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Problem and Scope
'hiloso 2eligion
Chapter T of I’hzlosopl_w of Relig

1T was said long ago, and i has br-:FJI“J fT-’?ﬁl‘*“i“{"'ﬁ
repeated, that “the proper study of mankind 1s man.
And the study of man can never he complete unless
it includes the study of religion, for there 18 no Hlf'ﬂfc
widespread, impressive, or significant thing 1n his
history than religion.  Whatever may be one’s private
opinion concerning religion or one’s personal attitude
to it, one cannot but admit that it 1s a most 1important
and outstanding feature of human life. It is, indeed,
in many way the biggest thing in the world. Who-
ever takes a comprehensive «survey of human experi-
ence soon diescovers that religion has from the earliest
times and throughout the ages occupied a central
place in life and history. However crude religion may
have been in origin, and however gross the supersti-
tions with which it has often been associated, its om-
nipresence and centrality in the history of the race are
facts to be reckoned with, Ina sense, as Comte ad-
mitted, religion embraces the whole of existence, and
the history of religion resumes the entire history of
buman development.* We should not he far wrong
n saying with Max Muller that the true histoy of
man 1s the history of religion.

*Positive Policy, vol, ii. p. 119, quoted by A. S, Pringle-
Pattison in The Idea of God in the Light of Recent Philo-
sophy ( 1917 ), p. 187.
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postalates beneath the mu‘[nc‘v,,nr \lu!)«;rnd. Lh.l‘. vell of ullimato principles and Lo discover Lheir gigEnd, i

;ixixlez: visible, an 1”"-“‘””"‘-;“'_)]” “mf of spirituny ,, the nature of yealily,  Tts tasl is therefore twofold -

sauren aad power whieh I Al\"l"""“[“ ‘“': the pracr,, fireit, the historico-psychologiesl investigution of relis

support of man life's warfare and for Lhe s gion as oo normal and  proctically universsl fact of
6 looks “nob ar g, human lifo 5 secondly, the rctaphysicsl investigation

tion of his decp-rooted needs,
things which are seen, but al the things whicl, ., of thoe rolulion of religious cxpericnce to the resl Lruth
ot scon” 1t makes vast damands on the univ.., ., and noture of things.  These two departments of our

apon the assumption that ihe nniverse Qs capnl)
Toven il and whon

subject are necessary fo cach other, and esch is in-
complete withoul the other, when viewed as contribu-

suatisfiving those demands. ‘
proaches reality through feoling rather than (1o,

thoeght, the feeling itsell 15 a valuation and  thepeq,
an interpretation of reality.  Religion is man’s 1,

tion to the totality of chings as he apprehends i, 1.,

lions Lo any philosophy of veligion which aims ot being
complete, WJush as Kant declared in o famous sentence
that, “thoughts without, (:ur';lla}_:li, are emply, pereep-
tions wilhoul conceplions are blind”?, so we may say
thab o philosophy of religion withoul, history is empty,

thal very resction implies an apprehension. It i A et : e el —
a history of religion without philosophy is blind:

