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Guerriere: What is the truth proper to religion and why? Flesh this out with the issues of the 
essence of religion, the essence of religious truth, religious truth and nontruth, and religious truth 
and untruth? Why can’t we start with speculative questions and arguments but must begin with 
phenomenology? What are the ways religion can be false (falsity for religion, falsity in religion, 
falsity of religion)? Why is most religion not genuine even though all religion has a genuine 
source? If most people are not truly religious, what do you think they are doing? What can you 
draw from Russon or any other source to explain this? What does the truth proper to religion come 
down to? Why are atheism and agnosticism not possible views to hold? What has love got to do 
with religion? (3-5 pages) 
 

What is the truth to religion? i

Guerriere explains the issue by the articulation of the essence of religion.  First, Religion as 

remedy: The reason of religion’s existence and its universality is that it provides answers to the 

most fundamental existential question: can we reach our selfhood, our Being? The only reason to 

anything, he argues is to be our Being. And this effort is undermined by the “evil that we undertake, 

evil suffered and evil done.” The evil is, he points out, essentially the “aggression against our 

possibility to grow”. And this is where Religion arises, “if human beings cannot remedy their own 

condition of iniquity, they can only hope others will do it for them.” Guerriere’s arguments are very 

similar to Russon’s theory of human self-transcendence and therapeutic nature of religion. The evil 

in Guerriere’s article can be interpreted as a form of neurosis according to Russon, while the 

remedy in Guerriere’s article can be interpreted as the therapy and philosophy in Russon’s theory. 

Second, experience of the salvational power: by using largely the same vocabulary shared by Miller 

and Eliade, Guerrier introduces what is essentially the same concept of “the sacred” and “the 

wonder”. We will not elaborate here. 

 “It’s not easy to attain”, Guerriere says in the conclusion of 

“The Truth, the Nontruth, and the Untruth Proper to Religion”. But he points out: it lies between the 

untruth for religion and in religion and beyond the untruth of religion. We will discuss them in the 

following paragraphs. 

The above two segments lead to the next chapter, Essence of Religious Truth, a 

phenomenological analysis, in which Guerrierer explicate simply as “a mode of manifestation or 

manifestness.” He uses Heidegger’s words to summarize it: “truth is manifestness (aletheia)” – the 

unconcealment. The key to understand aleitheia is the process, as Husserl says “the process from 

concealment to revealment is precisely truth, or perhaps better, truthing”. In brief, “truth” is to be 

understood primarily as a process, secondarily as the “stable acquisition”. Thus the fundamental 

truth of religion is the experience of salvation and the complications of the experience. “Truth is 

manifestation, and fundamental religious truth is the manifestation of a power that would resolve 

Comment [DP1]: Also as a rupture of wholeness, 
of our world, that we then respond to by flight or 
deflection, domination, denial of anything sacred, 
anything ethical, and other forms of self-deception to 
not come face to face with our deep vulnerability, 
our iniquity in the face of the ethical demand that 
every “other” who seeks to be presents to us. 

Comment [DP2]: But this could have been an 
opportunity to show the difference between 
Guerriere’s and Russon’s sense of the sacred.  For 
Guerriere can only be salvational from outside, from 
a salvational power, that as Miller says, is an 
Absolute Other (but not the metaphysical God most 
people say they believe in).  Russon’s view, in 
contrast, is more like the Buddhist conception of 
salvation: that it can come from within the individual 
within an intersubjective context and support. The 
arising of universal love or compassion is a kind of 
transformation in both cases, but for Russon it can 
arise in breakthrough cognitive or critical 
realizations that can then be used to rehabituate the 
heart, our way of being in the world and therefore 
redirects our behavior such that we become ethical in 
our stance toward others without it being imposed by 
outside rules or by a salvational power.  It is a 
salvational power, but not an Absolute Other. For 
Russon  rather, that power is inherent in the 
emancipator potential that is at the core of our erotic-
linguistic co-creative (inter-subjective) nature. 

