bold—too bold?—speculative ventures in the field of reli-
¢gious thought.

In these ways the philosophy of religion, of which fash-
ionable philosophers fought very shy about twenty yvears
azo, has become avain one of the liveliest interests of

. - . - . . s
philosophers. It is of considerable significance also that

come of the major themes of contemporary fiction, in-
cluding those which seem to have little overtly to do with
religion, are found to bear closely on aspecets of religion
which have most importance for the philosophy of religion,
In the blend of new philosophical investizations of reli-
gion, sharpened in the challenge and discipline of tough-
minded philosophy, and a perceptive understanding of con-
temporary cultures (in their limitations as well as in their
achievements) in other regards mav be found a means of
genmiine advance in the life of religion itsell which will en-
able it to have its place effectively in the sophistications of
a developing culture and rapidly changing state of socicty.
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H. D. LEwIs

PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION, PROBLEMS OF.

The term “philosophy of religion” is a relative newcomer to
the philosophical lexicon, but what is now so designated is
as old as philosophy itself. One of the earliest spurs to philo-
sophical reflection, in ancient Greece and clsewhere, was
the emergence of doubts concerning the religious tradi-
tion; and religious beliefs and conceptions have always
formed much of the staple of philosophical discussion.

If one surveys the various things philosophers have done
in thinking about religion, it is difficult to find any unifying
thread other than the fact that they all spring from
reflection on religion. Philosophy of religion is occupied to
a large extent with the consideration of reasons for and
against various fundamental religious beliefy, particularly
the various arguments for the@ Tstence of G()EI JBut we
find many other matters treated in books that are recarded
as being within the philosophy of religion. These include
the nature and significance of religious experience, the na-
ture of religion, the relation between relivion and science,
mre]igious faith as a mode of belief and/or
awareness, the nature of revelation and its relation to the
results of human experience and reflection, the place of re-
ligion in human culture as a whole, the logical analvsis of
refigious language, the nature and significance of religinus
syMossibihhes for reconstructing religion
along relatively nontradifional lines.

Central aim. Some justification can be found for group-
ing all these topics under the heading “philosophy of
religion” if we view them all as growing out of a single
enterprise, the rational scrutiny of the claims of religion—
the critical examination of these claims in the livht of
whatever considerations are relevant—with a view to mak-
ing a reasonable response to them. A highly developed
religion presents us with a number of important claims on
our belief, our conduct, our attitudes and feelings. It gives
answers to questions concerning the ultimate source of
things, the ;z'(Weranf torces In the cosmos, the ultimate
purpose(s) ot the universe, and the place ol man 7 this
scheme. It {glls U5 what 4 supreme bemng 1s like, what
demands he mdkes on men, and how one can et in touch
with him. It offers a diagnosis of human ills, and ¢ lays
down a “way of salvation” that, if followed, will provide a
way to remedy these ills and satisTy man s deopest neods.
AlTRS TS Very 1mportant, 17 the claims of a given religion
on these points are justified, discovering this is a matter of
the greatest moment. At bottom the philosophy of religion
is the enterprise of subjecting such claims to mtional criti-
cism.