$ way of life rather than a theory, but a way of | 1 or :
A e . nebimes  the te talic 15 been Lo speculate
which by mmplication contains or ol least sugpesi. . Homolimes ‘:w ko l;} 21 [}J S ' bet ]P]fu Lf
P T ‘emature he nature unction, and validity of
theory.  Hence it is that, more than any olher ¢l Pl UL l_y. el ' gy = SO G
. . : - religion, without adequate knowledge of the conerete
ol fnets, the facts of religion are o perpetual challen, . ; Ky o A ; .
g . xlhnss , ; and varied facts of religion in its historical develop-
g to phitlosophy, compelling it to mvestigate the clann . : . . Phie
C reli o ) ‘ ment and its psychological manifestations. This is a
of religion to be o valid interpretation of rutl il o : 5 T .
reality and lo exami it b ] il ase of “concoplions without perceptions.” which are
2ality ¢ NXamine its ass Lions ) ‘ : )
sophy of Religi | \ssumpeions; . 'he  phil Yempty”, void ol that content which only a know-
opiny ol hehgion 1s the yesn f tlos AT c 5 . TR . :
this ehall € I the responso of philosophy ledge of the facts can give. It is like trying to
us ehallienge. I g s ilog e { Tav : e 3 y : R '
Y I ¢ ; 18 & philosophical inquiry into th make  bricks without straw or like building = castle
uture, function, vy e Yot i ‘ . 5 : :
| ].“('n’ alue, and truth of religious expor in the air without any solid foundation on which
ence, and into th : T ; . i
st mlto-the adequacy of religion as an cxp the imposing structure may rest. “Without the
ssion of the natur e e 0 : Sl . : .
Lils all naturo of ultimado reality. maborinls  supplied by anthropology and history,
IRG g v - S - SR [ . . - ¢
must find | philosophy, ~the Philosophy of Religion [we] could do nothing more .than crect a spacious
sl find jts a1 . : 2 : : .
s data in the Phenomena of veal expericnc odifice of mere hypotheses and fancies, ‘an amuse-.

and must “als _ : :
ust also endeavouy lo pass beyond the pheno- ment by no means harmless, in which the speculative

mena i b oA .
ena us such in order (g evaluate them in the light




I’hilosophu of Religion

The
aerl gencratiOD Used to dch’,“‘

s to gather the nece-.
wide realms of anthropol
and comparative  stud:
logy of rcligion- and to sci
diseover &00¢ [;I'inﬂilil"' of cluSSlﬁCﬁi?r;Janq some
of religious evolution hjy'.nle;xfis of w ,lc : we tm,
able to arrange the @c’.'qldﬁflﬂ'g mass Of Ima Cl}m?
s intelligible form 5083 to bring fort-? some sort
{ chaos of incoherent fu.

¢ out of the apparen G A
Ve ran only discover what religion is by a kn.
iedge of the way 1n which it works and has worked
Age

ats and at different stages of ma:

{ forr

_-'n}l}l(‘[':; o b
z};_r,rr;lmrr.?,

p?nir,
(ur first duty
| from
the hstory

the
materis
xor1o}0gY

religions: {he psyeno

ul‘f‘f:

various environme
POEIess.

(On the olher hand, the mere
inging of the material does not constitute a phi

gathering
arr

tions are blind.” We have to interpret and evaluw
this infinitely complicated system of arranged fac
and experiences, and we have to face the question ho
far the religious conceptions of mankined correspoli
to trath.  Some modern thinkers tend to regard 1)
more purely melap_h'xgical ‘prob]emﬁn as beyond 1l
scope of the J"hi](gsophynowf Réiiéit;;l,:‘a'nd, indeed, lr-
vond the competence _of human mind. The tci-
ficncy of thivkers of the more ;ﬁlijirical type— 1o
nstance, Rits:hlians and pragmatists—is to d;any the
uu_féﬁi’y (TJHJogsslblh,ty_of a_speculative “interpretatio!
vol i.,.p..] 3’L & Elemmts of the Science of Religion (1897)

sophy of religion.  For “perceptions without conc).

Problem and Scope 15
of religion, at least in the sense ofa metaphysic of
the Absolute, and to limit the task of Philosophy of
Religion to the description and arrangement of reli-
'The objective truth of religion

o left undecided. It 1s enough
" hum evolution be

gious phenomena.
ey -
must, it 15 claimed, ]
that its functional character in human
exhibited and the practical value of its effects on so-

eial life be traced ; this is the only vindication of the
On

truth of religion that need or can be undertaken.
Philosophy of Religion

results of the empirical
general point of view.

