the sum of its parts. Like any other
psychological point of view and take into out consith ° ; &

. sogfanisation it also aims at something.
the contribution of mind towards the origin, emsw‘g

development of relig; | unit #|Moreover feeling, particularly fear, has been regarded
Dt ot religion ; for, there is a menta :

s S y esa”the impelling force which drives men to religion. But
underlying all religious experiences. Now, thed eling’ in the form of fear is only a partial explanation of

Here we shall discuss the origin of religion

where does our mind entertain the source of it ? igion.
In. this connection different thinkers hol ' Now, to trace the origin of religion we must turn inside
theone:s, : hﬁ:h a sympathetic imagination to apprehend and appreciate
Religious instinct theory— According to s0P€ 2 living movement of our mind. So in the study of
man has g religious instinct, by which he’ “Migious consciousness we must observe particularly what

religious, Byt there are some arguments agairﬁt ‘aims at. In this respect we shall turn back to the early

such a theory. Tt is true that we have a feW sitPige of man in a certain age, men were helpless in the
Instincts, but they are very few.  Not only thats ids of powerful elements a.nd they always tried to
ST A BUt. B by H’;gblish a mutual relation with the objects of nature,
complex thing and 4 heteroge It is 1'a'l\j.riously because they felt an all-pervading supernatural

: neous product. B . ;
s P 4 ery object of nature, they fo
ynthet:c. Organisation of elemental instincts and Lllrlt in every obj atur y found there a reservoir
of our being

i BUrsate ot idon] ends !Ipower whi.ch man required for the .se]f-preserva-tion of

Theoties : (et ,«fi own against the forces of destruction around him. So

faculty—some, © a ¥y could worship every object of nature,

ine? 1‘{:But gradually they became more conscious about their
ctid’ligious ideas. According to their reason they began to .
o) fect only the animate things of nature as the object of
{abfeir devotion. The basal impulse which we may take into

o f our mind as can b® ‘count was self-preservation.

Theory of feq
iG]}
theory is to holqg our 5 oot

of our religion, H

#However, in the course of evolution these self-interested

_ common liin agslg'n turned into selfless and from the individual to the
u";nnlOtloRn of fear as the U 1 tbis-t?up. ‘ ‘T?t:am’ was their God, and they made fﬂerings to
» Robot etc, suppof ease ‘their’ totem for the benefit of the tribe. Thus,
eligion with superstition- thayuggle for self-preservation took the form of clan preserva-

gical theories ignofee fJ;la‘n \}% and by men came to possess the insight into the
Uman mind and supP® iﬁ’ v

L
apart from the whole. F‘o L‘—

element may function
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PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION £ them in thisorder: (1) Feeling (2) Wi
48 |

. i in feeling. Feeling
N, . . redominantly in
; lifted aﬁf‘unkmg. Rellglqn Zegmstpvivid o i T Ol
. b i 7 1 1 and mos : .
individual was 23 ' the deepest : A e s
ulllg E’ZY 'Of hfle‘ anbd ;he tz sacrifice their life t@ thi,_'-‘-ognition of the basal 1mportan§e Iof feea;lg e
seliish desire, they began 8 ‘ SR e
Sl e S o flcame tzf gchleiermacher and later of Lotze.
igation gL rough the influence : ; S
sense of obligatio toug o M | experience a
And const?.q.uently EsEise ras developtll "= " religion is an emotional exp L
Thus the religious consciousness wa  cholll i oo T e s
5 4 I . al SIS O i matter
1'311810“5 k. s gradually o t'o ?tt n und® E;'ge a sense of responsibility to God in a theology.
beauty and truth,. They began to feel a |Jd;mt Then out of the ritual and conductda' il
; . ; n .
thirst for truth, cligion ’Zomes explicit, i.e., a doctrine of God expressed i
: : o hich & ! ,
Having seen the emotional needs which o

i : : ast of all, there:
fure . is primarily intellectual. L )
in look h 1 in human P Ris process
US agamn look at thoge . ements 1 '
are most closely assoc

the days of Plato,
three parts - (1)
is a sensibility ¢q
pain ete. Wij i
of desires ang ac

in the course of gyur €Xperience,

'né'he Historical development of Religion.
In actual life, these three elements viz, think! A ﬁ
and willing,

m igi i better to follow a
€ Usually foyng together. For exa«GSYWhile classifying Religion, it seems
Plan to go fo, hu g

R8sy s the historic evolution of

: T ; becaSlls. ¢ division suggested bY__ e A S

08, this is incellect ; se WOl itself. There are two critical points in the histo v

Tat; : u ligion itself. iti ibal.

;0 i‘), A And we want to go becaba Sayi'}fl:g; religious consciousness. The transition from_ TrllbélI

¢eling of advepg, S journey. As Prof. Leu Sleal e I religion, and the transition from National to,
HRIE of congcigy fe is neither thought (1n° | Nationa e

feeling, ot will, by all'thres together in moveme Qiversal religion.
ject” ‘ . e
Neverthele A

which of these thyee is the

it is intellect, al

let

i ch
enc ¢ the most abstract and purely intellectual approa
' i {6t cpet1e®imes the o
2 sdiwith Ecligiousfcal v/ TR ; philosophy of religion. { -
hias U ; [ oo discussion of the psychic factors:
i o of manihe :rellect “[h the whole of the above e o
. i | ! i re

feeling, (2) willing and (3) moug p]ﬁ o de.velopmentkot L

stimuli, ¢ expresses itself thr g | Ak alwaY? T do S

G fesponse to these impressid e r the purification of its rituals and dogmas.

|

‘ ; <o fOL
tions. Intellect is the capacity

royu
s li

88, Psycholg

i imited social group:
> 55 mé ST xceedingly small and limite

gLy poinitive. Scci) Hogﬁ R :xtension of the family. Though small,
s view is abandone g'ing merely an

tha® 8 tribe is a very compact body. e mdeu.aI 5 Sucg
-day has shown 0 f . ted. He is in the grip of a complicated an
d ang Civilized people is bye r1J_§’carc:ely counted. ET ot aotie] Eastome e Tl religion
governed only by reason, he js ¢o a greater degr® ofidly enforced sys
irrational Impulses.

i11, Ol 11y reflects this overwhelming tribal consciousness
AL SOme say tha it is will Jalg el € :
that it is feeling. S€8mS natura] to think of fef ol"'{jf EROSRIEES
primaty clemieity oI N T d

3
basis of feeling. We shOVM@l

or to will except on the
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: . . - S an
: ial watbnarks a distinct advance of thought for it assume
The savage does not rise much above materia 0

i ig] : ; he iWakened consciousness of the superiority of the soul to
his religion femains on the same low plain. T 4

¢ i i independence. It awakens the
5 Wi X _Onnectedbody and of its relative indep 1 ‘ e
Mg e s religious gistoms,are those € iénsciousne s that in the adored beings their spirit is the
i

foodgetting, marriage, birth, sickness etc. inausisential thing. It paves the way for spiritualism which

Thus, man’s spirit i subject to nature and domt gards God as an Absolute Spirit.
.bodily needs and the idealistic elements in his Conscwﬁ The above discussions should not however lead us to
stand in the back-ground. But even now thef }llp ase that the history of Religion isa h;;:\;t_()\t‘y f){\ -Lu-\bmﬂ(c?t:
A S - N SR i S e S S NN, TR e \\\?\\\'x_\\&m\\%.‘\“\?‘\“\kﬁ%\%\%\ﬁh \w\\\t\
ierreinte o Yhe Savage that he gives a W c; an progression. A fetish is an inanimate object supposed
world by involuntary Projection of his experl ' be inhabited for a time at least by a spirit, w orshipped
things, Consciouys of power, will, activity inB®Z f1d cared about for [uck. A fetish may be a stock or stone,
effects in the surrounding ¥ ri];'(:law Of even a detached bit of a human body, the essential
P npiut is the belief that it has mysterious bowers which are
» the verhal roots, suggest a7y e to the‘presence c')f a spitit within it, Between the fetish
bjects in which movement 3ﬂsprﬂd _ﬂ?e spirit, there is no orgagic connection. The spirit jg
The rushing river and the_ .?ij}CIOUSIY Dreserft in. the obj_ect .and may desert it when
D¢ tree and the howling Wi j willlose all efficiency. Afetmh is only sacred so long as
POWers and manifesting enerd’ / has workc.ec'l._ Then it is thrown o
luntary s i man b.‘fl‘Scarded futilities..

With wills tat hes socognites to eJ' The background of F etishism is always some well-defined

fountain. the wayi

beings POssessing n the scrap-heap of
Own.

Siriti , and feti ip i ¢
o of the primitive man © 0 gntzoslmft:hens ii“)‘it'lssiofolfissh S Sl P
3 ; . own i
Press ang attract him in term® i P W purposes

It is a deteriora-
Animigm, » 200 It means ‘that man wil

I'not recognise that he must
s r.1imism. hoWever._ 8radually develops into f}pend or% higher powers, but h> seeks to compel them to-

Nimism re gards ey, h e i obie lcﬁ'bserve his wishes, Consequently, when the cult of fetish
gradually i¢ 1, o 0 be bound to

WSays a predominant art the £ lis; 1
; leved e to 4 p p bower of a religion to evo ve
Objects a¢ pleasure ; that the Spirits are free !

P esh spiritual id fades and dj
e ik " . Jrea® e ) al ideas fades and djes.
‘OWD Spirit gquine . SUSt aS it g believed that in d 51"

quits jtg body ap, i i Even the ’J We should now pause a moment to consider the claims
i i € evidence tohari;lsha ?Ut. 4 fine al | Totemism and Ancestor-worship as independent types of
d as 1) L o e Ok
ovipe sdidiion Similay Ay intalne'ﬂﬂlmmve religion. The cult of the SPIrits of ancestors is
animated thingg are 8tounds it is ma ]

I at s ﬁ I 0 £ S Fais ) )
5 e ell becific application o pIritism and Présupposes it. [t
and use thep an p,SS€Ssed by spirits who d¥ IﬁT

. 0P based op the belief in the Immorta]j :
: eir { n pev g Ortality of soyl. Besides
‘VO[Id Wlth a hOS nSthmentS. Sol ma f’&c :

2t tor-worship is not i | i :
of spirj¢ . PPl ces P Isnota universy Practice. The emphasis

(0] be ]
through the magey; * beings who can J} ancestor.

! : ab*l worship is more on the aspect 1 1
dwelling : but h a.l thmgs= In which they mSP“ R Rl
CWerhby Who, in themselves, are invisible: r
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, ‘ The beings worshipped are very ill-defined. They
than on religious element. Similarly, with Totemlsn?'iremain shadowy and elusive. We do not know anything
‘totem’ is the visible embodiment of the social umu’about these concrete nature and attributes. The only
its life is bound up with that of its individual membersEiistinction drawn between spirits is that some are propitious
The religious importance of Totemism lies in the%6 man and others are malignant.
Plotive which works behind it, The explanation of the® In the higher form of Tribal Religion the spirits
1s the felt unity of the group, that kinship of blood #5egin to be organised and receive special functions e. g.,
f)f which it is the visible tOI;en and guarantee. To®Spirits of vegetation of ancestors, of disease etc. The
1S not a universal Stage of religious development. D:}'iginal sphere of their operation is extended, e.g., spirit of
We May now turn to e O the 'aLIee into-spirit of forest. In some religion, the idea of a
of primitive religion which c ; ; Polydaem@ppreme Spirit ‘s to be found. This may be thought to be
or the : an be* designated he co t of the Chieftain of the Tribe. But the
worship of many spicits. el unter‘pz_tr o ieftain e
dupreme Spirit has no connection with the various spirits.