It is worth noting that such claims are not made by reli-
gion in general but by particular religions exclusively and
that although generally we can find claims of all these sorts
in any given religion, the specific content will differ wide-
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ly from one religion to another. This will have important
consequences for the direction taken by the philosophiz-
ing that arises in response to each religion. This article is
largely concerned with the Western tradition, and thus the
philosophy of religion represented has grown out of con-
cern with some aspect of the Judaeo-Christian tradition,
either through support or opposition. Philosophical
reflection on a very different religious tradition will give
rise to different preoccupations. Thus, Western philoso-
phers, unlike their Indian counterparts, are much con-
cerned with arZuments for and against the existence of a
supreme persona ety amtwith whelher or not the oc¢-
currence of miracles is compatible with the xeion of natiural
law. However, in a religious tradition like the Hindu or the
Buddhist, which does not feature the notion of a supreme
personal deity who has active personal dealings with his
creatures, these problems do not arise. Philosophers in
such a tradition, by contrast, will be concerned with trying
to clarify the relation of a supreme ineffable One to the
various things in the world that constitute its manifesta-
tions _and with considering arguments for the ultimate
unreality of the empirical world. There is, however,
enough in common among ditferent religions to insure that
all philosophy of religion will be directed to recognizably
identical problems, though in very different forms. (See
RELIGION for a discussion of common characteristics.)
Philosophers have raised critical questions about the
justifiability and vaive of religious beliefs, rites, moral
attitudes, and modes of experience. However, philoso-
phers have largely focused their critical powers on the
doctrinal (belief) side of religion. This selectivity might be
attributed to an occupational bias for the intellectual, but
there is a real justification for it. If our basic interest is in
questions of justifiability, then it is natural that we should
concentrate on the belief side of religion, for the justifica-
tion of any other element ultimately rests on the justi-
fication of some belief or beliefs. If one asks a Roman
Catholic why he goes to Mass, or what the value is of so
doing, he would, if he knew what he was about, appeal to
certain basic beliefs of his religion: that the universe, and
all its constituents, owes its existence to and depends for
its ultimate fate on a supreme personal being, God; that
man inevitably fails to live up to the moral requirements
God lays down for him: that God became a man in the
person of Jesus of Nazareth and suffered death in order to
save man from the fatal consequences of his sinfulness;
that as a part of a program designed to enable men to
benefit from this, God has ordained that they should par-
ticipate in the rite of the Mass, in which, in some mysteri-
ous way, they actually incorporate the body and blood of
Jesus and so partake of the salvation effected through him,
The ritual, as conceived by the participants, is a reasonable
thing to do if and only if these beliefs are justified.
However, the attention of philosophers is generally
more narrowly concentrated than this. Not all the beliefs of
a given religion, not even all the beliefs considered crucial
by that religion, receive equal attention. In works on the
philosophy of religion, one finds little discussion of rela-
tively special doctrines that are peculiar to a given reli-
gion, such as the virgin birth of Jesus, the divine mission
of the church, or the special status of the priesthood, how-

ever important these doctrines may be for the religion in
question. Instead, attention is focused primarily on what
might be called the metaphysical background of the doc-
trinal system, the world view of the religion—the view of
the ultimate source and nature of the universe: the nature
of man; man’s place in the universe: the end to which man
is, or should be, tending; and so on. This preferential
treatment is partly due to a desire to make philosophical
discussions relevant to more than one religion; for exam-
ple, roughly the same world view underlies Judaism,
Christianity, and Islam. Tt is also partly due to a conviction
that philosophical reflection will yield definite results only
with respect to the more general aspects of a religious
outlook. Very few philosophers have supposed that one
can establish the virgin birth hy philosophical argument.

It might also be argued that if we abstract from commit-
ment to any particular religion, the world-view aspect of
religion is the most undeniably significant one Without
presupposing some particular religious beliefs, it would be
difficult to show that the acceptance of elaborate theolog-
ical dogmas like that of the Trinity, or participation in rites,
or singling out certain objects as sacred is an essential part
of a fully human life. However, it can be argued on the
basis of facts concerning the nature of man and the condi-
tions of human life that human beings have a deep-seated
need to form some general picture of the total Universe
which they live, in_order to be able to relate their own
fr&g_nlentary activities to the universe as a whole in a way
meaningiul to them; and that a lifc in_which this 1s not
carrted through is a life impoverished in a most significant
respect. This would seem to be an aspect of religion that is
important on any religious position; and so it seems fitting
that it should be at the center of the picture in a general
phiTosophical treatment of relivion

Other investigations and the central aim. In pre-
senting, defending, and criticizing arguments for and
against such fundamental beliefs as the cxistence of a
supreme personal deijty, the immortality of the human
personality, and the direction of the universe toward the
realization of a cerain purpose, philosophers are directly
engaged 1n critical” evaluation. The other major topics
listed at the beginning of this article do not have exactly
this status, but they are all directly relevant to rational
criticism of fundamental religious beliefs. In order to con-
duct a systematic scrutiny of such beliefs, one must start
with an adequate conception of the nature and range of
religion, so that he can be sure that he is dealing with
genuine religious beliefs and with those which are most
fundamenta! for religion, and so that he will not be unduly
limited by the particular interests with which he starts.