Comment [DP3]: Explain 

Comment [DP4]: Explain.  This means the 
symbols, myths, tradition, theology, etc., that comes 
after such a founding experience (and of course, that 
kind of experience can be recapitulated within the 
tradition, though it typically is not, but is rather 
believed in rather than experienced). 
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the fundamental existential problem.” On top of this fundamental truth, there are also other 

derivative truths: the manifestive power of the original announcement or proclamation of the 

salvational experience, the manifestive power of tradition, and manifestive power of theological 

reflection. In conclusion, Guerriere reiterates that there is only one criterion for truth – experience, 

and in the case of religion – the salvational experience.  

The question of Nontruth in religion is the “question of limitations and the degrees of the 

truth”. The limitations refer to the limitations of manifestness appears: First, every symbol “is such 

only in contrast to that which surrounds it” – the truth defines itself within nontruth. Secondly, 

“every symbol is such only as the manifestation of a covert power in, as, and through the overt 

phenomenon. Thirdly, every symbol is such only as the manifestation of a power that hides himself. 

Guerriere summarizes the three nontruth of religion as the profane, the overt and the lethe. 

Contrary to the truth of religion is the religious falsity – the untruth. There are three kinds of 

untruth: falsity for religion – a function of the degrees of truth (manifestness); falsity in religion – a 

function of the limitation or finitude of manifestness; falsity in religion is a function of the 

possibility of manifestness itself.  

Falsity for religion is a misapprehension of the degree of truth in experience; it arises when 

“human person adopts an uncritical response toward what is manifest in his experience. For 

example, one can lose distinction of the sacred and profane and takes the profane as if it were 

sacred; one can also over-interpret or under-interpret the overt; one might be uncritical in regard to 

the adequacy of the manifestation of the lethe. Guerriere concludes that religious truth is not easy to 

secure since it always lies between “fetishism and infidelity, between idolatry and impiety, between 

presumption and laxity.”  

Falsity in religion arises in the function of the finitude of the truth. Untruth is the failure to 

recognize the limits of truth. Falsity may lie in the archaic experience itself, in the proclamation of 

the experience, in the tradition of the proclamation, or in the theology of the tradition.  

Falsity of Religion lies in two scenarios: one, religion in general maybe untrue – the 

experience of salvation could be an illusion; the proclamation could be a fraud; the tradition could 

be superstition; Theology could be mystification. Two, does god exist? The problem with the latter 

is that “an argument for God that starts outside experience can never conclude to its content. Only 

an experiencing can reach in a factual way, an experienced.” 

Guerriere’s arguments leave only two possible positions: theism (affirms an experiential 

God) and nontheism (indicates lack of an experience thus absence of an affirmation).  

Comment [DP5]: OK.  Good.  This explains 
what I noted above. 

Comment [DP6]: At some point, perhaps below, 
you will or you need to say what this is: a 
transformational experience where one is made new, 
iniquity or selfishness is erased (or made peripheral), 
one is free “to be” and this manifests itself in one’s 
relation to all others. 

Comment [DP7]: OK, but you could add a few 
lines clarifying what fetishism, etc., are and how 
they show up in experience (and that most of what 
parades itself as religion is one or more of these, i.e., 
isn’t truly religious at all, but manifestations of ego 
or self-centeredness). 
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At the end of the chapter, Guerriere concludes that in its simplest, religion is – given 

interpretation of the relevant symbols – the life lives as if love and not evil were invincible. And this 

is why many who profess a religion may be falsely religious and those who do not may be truthfully 

religious. This is true. Since it’s so difficult to discern the truth proper to religion, one could easily 

get lost in the untruth of religion. On the other hand, philosophy inquiry provides a way for the 

nonreligious to connect with the sacred and the “homo religiosus” self, to be enlightened in the 

throe of wonder and the salvational experience, which is, ironically, at the core of any religion. 

Grade: A- 

Good work! 
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Comment [DP8]: Love/compassion that arise 
from genuine humility are at the center of all true 
religion, though ironically a great many people who 
consider themselves religious are among the most 
arrogant, inhumane, unloving.  There is no real 
transformation of the heart, regardless of what overt 
behavior they engage in to convince themselves and 
others of the contrary. 
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