. This idea of a Supreme Spirit is the pointer to a vague
!;J'onotheistic faith even at a very low lavel of culture.
thickly populated with ‘:‘Eriticism of Polydaemonism.

Who may a¢ one moment ™

Main features of Polydaemonism

) ‘The whole
visible bejpgg,
Presence felt to

world is

It is dominated by fear. The animist feels himself
pilif't_ the mercy of hostile spirits. :

It is too mnarrow, and refuses to include within its
¢Piutlook any but members of its tribe.

The spirits are not God. Their personality is dim
apd nd undefined. They can hardly be distinguished from one
3 o"hother, They are not nobler and better than man, only

k|

"AIC, mind and matter.
with

SPiritual, the gods o:his -fu.Si.OH O e matcriil
matf:rially Conceived Pimitiye religion are m 3 lore powerful and cunning. Moral qualities like holiness,
Pabltation. The soul a_nd Cannot dispense v bo‘m !ve, righteousness are not associated with them. The only
Wdea of 4 bure ‘S'Ubstan:iS COHCEi‘.’ed as a shado®y he g{'){lality that is associated, is power, arbitrary, irresponsible
of the Primitiye man, ated spirit is far beyon nd da)gerous.
he prayers ‘addy Y p" - Yet, in spite of these defects and credulities and
selfish ang concerne essed to the spirits - aiﬁg;norance which characterise Polydaemonism, the sym-
objects and like good Bl the getting of materi wg"gthetic eye can discern in it the promise and potency of
noted earlier, health, success in war et® "%’-tter things.

The triba] religian '0”” Firstly the savage is shown to have a conception of

1 b £l
religion which can be sh © SxClusive, The Concepolisb’t j

ared by al is regarded as A R b i i i
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sPitit which, though utterly
tinuous with the more refined
the cultured map of to-day.,

an advance on rude
world of supersensuo

‘ " B{pf blood-revenge is replaced by judicial punishment;
inadequate to us: ,I b?:‘raditional usages yield to organised institutions.
conception of spitih ‘ This development in social organisation is accompanied
Spiritism, for i"‘Stance'.o-“i:iy a corresponding development in religion. Of course
hature-worship by its Concepuit‘here is no sudden emergence of a fresh religion. The
i e o us bspir.i*ts W-hich 'worké }:};;0“ ]ﬁha.nge is slow. New win.es are put into old .b:_>tt1es, and'the
S 8 ngs .ut is not identical wit c.tr.a ';J‘atlc-)n has to create for itself a form of rehgmn,. SL'lﬂl_lCIent
ortoli e tr'i,bal a C;urag111:g ‘I(?yalty to -r.l‘e ances |, ff)r its wants. Thlese wants Spm_txsm and Animism are
soliditags v 0ds, primitive re]iglon'make-}'oy : Ov?re.rless to supply. The call is fo.r' gods of a more
T il t:’-nse of common obligations- 1sp"7t!1dl‘-”dua1 cl?a.ractfzr. In short, the transition frorrll Tribal to
GRei e e le roct from which the ethicd f r&\ganonal religion is not due to a process of conscious re?ﬂec-
— ilrsld;:)y;lty also makes for spirituﬂll psf 3 ;Vo:}; but ?ther tg thzfirc;szure o'f p:‘_actlca'_l[‘fl_eeds cm'x;;uiexil;
standards, Thy vidual a subordination of desire ith an advance in social organisation. 1is  transition,

t progr pout "3 word, is from Polydaemonism to Polytheism.
enlarging of ¢ 8ress” can only come @

b : he cocial outlook thr h the break' | Special Features of National Religion (Polytheism
ic S tl-'ibe. and the formation of Toue Y 1S and ‘nstead of Polydaemonism ) :
Oyalties. n of larger gr . As indicated above the special characteristics which

Lastly, in the co : : ¢ind aﬁFl;istinguish Tribal religion from National Religion may be

Members fi€eption of a blood-bond uf"= : wi - et §
of the il glofiraced to the higher social order and the needs which flow
Spirit Primitive | group, there de¥o g™ :

_l_ual brothel'hood of the pol:a: 3 : The ®rom it. The savage can worship the vague and formless
re?gmus Progress lay ine' rehglou? FOCIERYS fufﬂf xﬂ‘Sipirits, the civilised man needs some special object of
Spiritua] relation, - transferring the nat “everence. We have seen that Tribal Religion consists
n polydaemonism, the worship of many spirits which
Zannot be dignified with the name of gods because they
(a) Tfansiticm 3 o didave no personal history or personal character or
fontinue fo long %hNahonal Religion. Trlbethe;irdividual values. The change to polytheism consists in the
become a Nation e.ith €Y soon are fused togezf rocess by which the Nature-Spirits come gradually to be
a Commop, enemy, er thtough the pressure of th i J‘nthropomorphisedt, i. e., to be vested with human passions

Y a Stronger tribe 4 rd through the conquest of m4 ofhnd faculties and to be addressed like human beings with
weaker by the stmnn the Consequent assimila,ﬂol_lssbroper names. The local nature-spirits are themselves
widening of man’s mger. Sa consequence, ther® ’ #2levated to the status of God or gods, dwelling in heavenly
The growth o thi nen_tal horizen and a deepening 0 b,'-egions above the world: They become less familiar
Inferests, dovhe ation mey a large expansionq §§eings and more the objects of reverence. They are no
a corresponding d, fCreaseq differentiation of functlloﬂ- onger entangled with the things of earth but dwell in higher

0 2 10 c . s s s :
The regulations of 1'? e O_f the individual cons® b egions, though their original associations with natural
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objtacts is not forgotten at first. By degrees howeﬂ'éwer and absorb al‘l oth'ers._ It is an attitude of piety
ancient associations of > e 'bl' y ‘3856 ;1d o afcher than of theoretic .behef. i. e., ?edlc hymns.
now ethicised and o Ze obliterated a dhﬂfi c? Th_e tendencylls' to r(.eco‘gmse all thfa gods'as the:
certain departm Dlz'e , become patrons an tta;gn;_festat1011 of one D1v1m.a prln(:,lple. e. g., Rita, again Agni
agriculture ents of life or of state, e.8+ “oho is born Varuna becoming Mitra etc.
y art, etc. aps .
Wolean e ik Poffa (3) The deve.lo.pment of sacrifice, mode of worship,
under T TN S’ e dlstmgmshmg features of | \g., prayers, sacrifice 'e.tc. ‘ - .
1) W ts | Fundamen'tally.Rel'lglon is s{'matter c.)f e'ntelfmg into
St ation of Gods. .:;.endly relan?nshlp with .the deities, culvm.matmfl 'm fellow=
3) Deve]I:ent to ll:lp self-denial and sa.tcnﬁce. Polytheistic .rehgm.n shows
) Moralipm?nt of specifically religious acts: hv&arked developments in the modes of worship which now
A A tsatlon of Gods—The spirits becomé 'fume a ﬁx?c% and elabor‘ate form. '
S ated to g e SO R 7. . a) Sacrifice : N.thmg deﬁ'mte and exact can be
ethical wo ledrs, Patterns of conduct and protectoﬁc“,loken abmft .the .omgm. of sa.crlfice. Four attltudt?s n'nay
L Hd-order. Ip T moralising &Pghly be dlSt%l’lQUIShed in s'acrlﬁmal observances : : (1) Fn-st
s are frequently e cortail ;I?.D.ES. the attitude of gra%“ztude for fann{rs re'cewTed, (i)
a1 of such Virtues. Thus. Indra. Mars horfl.?tls gives place to t‘[‘le attitude of bargaining w1t.h the gods
il I'JIl“ilVaruna» Osiris ag adl';linist ,t s ol Sticfy.‘ offering to th_em gifts w]ilfreby they may be Ind.uf:ed .to
typeS- e us Gods a5 idealised rato . ard‘%stow a ‘boon in rei.:urn,_ (i) A cra?vmg for I.Jart:.u:tpatwn
Uman excellence SRCCIICELE %llth a deity, exemplified in the partaking of sacrificial meals,
3 y) Desire for reconciliation with the gods, the offering
ging regarded as an act of propitiation for some slips on
ki .these forms : l(l%a part of the worshipper. .
God aboye :;rchlanism ) T A B esﬂii b.) Prayc?rs :  The method o.f. prayer is that of moral
social orde others in the P a enTlee it (&?Slon. It is mafked by hurmht).r_and' reverence. TI'he
Gods to s 5 appliedot- A 1 relatio :ijgect of prfxyer is gradually sp1r‘1tua.hsed. There is a
B Col'l‘esp()nd' 0 eh . r;ﬂ'fifiua.l f‘.eachmg .forth of human aspiration tow..al.:ds moral
0y ought, there i & ing to t e o D a\d spiritual bless-mgs and a r‘novemer%t of the spirit beyopd
to be equal, inde monarchy m' : iﬂgiﬁe level of petition for special blessings to that of submis-
Way of a sypy s hz:ndent O TW;Y 5 Jﬂ-@n. to the divine will. There is an increasing emphasis on
Al Sl God S anly hierarc gurity of. heart zlmd concentration of thought and purpose
Monarch, occupied a place 292 ’S!essenual conditions of true prayer.
b). Monotheism :H i“! 1II. Universal Religion: National Religion is just an
“fOfShlpper in the act.a : ere though many gods e* [!Si;pect of the national life, a department of the state. It is
his attention so i RaRattitudeiof devotion cont®lot so much a matter of individual choice or personal

wards Monotheism.

' among men
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icame more matter of inner connection’ and ypersonal '

atter of Joyalty to the St¥Yperience than a matter of national ritual. | = 4. .. A
hational customs. Moreover, thed‘; With the death of the prophets, here'was a return to:
glons- show but little tendency t0fe ritualism as we find in Escodus, Leniticus. This means

¢ prop:gi:;e boundaries, at least by Dl"_j&leturn to the nationalism and particularism ag_d -t‘L}e ;n?jed_ :
4 Or persuation. Fucther, at B8 the larger and more human outlook. When_religion

the m;j deVeIopment there is little desire to S48s becomes a tyranny of sheer observance it can only be

conviction a5 5 m
conformity tq nati
Nationa] Reli
beyond their

ind SIS >

e SOOfI individua] o test- his belichil=s Pﬂleed from decay and death by a new and powerful uprising
5 on : - 2 { ; ske . 1 . 5

religion , g as hefpays: outward respect @ 'il:he ethical spirit which breaks the dominance of a priestly

e demands i EH th;s‘ 155 and.proclauns thg freedom of faltl?. ‘ : :
IS inse ; [ig#| The important thing to be noted in this connection is
re deve] eparable from national € :
the relig; Veloped stages, is inad vo to the gt these commanding figures do not step up on the stage,
. 1 nade y N =
s §I0us mjpq when it |, L e ecgf&[orced from all connection with what has gone before.
u : 2c e 3 ; : e TR :
dh S of itself The s omes mOl. Jototh ej;l‘elr reaction, against existing religion is made possible by
e of un: ci e ; S0 f : !
s of Universy] religion ousness of this §e|1r positive relation to it. But we can not fully explain
y £ Un" The ﬂs‘.e'm by an analysis of past history. There will always
ive o N . . , 3 ,
= rsal Religion. hadﬁmam a unique and inexplicable element in the depths of
£ Ie aIready latent mn ‘vhat | 3 T 3 e .
glous eNvirop i yfﬂrsonahty and this is specially true of spiritual genius who
m . u ; T
A ent has been gra 4 sp’:l!ds a relation. Founded religions therefore lay stress on
i ; . N . L . s :
um in which tho edde inward and subjective side of the religious relation.
T Who were to be the,ty ofi‘ién's relation to his God is no longer a ready-made fact,
e . 1 .3k : y i
0 pass monotonous unifor®! siﬂfhl%‘a spiritual one to be realised. The ancient limits are
diﬁerentiat away, and in religion 2 ouﬁiinscended, faith is possible for all, and because it is so,
es Mo N . = A d gk ¥ ; g
evelopment himself from those o iﬂalggmn in its higher form becomes missionary in its activity
Omeg re I-Of the inner side of %, o universal in its claims. Instead of a religion for a tribe
a 53 ; 0 t
1e that the naturalistic J a nation we have a religion for humanity.