Moreover, one needs an adequate understanding of the
nature of religious belief in order to flter out irrelevant
considerations and arguments. The charge of irrelevancy
has been most trenchantly leveled against the traditional
enterprise of presenting metaphysical arguments for the
existence of God by Sgren Kierkegaard, who maintained
that anyone who tries to give an argument for the existence
of God thereby shows that he has misunderstood the spe-
cial character of relizious belief Whether or not such
charges are justified, the mere fact that they can be made
with any plausibility shows that it is incumbent on the
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philosopher of religion to look into the character of reli-
gious faith and to try to determine its similarities to and
differences from other modes of belief; for example, those
in everyday life and in science. With an increasing realiza-
tion of the way in which thought and belief are shaped by
langnage, this kind of investigation has increasingly taken
the form of an inquiry into the type of utterances that ex-
press religious Deliel, an attempt to muke explicit the logic,
of religious discourse—the special ways in which terms are
used in religious utterarices, the logical relations Detween

Lyr‘/.reﬂgious stalements themselves and between religious
B

¥

tatements and statements in other areas of discourse, the
extent to which religious statements are to be construed as
.expressive of feelings or attitudes or as directions to action,
rather than as factual claims. Also, an appreciation of the
extent to which language is used symbolically in religion
can easily lead to a general concern with the nature and
function of religious symbolism.

All the concerns listed thus far involve investigation of
the relation of religion to other segments of human culture,
such as science, art, and Nterature. The question of the

(/Mlution of science and religion has a special importance

$our’
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for one who is critically examining religious beliefs in our
society, For the last few hundred years the main chal-
lenges to religious doctrine in Western society have been
made in the name of science. With respect to many seg-
ments of science, from Copernican astronomy through
Darwinian biology to Freudian psychology, it has been
claimed that certain scientific discoveries disprove, or at
least seriously weaken, certain basic religious doctrines.
Discussions of whether this ever does, or can, happen—
and if so, what is to be done about it—have bulked large in
works on philosophy of religion.

Philosophers of religion also investigate the nature of
religious experiences because it is often claimed that such
experiences provide direct warrant for the existence of
God, or of other objects of religious worship. One is natu-
rally led into a survey of the types of religious experience
and into questions of their psychological bases. Finally, if
a philosopher has decided that the basic beliefs of the
traditional religion(s) of his society are unacceptable, he is
naturally faced with the question of what to do about it. If
he feels that religion is a crucially important aspect of
human life, he will want to find some way of preserving
religious functions in a new form. Hence, naturalistic
philosophers, who reject the supernaturalistic beliefs of
our religious tradition, sometimes attempt to sketch the
outlines of a religion constructed on naturalistic lines. This
will usually involve the substitution of some component(s)
or aspect(s) of the natural world for the supernatural deity
of the Judaeo-Christian tradition. This may be Humanity
(Comte), human ideals (Dewey), those natural processes
which make a contribution to the realization of the greatest
good (H. N. Wieman), or some combination of these,

Relations to other disciplines. The philosophy of reli-
gion is distinguished from theology and from sciences
dedling with religion (sucCh a3 psychology of religion and
satiology of religion) in opposite wavs. It is distinguished

m theology by the fact that it takes nothing for granted,
atteastothing Tetigious; i the course of 1t examination
it takes the liberty of calling anything into question_ The-
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ology, in a narrow sense of that term, sets out to articulate
thebetiels of a given religion and to put them into system-
atic—order;"without_ever raising fhe ulhimate question ol
their truth. The philosophy of religion is distinguished
from sciences of religion by the fact that it is addressed to
questions of value and justification and tries to arrive at
some sort of judgment on religious claims. The psychology
of religion—for instance, when pursuing strﬁictly psycho-
1ogimm"&mﬁg;?ttfai‘é;rl'eligi<7lls beliefs, attitudes, and
experiences as 5o many facts, which it tries to describe and
explain, with out_attempting.to—pass—udgment on_their
Thve truth, rat i ance.