no o Which ae:., . ; _ '
g iacr Sufficien IeXlstmg religion expresse® & (b) Main Features of Universal Religion. It is evident

inits mg

& RiSB [0}

eligi
before. Are‘iﬁilon W

tion m " : | AoRbl Av s

Worsh-ust SOmeh gy, ﬁndwald feeling and incthd‘;;1 ig’at universal religion arises througha process of individuali-
ip. } 5 2 N E T j

s There Came Utterance in religious - alﬂg religion. Though paradoxical, it is obviously true. For,

eVelolml:to beings some indi‘“i individL_talising is, here, meant chnstructing religion as
gree of eVelgent and insight have gahen)fuething 1n\}rard and personally realised, and as men have
sy o other DmenF- They graspe ﬂé{% same spxr_itual natur'e they ca.n.par.take of .the same
' DU 1t wag matur. eir knowledge was® Higlous experience. Universal religion in appealing to the
ed by reflection, irit appeals to men without distinction of class or race.

Th
o €S¢ Drophetic figy A
In history, In Israe] res. have appeared at va“or _‘_has a message of value and hope to all mankind and has

the great Prophets like T Instance, ynder the tut ‘E
ton, Isiah, Z ialy
) , - Zeremid=o g
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{ . wanipotence of Allah stand in the fore-front of the creed

Zz;izdaii; 2::“3 1ts native .boun‘daries (ie. h_‘:‘:??lslam. The mind and will of Allah were communicated
nature of 3 d‘el'ljss v -na.tionahtY)' Thetel ]i‘is Prophet, who in turn revealed them to man. Itisa
is o liberate rmss'mnary movement. of"ic"k of religion par excellence and Koran is the book of
L mc;rersal when it becomes a matter rfﬂi(flahammed. The supremac.y and. even arbitrary nature of
3L 5 T E.m heart, and not a matter of P divine will ; the manifestation of that will in bhis
Ttuals only. If (in a religion) the o0 ophet, the responsibility of man and his duty of slavish

i ween God and men are innet a& 'imission to that will, heaven for the faithful and hell, for
S Open to : 1ol | LS - - hionti
- all men ip the world who are P*@ lnﬁd.el,- alie the main traits of the. religion in Islam.

0 these conditions and share the camé 1 ts Limitations. Anthropomorphism, an atmosphere of

experj P A 4
e o The Presentative instances of ujliversﬂlﬂ;ﬁacle, the poverty of its ideal of God, and its intolerance,

ar g . Sl g 9 .

e three in number . > the chief limitations of Islam. It is essentially weak on

(a) Buddhism, ‘inner and spiritual side. Moreover, its conception of

(b) Chtistianity- ity is external and mechanical. Stress is laid on unques-

(c) MOhammed : ‘ning submission and mechanical obedience. In a word,
anism. ; y ] ") Al 7

wiohammedanism lacks the inward spirituality and humanity

Buddh;
18 . o 5
appe o il strong wh Islam 18 : . I

ars to the inner €re . 1, the fhich must characterise a religion for all men.

to th nd Iltual ord t offer 3 {

Signiﬁiarjsﬁelr‘mg 10 the fOrmogfln;?:j:;ﬁ; Its ¢ h:’l

g € lie in th' X uds

inw ; Is that : the '

the:lrdness, Universality 414 hBud.f.h“m hash ¢ bas 2| “HISTORY OF MAN IS THE HISTORY
Ratith ity eBute f OF RELIGION”

€ eXpange of

|

\ s cez?sing to be a 1'{::Iig1°:;1"i e '
N any Goq. Word, in as mych as it did no The truth of the statement can only be justified if we
. ty: So ¢ 3 JiSept that religion is the whole. of man’s action. If we

a livip 4T as christianity is conce’ GAdy carefully the history of religion, we shall find that

transceHdent, I:I;tl'on betWeen man and GO wéigion occupies a central place in human life, from the
the humap, indiv':lmmanent, the love which enc «len of civilization. The origin of religion has been
Wworld jntq them lduals, 54 also the spirit that drt plained by different theories in different ways. According
of the indivig selves, EmDhﬁsis SSalouaid on ¥ Ssome thinkers the crude form of religion has been said
of God ual 5oy and jgg DPreciousnesskil 1‘;fbe associated with many make-beliefs and superstitions
Mohammedan' nﬁt‘oughout the ages, but its presence in the history of
1sm . Iman race can not be denied. Comte admits that “religion

to the inspipay: - e o
Plratig € rise of Islam was : :
1 and Treligi el ‘Abraces the whole of existence and the history of religion

: AR ¢
it should be noted thyg 5, 10Us genjys of Moham? Jﬁ h s £f1 devel ”
] Christian : also owed somethin g to the }ﬁumes the entire history of human development.

towards the (] W'iCh were at work ﬂ;ifﬁ
S1xth centuyrv. The % 4B

nﬂUences
0se of the
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\ social organization took place and corresponding to it,
: In order to discuss the history of mznkig [elatl‘;jlélg}on has also developed. _
history of religion we should also consider the ﬂWlth the development of National religion, two important
civilizati o edgvements are noticeable viz, the moralisatio
Uization of culture as a whole. Man’s interess ion of gods and

mi ‘¢ movement in the direction of Monotheism. Thus it
ned by the constant and severe struggle f0f °8 : . sy
h be said that the history of religion is not only the

search for food inst DASY
ne self-defe ans i

s attaCk,of ed of s,qf d;:fc,nce ag i ‘lﬁs‘fcory of the development of our beliefs about the Gods,
enemies in the savage f

obser ; ve fit also of such acts, as prayer and sacrifice, devotion and
b :e tgz; :S:useal;z;fyet;z?ld 1;-05‘ rise en;li(;:ez 3 2 thg’-:)irship, for establishing h'armor}ious ‘re.Iationship with Go.d.
oWt lever e rre l‘é,lon‘ rvere o ec[JSo fefr we had been dealing with religion at tl-le stage of its
bicth, e I dus Icu::torr?n v o gfolution and reachefi the develomyent of I'\I.zatlonal religion.
o R B e eath. It is evide 'nvisiblaﬁw we shall co.nsuier hoTNINanonal rehgu.)n has pa-v.ed,
R ADin e onal response to the ! € way for the universal religion. If by ‘Universal religion

« meant that religion which all men share all over
2 wide survey of the history °f w3 e world, strictly speaking, there is hardly any universal
whole, (As distinguished o articular ¢rib® figion in this sense. Truly enough, God is one, but
Of Tace,) we shy]] be able to dany 1; vidence ? ‘glligions are many. Even then there are three types of
d?VEIODment of religion, th0 nd ample S o afs igion which may be described as Universal religion in the
historica] development £ ro?g_hout thfa 1 - h the ic'ller sense. These are :—Buddhism, Christianity Islamism.
a host of Spirits DOssessj oo beg_ms bs wel ¢h® { iIn this way the historical evolution of religion has made
mﬂuenced by Certain rit:f ZI:: H;YSCIIZ(’,;IOUS rlzgrmc . o points clear : . : : .

T Drimiting ik > ualisj uly Pe. . repﬂli(i) Religion has 'manl.fested itself in different fc‘)rms,' fc?r
Tetrogression S M of religion, fetlshlsm {toﬁg'mple, crude, futile, 1gnob1e. as well as noble, idealistic
degraded form of ref‘ ’_Chan Progression. Apartligiﬂn i f:onducive to human well-being, _ .
Primitive Poly aem:)gl-on We may regard the ¢ mﬂﬂf%j(n) : -Secondly. through the apparent chafys, rites, beliefs,

atura] e suchmsm: that is, worship of nakeg;gerst1tlo?1 etc., we can trace the achievements'of., or
Tegarded o4 the [o¢ fiS Tivers, lakes, birds and Sw rsﬂ?gr?ss in rehgm‘n as 'a Wholfz. lHowever animism,
fHCestot—wotship WE::OH of spirits which Werf;oﬁ H s&;sm%and E‘tot(a::::irl:,r Szguiiviﬂiiniig Eif:}sif\:\ili
i:? i’; Uoris y The ialg;: o‘gdiﬂy zpre;]tir: o eﬂta éivili:;tic:r: the crude faiths have paved the way of a
been izl\votltt::d marilie moon, t]heekt:t; rs ::ld eart ﬂl ier, more rational and spiritual kiné_l. _Thus .the Rt
In that Period religion cannot bz accounted for in 1sollat1on from the
; In course of chang .' ocieﬂ \er aspects .of .life, but is Simultex'n\?lc?us 'Wlth the progress
with the combinati, ; 02 the structure of 5 di.rjsocial organization, culture and civilization.
i 1 of different tribes, into 2 ﬂ‘-h-

|

0
; € Press : com™ |
tribe, ¢, ure of fear of 101i

e
’ ere deV
of man's menta] horizey, has been a great Vel"‘_i l

Consequent]y, the dé i

If we make
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Natural Theology is falsely regarded asa science. It

seks to weigh the Infinite in the balance of finite. But

CHAPTER 1V vhen the scope of Natural Theology is restricted to th.e

2sion of truth only. Because, human knowledge is

OBJECTIONS TO THE THEOLOGY Oﬂlt%solutely restricted to worldly objects. Thought cannot
SCIENTIFIC TREATMENT OF RELIGIMJ beyond the spatial and temporal objects. Thus theology
’ ?|scientific treatment of Religion is not possible. On the

Whether the scientific treatment of religio®® ther hand, itis to be regarded as a fictitious or spurious

atall has been o butning question from the remo® Bience.
to the present.

against the scien;
There are ¢
maintain, (1)

Some thinkers raise certain 8 Mr. Herbert Spencer, while maintaining the same view
fic treatment of Religion. s!;ggests that science and religion are quite separate
bree different schools of f;hirlkefs,%CauspT the known and the unknown or the Unknowable:
: OBl Lot ont  of religio? ;:%e quite distinct. Science deals with positive and definite-
Philosophy of God is impg b1 ¢ the veti lowledge but there can be no definite knowledge of the:
of human knowledge (p2)SSIh e acaountc.) teﬂigenc"‘hknowable -and the dark unknowable background beyond:
Capable of having 1‘!110\\:1:, doughihuénanpizsol até Y.,l:man experience is the province of religion. The attitude
be known her gc_ _0 t " diate egpdfé!mlnd with respen:t tO-thIS is not intelligent or inductive
ntuition or 1mme e Of;&Lowledge but simply silent reverence for the Unknowable,
but supra-rational. ﬂotﬁi'ld this is the common essence of all religions.
) atcording to this SChODL 13 utb‘[ﬁhus, we find two basic points : Firstly, human intelligence
L it k" (3) lastly, because rel-lglollisat ithﬁiLlr.lC'Elpab].e of giving any knowledge i)fd the Absc:luta:i
jcllalthoritatively i Ids et el in thl'S o : ev"!pllrlcally and rationally. Hum.a_m knovix:j e %];3 is ?stélf:te
mplies the inco Vealed, and an authoritatl’ gd‘-ﬁthl.“. the sphere of the relative wor . To thinkis to
Philosophy i dmpetence of human reason- s b}lle1on, but to think of the Absolutg is to thlpk‘ of 'Fhe
groungd. eal with religious knowledge nthinkable. The very nature of thought implies distinction

| 2 i) : A
.-l%ccm'ding to s . i Ad, therefore, limitation. But the infinite cannot be
[eligion jg g, “O™e thinkerg is 78

; a,ﬁlils finite and, therefore, Unthinkable. Secondly, the"
er-nat sclence s s bllbsol he object of thought, for thought i
SCope of QUGB TG ¢ er-natural’ 15 h6{50 ute cannot be the object of thought, for thought is
Datura] i s an feasoning 454 thp science of t obf)!?Sible only in relation to a thing thought of by the thinker,
) bt t POssible. When' W:St: a oo kno¥ by ﬂo;;d that an object of thought can only be known by those
And this :ETahsatiOﬂ of face ri w only Pheesjl‘inkers. Hence, all human knowledge is necessarily rela-
Owledge of phep ST lnob'e cts sug ) re. Thing-in-itself or the Absolute is, therefore, unknown
ta] A vase I:I?lena O ;Im of o sﬁd unknowable. Thus a science of the Absolute or God is
i e A AR
Thus we recog vorld gy o wiiir; {111rphenom6“: J0thing less than a contradiction in terms,
eeat Toper sph G T giouss ’gi Inspite of all these difficulties, Mr. Spencer asserted
. Sphere ot re
reaching, Perience o 0% \ P. O. R—5

and reason ar

absolute ¢ap

'
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that we are bound to believe in the existei® iﬂecting any knowledge of it. The idea of infinite reality
Absolute. '

' !
: Though the Absolute cannot be knof '
S §ense of k“o“’ledge, yet we find that its posit
;:nc[? ' necessary datum of consciousness OF Kot
S Tl Dot capable of being known, because it
fng_ht within limits, Nevertheless, it remains o
Onsciousness, This v; itici s
; : View may be criticised 0B 8- . g L i
N grounds:  Firstly, - Ci elf-cont®s lﬁmtE‘, whichiis theftreasure-ofall knowledgetand wisdora:
1 S i
o ; involves o
anZause, according to Mr. Spencer, all knowledge lsw
Yet we know the existence of the Absolut t

unrelated, [y i
- order to maintaj iew of IiT

; ain the view i
human knowledge, %

o S Itis not possible for one ab Cid.g NECESSITY OF RELIGIO
1ts limitatiop, ;

eyond the finite can only arise, not because it is inconceiv-
ole and unthinkable but because it is self-consciousness or
alisation of the highest ideal of the spiritual.

Finite intelligence cannot be the measure of the infinite
thich demands reverence and respectful admiration. It is
2ligion which contains in it the feeling of reverence for the

€ burely relative and to be conseﬂ_ N
il phermmenaBec‘.ause when we are aware thantsciﬂ":j ‘Necessity of religion’ Ltlolas not mean that every in_di‘vi-
something T .thWe are at the sametime Coe exiﬂfal. man must' needs be reh.glous. It only .meal'ls that re'hglon
of thing-in-itself an Df‘le.nomena ie., we know th g ias in it the highest necessity—a necessity 1nvolved'm the
it follows Y thor realities lying beyond pheno® i Ery essence 01:‘ reaso:} and, therefo;e. bound up with the
. e Absolyte cannot be said to be kn® Jature of all rational beings.

15!e p | All religious experience invoh'.re-s feelings and acts which
It again gi e_&SSertlon of existence is meant? _Eposmb‘.e only to rational spllrl_tual bemgs'. In‘fact. we
€an he known brlse to another problem. If no s | ngo further and say that rr?11g10us experience is not an
€Onscious of jg |, y OUr  consciousness, how caf;solwx‘égdental feature. of hupan life but the very nature of.a
to relate it and s;\re €Xistence ? Tq speak of the I f l,',Etloml self-consmou_s be1.ng and, as suc.:h. he, transcends .hlS
be saig @ e t0 negate it. Hence, the Absolu; Al n ﬁnitude a‘nd rises into communion “tlt.h th.e Infinite.
relative i i3 at al], hus, to say that.our kno h”T Caird says, “to show' the necessity of religion is to sholw
XISt QAT Kt o cang _ hat the © ghat the religious relation—the transcendanc%: of al_l -thf?.t is
B being 1s th AT HoRe is nit d relati d the elevation of the finite spirit into

ut what ot us ellmlnated its, thought ] %1 ean. re at%ve and, es VS :

' When we oi . ; Jommunion with an infinite and absolute spirit—is a thing
Absolute Cannottmught' anad thich is involved in the very nature of a man.”

ut it . : es
In other words, th ™ay be said that it does nOt ¢

=13Us,  in  yltimate

v o 1 intelligent self-conscious
the presuppogip. — CUMinageq ateé L In the nature of man asan in
neg B ; ; ; ] .
Ppositiop 5 55 nor can be ot eing there is that which forces him to rise above what is
nal goal of b®8aterial and finite, and to find rest nowhere short of an
Ainite all-comprehending mind.”

This doess not necessarily imply that everyman is

comprehends 4 fini¢

it Is itself unity 5 Th‘ e t
It appears tq A

when we select the A

hings
Ought
an ing
bsolys

and thoughts, on
and Being. ﬁrﬁf‘ |
ellectyg] paradox at t‘ﬁi'!
€ as the supreme obje®
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1
| anis 4d (]

: Such
bjects.
tural o les
hich belongs to nz one of them l'leg
. W i ac el
from the ﬁmtudtenuy exclusive. dE's capable only Oflb ol
1 1utue and 1 ional seli-
bbiects are 1o s space, f a rati
(-)bjtside all others mh r:: But the case Oand courses by
ir 1&g A them. hings his
-heir ' olated to e t ; of
gion on account of th that reli# %xternally 2‘1? g is different. Ehides are the objects L
“a8 . ; 1n S i ogr
R ible to show thal W& ¢onscious be imited on a his own pr
tis poSSlble 18 1S llmlt iects Of 15 as he
backwardness, but still § Man hich man i objec f so long
an Whic | as the ) e self s
: nature of m | . is true sel TRGTe
e i the it b re{e"l‘?nowledge e n cannot live h dividuality. The e
The attempt ¢ Sxplain man’s religio he limit2®de ncerned within hz world without, self and
A the ®ftemains co : f thes v human
5 9. < nscends ne 3 : life o : tween e aks
s ShS S L btra eveals the Preszteriﬂﬂle shates in the elf. The barrier }.32 from outside bre
ALy, anddherety fail, A7 e 1. i sl Ll
finite Being in selifwould however ter is the “o l-ile thing which seem
: D mat 2 !
were trie, According ¢, Materialism, omen
3 n
stuff underlying the Uiverse and all phe

hich
: in man w
thing in

d we find some

‘ here an

down anyw

s

. nes |

j : j sclous
world, incIudmg those of life, mind and con
explained in terms.of.mat

; Pl s thought.s and
‘Onstitutes his true liililrigiite being: IZaE':ilieh that inﬁnlt: :rl:i
ion alone. A Manis rio s tendency to rF rther, the very ad.
ter-and—motlon a o tof o Ke exhlbl.ts E% potentially. u to be finite ane
But 4 Materialit;. theery which a'ttemlin i szxgwihich is already in h;?;e his knOwledfzgress & knOWledjl .
to g function of matter is (‘)ph mat Ibisﬁat man can recog sequently makelp te standard of tru =
Objections . Firstly, aterial atomg from whic cally © Derfect, and can Gt him of an abS-o ueIIing by SoPEs
seeks tq deriye mind 5y consciousness. ﬂdre,_;o posf;ﬁﬁplies the preienfceiciza'[s in man, 1mp
Which haye 10 existen o independent of mind. ts O he  presence. o
or SOnSCioygp o g 25 2 serjesg of causes or effec |
Produyct hag

n is the
: that ma
indicates

: unmistakably in

tion,

a2 bsolute petfec

) : at 3

SoTelatinn 0 consciousness l
nvolyes , logical fallacy,

: ON
PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGI

not
ave

1 VI]O h
eligious There are mdeed men v
I . .

HECESSity of reli

3 . Spect
is in this a
: ind. Itis tion.
of an Infinite Mm finds an explal?a{’inite
; ion igion hic
reproductio relig w .
Jhite rep of man that dium through Hiotrealize
bR the nature iousness is the mediu s finitude an From
Second Y, the attemp, to explain ] phenomen:iviu'e "I{Eeligious co nsc10111:’_ Rt transcer;d [;tl | Perfect Belnj- mere
: ; o i 1 ; as
Mechyp; al Causatioy, is The ac 4 “pmt S e s
¥ € Successfyl. ich 'k an Infin ot bare
hvmg Organig 1bit Certain characteIiStics whlceir iﬂ%ls true nature as et ideas cann
. . 1 e
3teg0nes Othe than mec anical causation for tb afdslkjlls boint of view 1
Pretatiop, e activi; i i d to¥
] es are ®Vident]y directe
well-bejp, of OTganisp, B
Conscigyg self

h
rms throug
the form "
5 t are ; ndS a
imaginations, bu L e G
pe®Bments of our tial nature of m
ion 7hi essen

2 Whole. The reIfi'-“OCamnOr ﬁhlch the
and it S ate O LY S

S ctivitie
understoodb referen(:e and 4

Thus ;; i

ADression,
A
s 1mD055ib1e X Physicy| causetion. i g ‘
of Matter, Tedyce GONscioushe ]
We may oW sh !
of a Tationa] self.

1] |
; ing in tbe
CTe ig Something 1n' 4 A9
COHSCiOuS mlnd ts it
' i that romp
the point of View of religioy, p

P



PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION 71

things visible and tries to reach an inexhaustible fund of

slpiritual resource and a power which is available for the

oractical support of man in life’s battle and for the satis-

PROBLEM AND SCOPE OF THE f;lction of i%cjsp deep-rooted need. Hence it has been said
PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION ﬂﬂﬂt “Religion is Man’s reaction to the totality of things as

¢ le apprehends it”. The facts of Religion are a perpetual

p It is 1'1eedless L0 say that religion is a very impgrﬂthallenge to Philosophy compelling it to investigate the
cg;ftandmg. feature of human ex erience. If M8 ﬂliaims of religion to be valid interpretation of Truth and
preh. x UIVey of human D"f‘v-' L'Ce we Sweality. The Philosophy of Religion is the response of
Sl cﬂ’&iilosophy to this challenge and a Philosophical enquiry

e . C!