The philosophy of religion, conceived of as an attempt to
carry out a rational scrutiny of the claims made by a gjven
religion, will always start from concern with some particu-
lar Teligion or type of religion and will basically aim at g
judgment of that religion. Tt certainly is historically accurate
to think of philosophy of religion as arising in this way and,
furthermore, it may be taken as its common and most basic
form. However, it is also possible for a philosopher to con-
cern himself directly with the fundamental issues involved
in the relig oS cIaTms {0 question—the ultimate source of
things, the destiny of man, and cosmic purpose, for exam-
ple—without approaching them through the consideration
of answers given to these questions by some organized
religion. Spinoza’s Ethics is an outstanding example of this
kind of investigation. Other examples are Samuel Alexan-
der’s Space, Time and Deity (2 vols., London, 1920} and
Henri Bergson’s L' Evolution créatrice (Creative Evolution,
New York, 1911). Whether we call philosophizing of this
kind philosophy of religion is not important, but it is impor-
tant to realize that these questions can be considered
outside the context in which we are explicitly concerned
with religion as such.

Various approaches. One should not suppose that every
philosopher of religion concerns himself with the whole
ranZe of problems. On the contrary, a given philosopher
will usually restrict his attention because of his special
interests, his conception of religion, and/or his general
philosophical position. The second and third of these
factors deserve further notice. Concerning the second, the
types of problems that a given philosopher emphasizes will
sometimes be influenced by the particular aspect of reli-
gion he regards as essential. Thus, the concentration on
problems connected with religious belief in traditional
philosophy of religion is partly due to the fact that most
philosophers of religion have thought of religion primarily
as a kind of belief (although this may, in fact, be less im-
portant than other factors), W. T. Stace in Time and Eter-
nity, for example, considers mystical experience to be the
essence of religion. Stace concentrated his main efforts on
interpreting and justifying religious doctrine conceived as
basically an expression of mystical experience. On the
other hand, Kierkegaard thought of religion as basically a
matter of an individual maintaining a certain general
stance in life, and he devoted himself to an elaborate de-
scription of a variety of such stances, combined with indi-
rect recommendations of one of these; he rarely mentioned
any of the problems customarily discussed by philosophers
of religion.

The operation of the third factor, the individual’s philo-
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premises that are not themselves religious doctrines and
thaf, it is assumed, any rcasonable man would accept. In
other words, they attempt to support religious beliel by
resting it on nonrcligious premises, A smaller but still /3
conSiderabreprouD regards religious belief as not needmg\j

sophical position, is more apparent and, perhaps, more
powerful. A few examples, selected more or less at ran-
dom, will be helpful. Philosophers who are primarily spec-
ulative metaphysicians—Plato, Aquinas, Leibniz, Hegel,
an hitehead—naturally take very seriously the enter-

prise of constructing metaphysical arguments for or against
the existence of God, whereas predominantly antimeta-
physical philosophers—Hume, Kant, and Dewey—will
either criticize such arguments or, as is more common in
recent times, ignore them altogether. Those who subscribe
to the thesis that the only proper job of philosophy is the
analysis (clarification) of concepts will observe the appro-
priate restrictions when and if they turn their attention to
religion. There is a great deal of work of this kind to be
done with the concepts of God, creation, revelation, faith,
and miracle, to name a few. Traditionally this has been
done in connection with attempts to reach substantive
conclusions on the existence of God, immortality, and
other major issues, but if one thinks that conclusions on
such matters cannot be attained by philosophical reflection,
as analytic philosophers do, he may still seek to make
explicit the concepts involved in religious belief. Such
philosophizing will regard itself as a humble servant of
theology or of more ordinary religious belief and will pre-
tend to no judicial functions, except where it locates inter-
nal confusions or inconsistencies.