¥ dawn of civilization @ : o :

ReligiOn i been VEH d’dto the nature, function and value of religious experience.
have

beliefs Ao .1-13‘,8 e R od it many'ltLi.ke Phlilos?ph?z. the philosoph}'r of religion must find its
in the e Stition thmughout e rosy its ptﬂ? a 111: rea ‘exper}enrje. Its task ‘15. two-fold : Firstly, Psy-
admitteq o y.c?f humaq e Ast olofglcal 111.vest1gat1on of re11g1_on as a normal and
history 4 ehg‘K?n embraceg the 'whole of oxistenc? ﬂﬂﬁacflcallly uﬂl\fel‘SE.lI fact of huma-u life. Se c.ogdly, the .Meta-
evelopmun ,r,ellglon fesumes the e. l;istofy tihysical n?ve.-'tlgatlo‘n of the re]atlon‘ of 'rehgious expenepce
e St * Recent Tesearch .Entlrs-z. o thc_f ultimate reality and truth‘. ‘Without the materllals
uch a5 hthpe 1 es in vauou:S cbppphed by Anthropology and History we could do nothing

of Human Cui‘:logy, Comparative ; @!or?, than erect a spacious edifice of mere hypothesis and
Ry Ofre fgo to show, byIiZious sIE?CIes. an amusement in which the spef:ulaliljve Philosophers
S acts, the re E former generatlon_used to take c.iehght. On. the other
e 5 SeR S of men, Uff'i'nd', the mere gathermg and a_r%'angmg of matema_ls do not
Nowleq e tai 15°t0 systematize and t"'nllclistltute a phllOSOph.y of religion. We have to interpret
5YStems ?1‘ With the grozufnulates facts, classllﬁes o f:valua;.te these. varu;us facts of experience and we have
J us Specia] Ding of Bl o ral fl‘ ce the question — how far the religious conception of

cefntral place in .
Origin apd might

:I:jiaroftizoss D hClences s withw‘li nkind corresponds to tru_tl:i. It may be po-in.ted out here
bl hang, o uﬁ%an S Philosof;dl'ﬁt even the purely em[')lrlcal study of religion from the
_5'“1 ®XDetione Or jtg subie the We’%-le of Anthropology, Hist ry, Psychology proves to us
_ahdltya dgroun eeks ¢ knj ct-r'nattfr.mate Pat the religious consciousness itself points toa Super-
;;ﬁ?}:’erned B le. 1S ie'n(;e 8 al?:;mlz: 1:111:; anﬁ!f ﬁpi.rical reality as its ground and support and that there-
etic, ¢ Mprel, e Mtereg Phil i hy is cﬂjr‘e Its essence is not to be understood empirically, that

of the Whole, Nsiye Seei. s 2s0b ¢he f"ﬂlgion in its development strives for an ideal which derives
€Xperience Bl re Teligim], s Insight int0 of 3 validity and authority from beyond the veil of sense,

£00 is an aspeC

mterpretatmn £ RN g e bilo5 3}-’ from spiritual values and not from empirical values.
ter 1es in itself-a P o ip o : LIRS i
ms of itg valye e mean; Ee Us ‘j‘ »1I we hold the view that religion is nothing but a
huhlan ¥ ning o t

€. Tt goes from t J

|




72 RELIGION AND THEOLOGY 73

PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION 1

. f the validity of the religious experience; we are to
:::g:r l;l:iective State of feeling, the result Wfllfld.:justify ithr as ¥ reaéonable attitude. So the following
T los::vr;ﬁdence of religion in itself and rellgloul:'mblems z}aturally arise : Is the knowledge of the su?ersen—
. ) IEli‘tever working value it might havé ﬁsilble possible ? Is the knowledge of. the same kmd' as
ground for tell:', ,IIOSODhY of religion is to fucrnish@%Secular knowledge ? Then, there is the . me‘rapyysmal
The (ae 15101:15 consciousness, 4 Fféb.lem, r-1amely, “Does thf: nature of Reality justify the
study tho phen;lns;mess of the Philosophy of Religfc-’“r!ehgn?us view of the.w.orld ?d Téms, .there are manyfp-rtoblems
ment of the SUbjeenfl of religious experience. This®ef Philosophy of Religion and there is vast scope of 1t.

of Religiop, Th
hOII.l two Points
the Inner o subj
fehglous eXperj

e relis: ‘
religioys Phenomenon may be &

i 4 R i
e‘::t.‘”ew : Firstly, fcom the point °
lve experi v . the Psy
Wi and seco;gf; ;v:mhtilse Standp“PHlLOSOPHY OF RELIGION AND THEOLOGY
, from
3 itutiOﬂS.mytEnce’ a5 externalized into rights t@d’
Pomnt of y; S,Creeds,theologies etc. which s tb®

At s ¢
Vie o b
i hOWeVer, are ® Doted here that these tW°
Unity f the 1nte

The relation between the philosophy of religion and

ft;heology can be discussed with reference to the nature of
Ji€ach of these two.

% Ic . n . , iy :
the ing eligioys exp ONiected forming the " #| Theology is an articulated system of religious beliefs or
; e ; . L
ent of :rl. ¥Perience with Tlence. We cannot fully gdoctrines which have been developed from some historic
; e 0 ; . _iveicll . s ] :
Mney mo,:.g S Conge; Ut studying the object!? giteligion. Tt takes faith into account and tries to interpret
i

Feligioq e , 'esire: IZ:;;;ESS_- without an insié w'tbiilt. by reason The proper f.unction of the('alog?r is not to
€S8 exce ,nsclousness, T?tlons which operaté ™ Kriticise the rel.igious experience out o‘f' which it grew b1'1t
Certajp, s SO far a4 i ae facts of history afei hig-father to deal faithfully w1t.hl that ?xperlence. Theol?g}-;_ in
the Other , gs, eMotigy, fe able to discover ¥ —iﬂdlfts original state was something different than wh.at it is at
are elusy,e in 'S,ubje(;ti ranfi _aSpirations of ma? {:’ipresent. because it, at present, unfolds a world-view based
gs they arel arflciﬂate u i 1g1‘ou5 experiences 3n.ﬂ!|0rl religious postulates and explains the nature of God,
tions, activie Difesto - " lnc%Widualistic except |ui€reation, the origin of man etc. But theology .is not the
Utther :S .o Storical forms of worSPP Proper science to deal with all the metaph‘ysmal issues.
the facts bt;t ph‘lOSoph 4 Theology presupposes the existence of a living Religion.
foIlOWing uoals‘ 0 up 2 Teligion has not onls §i1t5 problem is to mediate between faith and reason.
muyst ® Natyp, tand_ and explain theff" b Philosophy of RellglOI.l, on the qther hand, is tbe Stu.dy
N Y arise which the pb! @ﬂ of human life with manifold experiences and feelings with
e COnsistently e.ge ‘ §?EfereHCe to supreme reality. The philosophy of religion is
religioys 2 I Ophy 5 Telated (o Morallty'i‘gilust: the application of philosophical principles and methods
Negs » At elements are iﬂ"’taa to religion regarded as a matter given. In short, philosophy
O% religion origi®”

AVe to dea] with th? |
| SN

e aIRQ k
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PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION
of religion Critic oints of difference : ot {

religious ideas in org ; Firstly, faith holds the supreme ;.3051.t10n 1'1‘1 theology
It shows that til‘ to raise them to the sPé@ghereas reason has much emphasis in philosophy of
idea of Gog. € truth of religion is the SPEdeIigion.

Secondly, Philosophy of Religion manifests belief which
; theology and philosoﬁ.su'bjective idea bL}t objectively contr?llfad., while th‘eol.ogy
the Principle ofestabhshed on the basis of the widef \ﬂleS_ i interpr‘et ffq1th by reason. Soitisa dogmatic idea
e e baractor of St qlut it is not objectively controlled.

‘U

Ses and purifies the representaf‘

ology and philosophy ofll Thi.rdly, faith as a postulate is by no 'meal?s_, limited i'n its
eligion i ., » made on grounds of valugtberation to reason. It perva-des pract-lcal‘late and neither
Il's Teaction tq the totality of chingSience nor philosophy can dispense with it. The Process
PhlIOSophy is rational 2 1_¥ ; 3 jf reason is never complete and exercise of reason ultimately
R ilOSOphy ¢ On‘a ' Cfftlfnsm saiests on postulates which cannot be rationally deduced.
nNat Of Religion” is a $ o [t may be well to say at this point that philosophy need

exl)erlerl(;e_ S

ur :
s eof ;t:us}cl;:lzg, value and tiiu;iol"#-t quarrel u"ith theology, because the latter accfepts
ss'fstemo B .e Natyure of T eql.mcy' of I;I eoo'.lostula-te of falt.h made on gr(?unds O.f value. So ratu_:mal
istoric e ;‘.trmes, developed ate realxty'. ! r,é(;ductlon. er 1nstanc?, can give for’ its conclusion tl.ae idea
By Philo, N—say Tahie on the b.aSI.S ?f atc' :fGod. Faith makes it real, not logical proof. 11.1 view c?i
tied ¢ 0y pareec ) Of Religiq *M or Christianity ef iilile stress philosophy lays on the principle of rationality, it
a5 such rel.m_tlclllar sect | 0, like religion itselh w’iight seem that the pre-suppositions of theology were
€xperje . '8lon 5 a un’m’: takes for jts provincer Jlllfavourable to any close relation on its part with a
of Manking t Gather its TS e omenon ig {i"[’hilosophy of Religion. In all these respects, the difference
rdigious oll::t Chera] 3 2t from the religious exngftween Theology and Philosophy of Religion is one of
i
n

traces the whole Pfocillflfgree only. One lays greater stress on faith, the other
el of OWest stage of savag® d’]n reason ; but reason cannot work without faith, and faith
eligion ; it tation in Culture. In short, y1as its proper ally in reason. Theology is and must remain
o Particyly, sect but Philos® B the exposition of the doctrines of a definite and historic
a : R . .
han that of Th SCope of Particyly, Sl ' .SEIlgmn. In other words, the theologian must take his
roaq eolggy as T 1030phy of Religion 15 jtand on the development of religious experience. In
e 1 L 4 : ;

’thoug}? out in th *Clogy enlarges its out® dractice, it will sometimes be difficult to keep theology

i e g . : n
e adtt Nep not Tection of 4 Philosop.:tf’f“:tly apart from Philosophy of R-e].'lgIOI:l. For_thc.ay deal
itgs i _de that Olly lose it identityin -leth the same materials. Hence it is right to insist that
ality fhe hilosophy of Reh‘gioﬂ‘ilny speculative treatment of theological doctrines really

o . : g 5
hil mumcatiw th of Conteyg £ it rema‘ﬂ;;lebngs to the province of religious philosophy and must be
0 ; nt i g

e IOSDDhy Of 3 Wlth t-he I Tl us 1t [udged as Such.
ch oth Reli : Ology. 1 UM
= 8on ang theology a1® "

R



é been developed in due course prior to the development
| ! 0 k A
the science of Being or Reality, i.e., Metaphysics.

t\?Vhatever may be the opinion regarding the origin of

RELIGION AND METAPHYSICS 77

P
HILOSOPHY ok RELIG[ON AND 1"I}‘;;'I‘Apmeté?tphysics and Philosophy of Religion, we should now draw
| \.Ve are all familj,y With®tHe claim that re[igiolﬁai conclusion that Philosophy of Religion without referer}ce
g;md‘to S0me kind of metaphysical reality- Metaphysics cannot be thought of, nor can we conceive
abollj::n 1SaInetapiflmic:al Position. Byt we should bﬂ“}_M_Etaphysics without any influence of Philosophy of
aspect (t)l;e S‘ugg%tion of some thinkers that me® fgion on it. : oy
; religioys belief i to be ; : :th the®Thus, from the standpoint of definition, we find that
?Vhﬂe é non“me'faphys' 1 % ldentl'ﬁec_l Wa Ged w'-ih Metaphysics and Philosophy of Religion deal with the
eligion i lciuni;:rz(;;t;s]lyldsxl:;l ipesPreme  principle of the universe at large. Consequently,

is th : quest r“lay be said that the ultimate object of study in both the
€ record of man's it
€ establisy €s 1s the same.

ol ics jg the SCie ; lit) itﬂ?ut in regard to their method
y SuPerna fice of Being or Rea 1 @sics follows the speculative meth
Mengy] World Ina;h SUpra-sensyal essent girence, whereas Philosophy of Religion takes into its
o ¥ 0 1 . . . 5 v - A
Princip], e €T words, it considers t Wuflderatloxl reason ; but reason alone is not the basis of

5 p ls.ro Religi0 Universe at large piihvestigation. Philosophy of Religion adopts the method
‘L relig;

N {5 { ot | ; ; : fad :
real: s. .- toncerneq with the com®™ Sreason being influenced by feeling and willing. So, in
eality throy, h ligion

. 5 eS: i
ment of his own valu » 1t appears that Meta-
od based on reason and

feeliy Worshy iS the study of the sup™® ot €ase we find reason plays the prominent part in another
i fe.e f 0 Phi]osophy and devotz‘on. It is mainly a“e] the whole religious consciousness plays its role.
A 11g for the g Pra i eligion is 4 rationalize® “Thoygt, they differ in their method or in their attitude,
Met, Epn OVerg i‘perSOnal Reality or God. rgf;e Is also a striking similarity between them. But the
8 1 a o
SomeDPYS' Phj 1n Connection with the iﬁfs for the existence of God are religiously as well as
* Phil Ophy S0phy Off Relicion.  Acc l;[(‘)SDDhia::alIy impossible. If belief in God could be
Etaphysi | elig; 1g10 o : n 3
b quiz 1g1on has' been evolve hff,irm(id experimentally, if God could he considered as the
s ek Cern Y argue that Philoso? Clusion of a rational argument, we should have certitude
tty whicy, ed With d ol : st
W A5 e t € essence of suprem?, gf‘-‘lt Him. If, on the other hand, belief in God be
Phi[ls Usua[fy, o tth}? Characte, E G or divi? cﬂisional, it would be alien to the whole spirit of religious
S0phy APhys; e ef i
1 Concept. So ther® J&t.
: A;E_Ordm t0 s0n . out any rlrjle tapbYSiCal e;fl;he hature and attributes of God, as we know, are both
6 .11050 hy » ers, Metaphysics js subo” ltﬁlphysical and religious. The problem of the relation
Primitiy, eligiq odlfec, God ; : :
i § TR nd Absolute is both philosophical and
religioyg i.;i;-t i €Cause it js obser” oﬁ ; P P

(1500
m G ; * Slous,
Date in i Clvilization som?

ol Thys, from the modern metaphysical and religious points
Umapy 4 80 Tt s said chat * Jlf ohy 1
Cings, Philosophy of ©
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PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION 0ceeds by comparison, e. g, if a botanist wishes to

of view it ; b d rsmﬁpderstand the essential nature of a plant, he compares
1€ 18 established that the implicit unders®®

: Qo crent specimens of that kind of plant. Similarly, the
t".he I?latlon of Metaphysics to Religion is Philos®y
mexplicable. Natur

ﬂgiFntist in religious matters compares different e

: : al theology is equally indispefss statements
phllosophlcal Critici
there ig Teason for

der that we may make accurate and general

Smleads ys to abandon the d‘:é}ut the nature of the religious consciousness, He will
belief ip God, religion beco® .u‘dy ina way in which the religious consciousness makes

and metaphy ;o bec !

Physics becomes nee

Omes prominent, Consequent elf felt and finds expression in different societies where
€S8ary for our belief in natufal ferent religions exist. Comparative Religion will, of
urse, deal with the Theological products of the different
ids of religious consciousnass, but it will not deal with
15 in such a Way asto construct a universal Theology but

in order to gain a full view of par

y 1
ENCE OF RELIGION A 'llllifestations.
ARAT] ON If any distinction is to be drawn at all b
VE RELIGIO! ':ence of Religion and Comparative Religio
1 between Theol gy and th8l that Science of Religion is more psychological, whereas

n Theolo . f Relig e sy v

g @ R 1 h st 1‘ B ¢ ¢ -
) epmducts of relj _e said to be that Theology ;impar’itlve eligion 1s more hi orica ut ¥it 15t no

g i . he Ssible to draw a hard-and-fast line of distinction batween
Rehgmn glc.)us COHSClousness. whereas t f. Jl '

THEOLOGY, g0y
Comp

ticular religious

2tween the

b n, it may be
and'disti :
s nct
of R 1gion py; 10

Cals wi £%8 two, as no science can afford to dispense with the
these Ploductg , . eth e processes asa rest I :

: eol and*3tory and the data with which it deals. The Science of
the Tesyle 5 > Og'y z}ttempts (;0 The ligion muyst be generic as well as analytic and Comparative
I S othey v thlnkmg' of God. 'defad «iigion Is just the generic aspect of the Science of religion,

Sgiogg ¢, -, 204, takes into conside™

nking o ps¢PMparative Religion assumes that there is unity in religions,
al j

COnstityep . that there is an

Combipe § th¥8anic connection between the various Religions.

differen anot e to show hc;.wiofﬁl‘begin at the beginning and to wunderstand K
{CUms “ in different religl” g . into existence and ho

developeq a tanceg re gf;ngonS have come into existen

C . an ave : 2 A
Worshippers Dhectj Wi how they h p¥s have baen reached. The purpose of Comparative

of eXDeriencjre Place : lt;h. t_he e_nv'%ronment iz ailligion is to show how the highe.r religions' have deveilo'ped
always s an b Wl.glo.n 1s, in one senfs_ s]C iea:f’t; of the primitive ones. It will Place different religions
and of ¢, mes an interpret lt.hlfl the scope © of ﬂ'ﬁlﬁa Progressive sc'heme a‘nd considerable progress has
ompar :fam“g of the a_tlon of the naturé E‘Fé}dy been made in showing tﬁe‘lz'lws of the development
Religion ba Iv.e 5 igion inlverseﬂ vld Ehlgher religion's out of the _prlmltl've ones. . Some people
detai] i ’Ordl:ai :; Migh b SS n.zt different froﬂilnta ﬁf— rather afraid of showing this organic connection
: ai
Or the Study of t?lte n_lal’ DrOVid:O il gones 0 7 ‘
Sciene 8reater mass = .40

€ of Religion. All SCiellti L
B .

t an of the religious €°
elem

t v, . ne
ents ® feligious conscious

53 At the growth of religion is constant and
4 witp,

el

It tries
ow the
w their present
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PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION I

aning. To construe, for example, the growth of religiom
between the higher and the primitive, because théhlrough biological analogy or by means of metaphysical.
that association with the primitive will degrade the Fegories signify that we are viewing the process ab-extra:
But, on the contrary, the study of even the ¢8d are not in sympathetic rapport with the interior and.
elements i Dfimiti%, o puley : 1;w o Contrf.?ving forces. Therefore, if we are to reach a general
value of the higher fiors ‘glofn mlctl}_ i Furthen dnception of the nature ani development of religion we:
Mistake ¢, divide religi ms_ sare 1g'.01(119-fl (3 We'tist regard that development in the first instance as a
rather Tegard thep, as o crue and o Complﬁ)lntinuous expression of the human mind seeking satisfac-
the study of e Imore complete and less o [bzoin for its needs. For man makes religion, and religion
complete ;]| incrz &8 complete .develope IessC(;‘gfjaryvvhere bears the stamp of the humgn mind. Hence
Further' It wi| incr i oleration of the : gf1ses the necessity of psycllo!ogy of religion. .
Omplete Precise]y EaSe Our. S O valu?s o Just as a philosophy of religion needs to be guided by a-
Frimitiye religiong eCause it retains all that ! limits‘?c‘-hology of religion, so also the latter nezds to be
Plimitjye religion, and leads us far beyond the Ibplemented by the former. A psychological treatment;
. Eithe subject leads us to the position that we understand
€ function and value of our religious postulates. We:
low the part they play in the normal religious lives, but
€ can give no assurance of their validity. A justification
0 0 p only be given by speculative thought. Only by reaching
F RELIGION AND PSYC l% ultimate ground of religion and determining the
i OF RELIGION f‘inciple upon which religion ffepends, it is poss.ible for:
' f® to appreciate its final meaning and to defend its place:

c Ose I . 0 i f
Ology, % elatiop, between Phi,losoph_y liggaiihuman éxperience.

! o1 ‘
for Om eligion, The facts © . {08
R are the §E8shof mechanics and blolﬂfﬁ”
€Xperq i |
5 et : s |
latto, te erfces of conscious D1 e
in Teligi, Our Droblem' Le., in the patural S0 010“
3 ; s |
essentially, ¢ canpg Y out the help of ps}nowg |
Vorld apq tre Ctiong © 50. Religious PP eﬂpaﬂf
i € mind upon the thﬁ[v’i
formatiVe > but dye “haracte, is not due t° sﬂgs?
t oV
t(? > hepe © the human COnSCIfO 1e tk::;
n | Telig; fRthe! eret0
E_malS’Sls Slous aCts jg mn.ld. T-h ut y
SRCtions and . Congeg, - Possible withou®

e 1
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CHAPTER V

THE THEOR
METAPRHYS]

BEARING N RELIGION
The Objecﬁ"ity of religion

The Questj

true, 1, e C:;lto be discussed here is whether FHavitate’ is true, becguse it is con‘sistent wit“,‘lllour general
Mate reality etapl.lySicaI problem, a problem of }C)ch’:fi_ge about bodies, but. t?le. Judgr.nent alll men are

: nest” is erroneous, because it is inconsistent with the rest
¥ our kno wledge about human beings. (‘Consistency’ with
dff“:e known is the mark of truth, and the lack of consistency
“ﬁcﬂ‘f the mark of error or doubt).

ot religion, Ty,

: io , 4
Teality, o ethns 20d ideals are grounded 1 th?
Freations of °t they are nothing but mere
holq that Maginati, - s o A (st

. e 30

Ieallty a ; rellglous man’s e oy HaE an
i no 0 '
'8i:§;D'hy esti et subjective impress
-truth ln eg rc:ix? st be preceded by an °
Phil, SCtivity 18 the Criterion or test bY
. 5%herg o o 7 Of reljg; : is to
Blcal ¢ppe of qi 8lous beliefs is
theorje, “E 6f g Schools haye different ee
theor he ¢ here are three such

y est
utility ¢, Opy ¢, h truth— (i) The cOrrer
(i) vand (-t () Pragmatic th°
€Xterna] Calist;, e Coherence theory
].d SChQOI & ho
Ponden Sa of philosopers B

of the Tea] V“’Orl d

.judgment is kno Truth COHSiStS 1n

W1 3
s subject with the k7

83 ~are mortal” is a tr%°
€rts ; : a
b S In the judgment 5

¢
€reement here betW®

f 5 e
e question 1S wh

£
men are 1101'165
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(1) According to pragmatists, the truth of a judgment
'to be judged by its practical consequences, it is true if it
orks satisfactorily, 1. e., if it serves biological needs. Thus
‘uth lies in the will, not in the intellect ; truth in the static
hse, waiting to be known by the intellect, does not exist.