The influence of philosophical orientation is clearly ex-
emplified in naturalistic philosophers, who generally rule
out all supernituralism on the basis of their general philo-
sophical position, without giving particular supernaturalis-
tic bettefs—mydermttedt—examiimation, Naturalists devote
theTr eénergies to revising religious belief and practice so
that they will be acceptable within a naturalistic framework.

Finally, one may consider Hegel, who devoted his lec-
tures on the philosophy of religion to demonstrating a
dialectical progression in the history of religion. This
reflected Hegel’s basic philosophical conviction that real-
ity consists of the process of the Absolute coming to full
self-consciousness, that this process exhibits a dialectical
pattern, and that it is manifested in the history of every
cultural form.

In the task of classifying the positions that have been
taken in the philosophy of religion, one confronts the
difficulty that not all philosophers of religion, even in a
single religious tradition, are dealing with the same prob-
lems. However, there is a common task underlying all the
different approaches. All philosophy of religion is ulti-
mately concerned with arriving at a rational judgment of
the religion under discussion and, if the judgment is nega-
tilm[)reselit some sort of alternative, The initial princi-
ple ol division can then be taken as the affirmative or neg-
ative character of this judgment. (This cannot be absolutely
clear-cut, partly because often some part of the religion is
affirmed and some is rejected, partly because it is not ab-
solutely clear what is to be included in the religion in
question.) It can then be asked of those whose judgment is
affirmative what the basis of their judgment is.

One major group, which includes the great majority of
philosophers of religion, presents various arguments in
support ot such beliefs as the existence of God and the
immortality of the soul, arguments that take thoir start From
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any such support from the outside; they regard it as some-
ow sell-justifying or at least as_justified by something
m____m_.r_dlw&)me of them (Bergson and James)
suppose that the belief in the existence of God, for exam-
ple, is justified by religious experience. One can directly
experience the presence of God, and therefore one does

not need to prove his existence by showing that he must@

be postulated to explain certain facts. Others regard reli-
gious faith ag different from other modes of belief in such a
¥ay that it does not need support of any kind, either from
argument from effect to cause or from direet expericnce.
Kierkegaard, Emil Brunner, and Paul Tillich, for example,
all take this position, though there are great differences
between them. (The case of Tillich illustrates the point
that in some cases it is difficult to distinguish between
those who accept the religious tradition and those who
reject it. Tillich considers himself a Christian theologian,
but his interpretation of Christian doctrine is so unortho-
dox that many feel he has reconstrued it out of recognition
and therefore should be classed with those who substitute
a symbolic reinterpretation for traditional beliefs.)

In the other major group we can distinguish between
those who simply reject traditional veligion (Holbach and
Russell) and those who in addition try to put something in
its place. In the latter group we can distinguish l)ctwecn
those who try to retain the trappings, perhaps even the
doctrinal trappings, of traditional religion but give it a
nonsupernaturalistic reinterpretation, usually as symbolic
of something or other in the natural world (Santayana), and
those who attempt to depict a quite different sort of reli-
gion constructed along nonsupernaturalistic lines (Comte,
Dewey, and Wieman).

Outside this classification are those analytical philoso-
phers who restrict themselves to the analysis of concepts
and types of utterances. We may regard them as not having
a major position in the philosophy of religion, but rather as
making contributions that may be useful in the construc-
tion of such a position.
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WiLLiaMm P. ALsTON

PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE, HISTORY OF. The
philosophy of science, as a distinct branch of philosophical
inquiry, is of fairly recent origin. Formerly, with the excep-
tion ot the work of Francis Bacon, the philosophy of science
tormed part of the general theory of knowledge. In reading
Locke, for example, one has to infer from his general episte-
mology what his views on the specifically systematic, ex-
perimentally controlled, critical exploration of nature are.
The idea that there are logical, epistemological, and meta-
physical problems that are peculiar to or particularly press-
ing in the systematic sciences and that differ from the corre-
sponding problems in the more ordinary commerce of
mind did not really take root until the early nineteenth
century. To keep this survey both reasonably detailed and
of manageable proportions, we shall begin with the first
great controversy of the modern era, that between Whew-
ell and Mill in the second quarter of the nineteenth cen-
tury.