Y OF KNOWLEDGE AND e thus find that truth is not a product, it is a process.
¢S OF REALITY AND TH

l (iii) The absolutists hold that the reality isa whole, a
'stem.  Hence a judgment is true when it is in harmony
"iith the systematic whole. The test of a judgment-truth

%5 in the consistency between that judgment and other
devant judgments. The judgment that ‘all material bodies

ob’! The common assumption is that truth is correspondence
Dhith facts (that is correspondence is the criterion of truth).

piifl{?re our question is whether this test is applicable in

@fmininig the truth of religion ; in other words, can we

e“f that our religious ideals and beliefs correspond with a
j#anscendent being ? But this test is difficult to carry out,
Ior we have no direct source of knowledge of God as He is
pO’\-+ Himself. We have only our idea of God which also

y’:?dual'ly develops. Clearly then it is not possible to

‘2termine whether our religious ideas correspond with the
g¥ine reality or not.

\

;,e“ The pragmatic criterion or practical working value also

rlf',‘ not applicable in judging the truth of religion, for the
i‘nfstory of religion shows that a particular religious belief

n ; . . . .
all € thought expressed .ﬂdPPY work satisfactorily for some time, and then it may

eﬂase to be so. If we say thata religiousidea is true so
i’)‘}ng as it works and it becomes untrue when it ceases to
ok and, again, if in some future time it begins to work
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:f‘;i‘:iif: becomes true, such a view would dep[iﬂ-lel"ﬁne truth as that which sgtisﬁes simply one or .the other
sal and necessary character. Besides ICtOr of the human personality. Hence we must judge the
' it doar;“th of any particular elemen* of our experience by its co-
lerence—its harmonious relationship with the other
Fiﬁeﬂﬂ@:nts of the experience. Hence when we ask, “Is reli-
i ef in the . Ion true” ? The same question may be stated as “has
as imzlll:f in m;?;:::if: ;)ff tCI;Od'l :;ZEZZ 'ﬁligi?n aI}, integral plz'ic_e in the w.hole content (.'?f human
accordin i alue, ac % : pe0 ADzrience’? D?es religious experience agree with othP:r
e PR o' Cing to somg gSpects of experience to form a harmonious system ?  This
. Positively injurious. Asanﬁs’ithe test by which religious ideas and beliefs have to be
Paﬂ'ﬁsted, 'afld if religion can satisfy this test, religion is true..
we concludi Olr Otherszs? _Of aanﬂ ! J5{‘3111?,10n is concerned with tha' intrinsic values of hfe(;
ding ¢, ﬂ;’_f the try; of relj i ‘.Vorkablhty ‘ffs:“dtn’ beal‘lty and goodness. Its judgments are prompte
S test, the 1gious ideas and beli®* Rd necessitated by the deepest needs of the inner spiritual

sa .
e religious doctrine (as, for exdl

eren b= -
from th ¢ sects, within the same relié?
Workabiljt

andm‘] ; h doctrine would be bﬂ.;ﬁe_ They are consequently mere postulates of faith,
in theltb Popular indithe ﬁllippo‘;gc‘.[ as capable of satisfying the de'mands of our
beian, Mejyg remen, € Intensity of feeling coul iﬁrsonal'u;y. These judgments callled' value—;udgmellets 1?'1512
SSCof ¢ e n ; l:mth of religion ) ; Il: ‘]izer"; view of the_ v\fforld. It %s this VIBV;Of tl;.e. fvo;' V-::chof
and j, S € untrye' -~ this 18 tlr l}e Wea[n by r‘ehgm.)u's experience or the iedl-gm-ltls ik
truth, g ays Jective feeling, howe'® tfgi!ffe ‘Or d. Thls. rellgmusl; view of the \;ror 1n;1 e
Reveale Hhsafe 5 an adequaté 'it _r° from philosophy in tl}Is that whereas the .a
eligj 1 ained asa result of a logical process of reasoning, the

S claj i : 2% . y
B i §Fmer I ip and communion.
S true Y Go @ that religious lcnowi® B 1S‘based on faith, spiritual 'feuowsh‘p commun
duestiop d 0 hup ; 'thereforL religious “o‘ IS an inner experience and insight into divine things
e AT 2, 4 e : ’ '
Cliticis, Revelation D g itectly by the devotee, in his con munion with God, which

ar .
i gl faith
scxously at g Umgap m; as Ievealed truths are cO has postulated.

actor®it ¢t e which i ¢ the m In order to answer the question at issue here that is to
o interpre o o > : :

from the | “Comeg dig revealing e : d as@ Pz':e;St Whether our religious experience 1s an mtegral.p{irt (.>f

5 €0 se e d"Br totality of experience, in which case only religion is

expe:W We thtur M reye Dfirate the, divig fue, we have to examine whether the religious man's

lence 7 ' en ations . : adl :

hality j e m 5. aSCert,; t of o #barience is not a mere subjective impression, a mere

Wﬂling :Concrete “ESt emh i ma f%ntlmentalism. There is a school of philosophers, called
: er [ . : k: 1 . . . . .

= ok COngj that , the bt Il"ﬂ?turahs‘ﬁs, according to whom religion 1Is nothing but a

SISty T 7 N .
c i . ] .
Digyg OMpyps. thoygy, - .Of, thinking. af";ilb]ecm’e phase of the mind. They interpret the universe
IEIatmnship T .dlstmgumhabl_e' p#® terms and categories of Natural Science and reduces even
afnong ¢ IVIMQHS. There 15 a y i
; Rse { mé
actors, We |
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i is kind of naturalistic
i its si nstituents. This kin .
ma : )ing to its simpler co ' . ‘ iha
autr:, toa mefe mechanism or what Huxley callsa cﬁplanation we find in its interpretation ‘o]f soc1olo§iomg.Ical
kindmz;tm]l, lfll which consciousness is nothing mom%ychological phenomena in terms ?f biology, la i
of s eeping partner . i rea® b s e Pt P .
does things b which, in its sleep, shenomena in terms O e
e WO Shemi in. in terms of bare quantita _
dUtomatica[]y }, truth the whole Khemlcal e

2t i ' ini the process of

n suchaSYst Y e g it bodily organism- ,I';his naturalistic method of explaining by p
em t : h

according +,, here is N0 room for s

tial

I i i not get the essen

o piritual valué evelling down is faulty. For we ca:n _tginto e

aTe accident lﬂLls View, are nothing but illusion® tuth of the world-drama by a;xalysmgldl e e
al py. : et : Lns el

o Products the ®™onstituents. The truth w m

ash of Molecyles , resulting from

. ife of
] : y . hich escape the kni
2.8, th nd electrons. According © Meaning, value, purpose, ideals w
8, t e SChOOI

Instin d ng cho ogy he d e natura n xaplana ion of
wh h which I I i i 1 t1
ts (0] /: 1 I his dissection. A truer e
| ]mmg (accm' a an SSC 001 il hl(a 0! et B k.. y 1 ist is by interpreting Nature not
' i i . % t 1 8 1816 is ¢ € flature as offered b 1deahst 18 . 1 + e X
. . ; 011' I ot implest ut 1n her 5 e ;
Eterm T con ‘SI on with other anl B her lowest and 51. P . b : tgh Natndr mhso t’
ar:;u 3 .c OSIC]1 e lou ) our fe-Iigious -e'910ped manifestation. As oppo ed fOt iateurar :Il
‘ l : i S OWr jou* lism which is the more propet mode of the in preta-
i iC 5 : n UnCOﬂSClO o a )
Dtodu(;ed are

laining away her
RN this lori gin and WIT -téiOIl of nature, explains r(laturem:zs b:sszOHSCious e
L .unconscious activity of the Jil E’e§t and highest produ‘ctf e.g&mt Citetny iR 1
We haye ¢ slecuvlt Of Teligion je. the truth ol f’l?emg,‘but by recogmsmg1 e A A
I'JrojectiOn-o OW tha B le., t ala 3 offéssential to man must also
Justifieq |, s“F)J'ectiVe glous postulate

i and valueless,
jpftiniverse, if it were totally meamnglessthe L S
; things ke Pt fWilie ideas, but g al’f’mducg beings (i.e., man) Whered appreciation of
- " i, . g istic i ition an
asplratigns . Other o snterpretation of the altf?haractenstm iy
I0oted and e 1o » that our humaﬂ.

t
it ese values must,
bﬁesthetic, moral and religious values‘fi?ngs and express
feams of imagi“atlon fi therefore, belong to the real order o

. . f

i i al constitution O

‘. & € Very heart of reality’ ] g Something real and fundamentzfl 12 t}:; :eworld i
. : y

Nature ¢ th ¥in may OW that the values of 851' the world itself. Man is organic

es must have
The dise wprld, ut epresent something ‘him birth, and therefore man’s w;rrf f::t:;::h R
i an integral place in the whole sys b i b
Problem in Ward’s % o PhYSical world fall alike. The caufsavalues it e
; thesis in this co?” aﬂj JSCiemiSts deal and the world d religious values are
At or product of natif 4 Judgments of aesthetic, moral an reality. God is 2
" Purpoge or law of its ? Ji€oncerned, are aspects of the sa:l i find that religion has
bjecti\, €void of objective statU'S’id' icomFrxon ground of both. WF; t :tse m of reality. Herein
R the 0 of ngeygs, The Sylf®n integral place in the coal syt
devely P aining Rt that it hod of 81‘%155‘.‘ 1es the truth or objectivity of
24 by the lessthe igher bys t:: tllwer, of
deVeloped' by reducing th

usli,lt)n of the
: Se :
Nature h;: altogeth?:nclpa
our cherigq e
no baSis in the &IUeS
aturalisp, 1i so
Consists

4
|
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s‘elf-communicative. Truth is not a man-made convention. It
an apprehension of reality, which impresses us with its

RELIGI s
ON AND PROBLEM oF KNOWLFﬁti‘anscendent objectivity. It comes to us with all the force

.The problem of k D'f something given, though its givenness has for its
:.pl.nIoSOth Religi Sowledge in jts bearing ®orrelative receptiveness which achieves response on our
infallib]e and ﬁna(lm‘ @ No man can claim ©%Bart. An idea *‘works” because it is true, itis not true
©Xperience ;o aIWays%nowledge of the world. E%Because it “works.” ‘ .

'S eXperience. 'Ncomplete 4pq grows ever m8 (e) Is the organ of religious knowledge then 1dent1ca1
there i always hOt' only is knowledge incomP®With that of scientific and philosophical knowledge ? Or,
' i kior actual error and illusi?® 3;0 we come to know God in a different way ? Here we

Most a55 ) ;
MIE i . 3 : ili 1 een faith
€8, belies - g behefs seems incapable of are brought up against the familiar anti-thesis betw

eXterna] lves And reason
St i world - otherse - : ;
3bsurg, It mys eorehcaHY plau (1) It may be said that there are two kinds of knowledge.

; !
sible though P4
mat the *sy, e in mind that the more & dirstly, the matter-of-fact knowledge of the world around us
atics) 4bjec . Mwhi : ; i N 1 sciences.
s t : . MWhich ctions in the Natura
but fing]jy € More under discussion, (e.g+* comes to its perfe

€asy js . Seco B ical acquaintance gained by
of IS it to arrive at greater cer ndly, there is the practic . q

no iy s Ayt -
Nayy Wledge s g; . jth#*rberience and aided by sympathetic intuition, as exemplified
€ of th, . difficult to attain WIER : h Religious

(h) Of the ultimg ¢, Realit hich meﬂr'j‘ the relation of friends to one another. :

: i 1 ) : ; -
oup Nce ¢ Verse i its conc £ { 1w1 1ess* Nowledge is of the latter kind. It is not the mformatlo_n
: ere ; re el B _ . - i
3 attityq WSRSS e, ¢ e fcibout God acquired by a strict process of induction. It is
royng - Wards Or reversed agnos

A es ‘A:Cquaintance with God.