In the account which follows, a grand opposition is
brought out by dividing most of the leading characters into
two camps. On the one hand, there are those philosophers
who see the generation and justification of hypotheses
as inductive processes from particular items of evidence;
who hold causation to be nothing but regularity of succes-
sion; and who aim at the reduction of all theoretical con-
cepts to functions of those observables from which, by
induction, theory is supposed to spring. In this camp since
1850 there have been J. S. Mill, Benjamin Brodie, Ernst
Mach, Karl Pearson, Pierre Duhem, Philipp Frank, Carl
Hempel, Rudolf Carnap, and R. B. Braithwaite. In Opposi-
tion there have been William Whewell, Ludwig
Boltzmann, N. R. Campbell, and lately a group of philoso-
phers and scientists who hold that the processes of theory
somstiuction are more complex than inductivism  will

R e ARSI ST e ST -

B

Philosophy of Science, History of

allow; that the meaning of theoretical concepts is nol
exhausted by logical function and observational basis; anc
that actual procedures of science have more authority thau
formal logic has. It would seem that Rudolf Carnap, a!
though originally belonging to the former, reductionist.
camp, must now be said to belong to the latter, realist
group.

The operationist theory of Mach, lately expounded wits
vigor by P. W. Bridgman, lies at the far extreme of redu
tionism. This theory of science claims to reduce the mear.
ing of all empirical statements to descriptions of exper
mental operations. At the other extreme lies the wea'
romanticism of Henri Bergson, a perennial temptation fo-
those who leave the cunons of formal logic too far behind
Finally, there should be mentioned the sophisticate«
commodisme of Henri Poincaré, a view not easy to cla:
sify, which has been understood as asserting that in form»
lating theory we are, under the guidance of convenience
choosing conventions rather than developing a picture «
reality, or merely generalizing the results of observatio
into forms convenient for logical manipulation.

MILL AND WHEWELL

For Mill the central problem in philosophy of scienc:
was to give a correct account of the function of the partici
lar facts of observation and experiment; for Whewell it we
to give a correct account of the function of theory. For Mi"
all knowledge was sensory in origin; for Whewell som:
part of the items of knowledge was contributed by th-
knower. Unfortunately, the extremely suggestive an
potentially fruitful works of Whewell were overshadowe:
by Mill’s elegantly expounded but crude empiricism.

Whewell and Mill each brought into the philosophy
the nineteenth century a leading strand of eighteent!
century thought. Whewell was oriented toward Kant v
Mill toward Hume, but both developed less rationalist ve.
sions of the doctrines of their philosophical progenitor:
Whewell played down the a priori and deductive eleme
that Kant had emphasized in the establishment of the cate
gories in which knowledge is to be framed; Mill would ne
allow uny necessary truths, not even the axioms of math
matics, which Hume had distinguished from “matters ¢
fact and existence.”

Knowledge, Whewell thought, was not derived entirel
from the senses but was a product of sensations and idea
A scientist makes a discovery when he finds that he ca
without strain, add an organizing idea to a multitude o
sensations. When Kepler, for instance, udded the organiy
ing concept of the ellipse, a particularization of the idea ¢
shape, to the known astronomical data, he found that .
organized them without strain. This is how we shoulr
understand his discovery of the elliptical orbit of Mars
Whewell called this organizing of data by ideas particular
ized into concepts the colligation of facts. The addition «,
new data to the scientist’s stock of unexplained facts make s
demands upon his stock of conceptions, which sometime:
can be met from the stock on hand, but sometimes not.
New data require that concepts be refined, analyzed, mad:
more precise, in what Whewell called the explication o
the conceptions.