IS Certy; fanscepn, terleag .. istic.

of o eVersP_d agno a:ln IuCid ] dent mys o pﬂ?‘ (11) Yet the two types of knowledge are not antagC')HIS"S;:
a © fact  UCisy cons; folecee #there is no clear-cut division between them. Scientific
“Sllage are L3 the SISts in the humble ¢ :

¢ A .
Megp; Made,. | °SOUrce ugh? Hnawledge implies faith and faith implies some amount of
tis dlng O g “uate 0 > of human thotruf]’r‘atio‘:ination There is an element of faith in reason and
e e ' : !
A Oubtfy & e;leﬁ"abl s XDPress all the g™ element of reason in faith. The value judgments of
Mo s Relj: °f that over-rules @ f‘t‘eﬁgious experience must unite harmoniously with the fact-

: thriy., -

Simp] Ive § giop et ' _

- p e noon‘da n Wor ] al’ly mOre than po tﬂludgments Of Secular and Scientlﬁc experlence, to come to
orld Which y tI‘anS

i el Bl 1 7 :
1 Tp: Was a]p i Parenq, o‘f:h had been .red!'JC ab!i: ph.l‘l.()SOph;cal world view. S
a8 val; his e, 1ght the multiplicatio® i (iii) We must not ignore the fact, however, tla
au.i 8 i thatw 10 shade, «I,lllmty of knowledge is a unity-in-difference. Reality has

as j¢ 8oeg. O Mot know all our K7 ,ﬂlany strata. Each new level demands a new category
frangly e Now] i C"‘-'rtain:._3 OreFiC uncertaiﬂ't y’t; er’:il};i ch is not relevant to the lower levels. So the :}:edg;;:z
e o R e o A e it o

S impj; ® of it T iImpossible €L complexity. Each is valid within i
= an 0 ideqs sooner O late'cb !
0 jeCtim: s M, IS, Whl |
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the Way ?QUate clue to reality z whole d
: S of knoy 8 are not ope ab;: n:;?y, v RELIGION : SUBJECTIVE OR OBJECTIY,
foWing mys¢ ccalesce in onme ¥

edge is to be ad
tI'UQ“'

of h I ap i :
T XDerience o Ategral place in the whole®]

Ce correg
the difforep, . -onds to

9. 15
'S religiop
Oes TEIigi()n

. Eccenp :
SatleaCti‘)nt o Indjy,

an A €5te
d Socig] criticig
m

of k
now]|

1

O.Hlentary fe
dua]s,

|
|
Whole hierarchy taken &

-~

Thus WH The term ‘subjective’ n?e'ans something whic?‘h‘ isl'priviati
what e b {0 an individual. Subjectivity of knowledge implies tha
really want t0 the knowledge changes from person to person. It is variable
nature In this sense colour, taste, smell, sorrow,
1 e 110t trying ey o !appiness etc. are said to be subjective. Thus what is 'blue
oS E%hty » We want to kno¥ ¥ one may be green to another. Knowledge (.)f happ{ness
Perlence cohere with one.a:.f mine is different from the knowledge of tke ha}ppmess
ol The part that 5t others. Similarly, my knowledge of sorrow varies fr?m
M Fhole s ¢he part about;:ile knowledge of sorrow in others. Thus all such 5ub]i.3ctwe
e 2UP% This does not ma.“:noﬂedge is particular and variible in nature. But in t.he
Satisfaction we deri¥® sase of objective knowledge, it is different. Objective
eling, nor is it afee.ﬂnowledge is that which is universally grasped by a‘hll tn;iz
It is a permanent a8 }\hke, e.g. knowledge of fire. Every body knows tha

i : becomes
d : ie"burn ] -versal attitude, knowledge i
and growing expef® 8UIns. From this unive

Le

repeate

of Somethi ¥, exDErienCe g _I{bjective_

1§

13

ad nlo iect: : ¢ : igion i jective in nature
ealty, COnt.aCt Wi tsubjective, It is an ex? . Some people think that religion is subj

‘ : differ from
a self.r : elf-€%"and reljoj - os and conception of God etc. difieT
: evealing, s g gious rites hoos an Aoty o

1S w m to

a e “man t es not seem 3
Derj Y that we com G"ﬂd Cyliecgiga (8 bjectivity of religious
45 ®Nce s one way of KOO UNiversality. In favour Of the subj e

. 1

Mbeid" begause it i5 G knowledge three fundamental arguments amongs s
Hence ¢ taken into consideration. Firstly, 1t1s said that a 1
There are some peopie
hers who do not.
be objective in

qually accepted

M this world are not religious.
Who believe in God and there are some ot
Eﬂence it is obvious that religion can not
‘ . e 5
Dature, because what is objective must be
by all,

- . . . = D

Again, the nature of religion varies from .natlo-n :1

.l?ation and from person to person. Theists believe mlt e

' : es
€xistence of God. But they differ among themsew

| -
Iiegardi“g the nature of God. For example, the Muslims,

|
|
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Hindus ang Chris

Iites apd activitie
of God

Varies

i . Lastly, feeling may be predominant in religion but it
Yans differ in their respective

joes not mean that it is the sole constituent factor of
_ B Even in the same societyil ]
varies from P

iigion. In religious experience there is‘ thinking as well
L e ®ISON to person, So, knowk Jwiuing. Religion is-ratiocilugtive (Ra?oc;i);h:iasoizz
Universg] o, obje;?n 0 Der.son can not .be retirﬁ: rely a matter, of feeling but it also inclu
DO ; Ve, rather it is subjective in na :Per.:ts of a man’s nat.ure. SRS
of fee ing Tally helqg that religion is essentiallyah .As‘man is a rational being 15 is.an SR
. it is subjective in nature. Fﬂf'ﬂa itation, and also‘ knows tl;a:iet ;rgnite R
it a's s Siective or univeﬁﬂl “l‘cfue‘:t e Thlsf Slfnsz Son of man. Thus every man
Person, g . 9t cf ming which differs from P | ever'y facult'y.o the rea il e
h i It can o Le objective iversal iﬂflpoﬁ‘-ntlally religious. Consequently,
i e or un

i i ig1 i 1 and objective.
religi jediculty in accepting religion as universa
UNiverga] ik Owledg ligioys knowled ge to be obff pting
Ini g e. |
View : es il
Firsyy,, it eo Jectiyity of religion. ’5 i
OUtyyq e 't Can e sai o SQIOUSNE
man gy ligio they 126 though human bein& RELIGIOUS CON
\ d ratig ey fara : igious ‘ o AL
hlmself enf}al Wimg] e Potentially rellgsoniﬂ 8 Th. religious consciousness is that uhxch;] i i
only i 5 tally Teligin =¥ faculty of rela o st-'!i religious state of mind. In other words, pe 473
3 - % ligi o ind i it 1s kn
tranSCend . of the face th € are rationa X pofhglous thought grows in our mind in any forml; s
nd OUrge], 2 boy b At we have in ust [id”the state of religious consciousness. The r
be tp “Mithye o OUC narpgo individusliéel

ieinal; i ense
ic ] Phscioysness may also be regarded as ormnal,'m 1":1;: i = is:
tSOme Seemg to lie beyond u':ﬂgdt it is not an accidental feature of man's l1 ot
‘Canp eI in th DEQDIE are ble of showl ﬂ:li i F iRl il
Otworko e for capable o glctent in the very essence

igi i i61 nsciousness
.IIOE religious ut them_ ‘I'EIIQIOLIS men and somthémonal being. It is through the religious co

t ] . that which is
S lnhep, fom ¢ . - 't does not prove th? fat e can enter into communion w1th' e
te thae . S ¢ fol] ) nd" | y i This universal, objective
nd Objective S| Doter: S that religious niﬁ}VEIsal, objective and infinite. 1S e o
Seco ) Atally Present, so it 13 1?1 Infinite entity is known as a Sup?f‘;la ;c A
3 . . sthe 3
Coung, 1t aiy y 1Ver Dossessing the highest moral and % sness is peculiar
i A i ‘ : ig1 10u
o Bons gige M98y R s igeas i Psyehological state of religious conse
thoygy, SEifromes - Dersg, But SUpra-rational T
to Son. . 4 ' e finite wit
This Comhe feree Wit}?e AMothe,. iier::Zeir co’ 1REhgion is defined as the communion c'af ‘theling' such a
ni o h S . p @ Infinite, Tt s generally thought that in :
on o tact, dNothe mmo? ¢ L thought asa
‘ h ri rina co Py S L e
the Ver Consists ip the closest K on with Divine is p
|

Minite, Tpis com™

|
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proce:s implj BT ould be on the same level ; one would have as much
form of th:ugegtat:mtmmo.n_‘)fSelf and not-self, yet T‘,;JStiﬁcation as the other. As such religion would be a
broken down i :[:] Oppc?stngn between self and .noﬁl tter of individual fancy and feelings and the objective
. © Spiritual affinity of the finl® Raracter of religion would go.

This spir; . the ;
spiri of A b At 4 ik
Piritual consciousness . Moreover if religion is relation between the human spirit

| : _‘rn[?::: of controversy with t.he tt ol d the Divine, then feeling cannot be a bridge between the
of feeling and place jglie o who emphaslse. %0 ; for that side of our nature, the characteristic of which
Others wh, give the ;he essence of Religion in1% to bz individual, pactial, variable and accidental—cannot
i etsi:}c: IOf Pride to thou-gh.t of :no Elth'at wh.ich corresponds to or ‘is capable {.)f e.nteriflg into
€ essence of relig; Y Stres.s on activity, & ;05‘ atmﬂ_ with an object, the very idea of which is universal,

Z}:les centered roung thgelous consciousness. The l;r i ole, immutable and necessary. |
‘sclousnesS. question of the naturé ® 8 The abo ve considerations had obviously led to the

ezcll?sivtehle first place, it i hat re'ggcluSioﬂ that the essence of religion lies in kn?wledge or
and o 4 matter of § s fE.lalntfau%ed tha ] lu_ght. The rationalists of the 18t.h.Century in Englar.ld
O brajp, eeling j.e. it is a matte l,-’}d In France placed the core of religious consciousness in

the Divine eelevati0: Ozd:;lcates of th'iS'Vie“'t;: ﬂi‘zllight. Religion must indeed be. a thing of til‘e. hearf;
and thye this is & l_luman spirit t0 A 'ugb_ ng') but in order to elevate it from.the' re 1g103 c;

I8 not , h ¢ i nitep()ss‘ble only throug | 3 ;:ct“”e_ caprice, we must appeal to an ob]ect;ve ;Fan ireci

under. : O.n the other haﬂho g{éppr Which entel.'s tI.le heart must also be Iscer

Canngy mak S, Proposit; Standing or Jogical ° g O.VEd_) by the intelligence to be true. ‘It must be seen
imeeliS ete,, and scientific ; o "3VIng in its own nature a right to dominate feeling and

e
Many ;. One ;
l“1t rel; 10U+ 1S 0 i i é .
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i 1 idence
The next objection is that this argument is an e\'rlfi &
: Amhropomotphism and is therefore, illegitimate.
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escartes and Berkeley believe
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