this view the function of the
is simply to gather up the
study of religion under a
Doubtless this philosophical

roughly designate 1t, came as an inevitable and 1n

some ways healthy reaction from the airy confidence

with which the spaculative enterprise, following the a
priori, deductive method, was undertaken in the pre-

empiricism, as Wwe may

_vious generation, often barren though pretentious re-

sults. Matthew Arnold, adapting Joubert's sentence
on Piato, described the poet Shelley as “a beautiful
and ineffectual angel, beating in the void his lumi-
nous wings in vain.”” A variation of this sentence might
not inappropriately be applied to a certain type of
idealistic speculative thinkers, who also have been apt
to beat their wings in the of wvoid of @ priorism, or at
least in a thin rarefied atmosphere all too remote from
the tough facts of history. The modern spirit has some-
-what clipped the wings of the adventurous and pre-
sumptuous spirit of speculation which would soar
into the empyrean with easy confidence. There is



The Philosophy of Lalipion
of a kind of reverenl agnosticisy,
| the presence of the deep niya,.,,
ostrain the tendeney o indulge

g in his ¢
Houtrages on the “ehastif,

cortainly noed

teach ug humtlity i

of things, and to ¥
what Willam Jame
' clmrm:lm'i;:ml

diticism ol “some 1

Lisms,’ as
thought.”
Novertheless,
w fo us thal
a su]wr.mnpiri(-nl realily as 1ts groun

oven the purely empirieal stud,

igi ov (he religious consciousi
religion prove
itself points to

and support. that therefore its essence 1s nol to 1y

understood empirieally. that religion in its dovelo
ment strives [or an ideal which derives its validily an

authority from
from “tho boyond that is within,”" the world of spir

“heyond the veil of sense™—that 1.
tual values which transcends the empirical world ol
space, time, and events, and yel which 1s Immancnt
within it as constituting its deeper meaning.  Withou
this ground and support religion is nothing more thn
the baseless fabric of a dream, a beauliful ( or un-

beautiful ) illusion with no [foundation in objective
e re

vealiay,  The inner dissolving of religion into «a
subjeciive illusion cannol be concealed by ils suppe
sed beneficial effects in practice. It ecan be benelicial
in practice only to the extent that the religious cons
Qic)llsxxcss believes thal it has the universe behind il
17 Hm‘ gncomformblo suspicion were to creep inbo
mine the conﬁdoni‘o o mf,u.“' W.OUIC.I LB plo vun(lm'
S ) of religion in itself, and theo
religion would tapidly lose whalovor ol )

se over functional ¢

Problom and Seopd 17
pragmabic valuo it might havo, 'I'ho roligious man had
bobtor bo kept in tho dark about tho suporior know-
ledgo of tho savant who has discovered  thaf rvoligion
is n subjoclivo stalo the valuo of which lies sololy in it
socinl officioney und nob in tho fnet that it s in (une
for (ho possossion of This highor

with tho infinito,”
ofligioney.

knowlodgoe will be suieidal o that vory
Roligion neeans to be true s woll as ofloctive, and ofloc-
tive boenuso true. In ils own view, al lonst, il contaning
a lknowledge (Cas yob imporfoct, bul lruno as far as ib
goos ) of suprasonsible roalitics, a knowledgo which g

purifiod and  mado
ITenco the Philosophy
Lhough it

capablo ol being progrossivoly
moro accurnte and adogquatbo.

of Roligion eannot shirk tho task, difficult
undoubtadly is, of Turnishing a rational ground for
the world view implied in tho roligious consciousness.
And if it cannot discover any such ground, or il il
actually discovors, on the contravy, thal ab the “heart”
of things there is a “heartless’” indifforence Lo othical
and gpirvitual values, or even that tho univorse al its
core is hostilo to tho roligious demand, it is obviously
its duly to say so, and to placo ils nogabivo findings
frankly bofore tho world. Lot the truth bo told though
the heavens fall. "We are drviven, wo repeab, Lo Ghis
inquiry by tho faeb that roligious exporienco itiscll looks
boyond itsell and points o a supra-subjective reality
in sympathy with it, and from which il devives its vory
life. Weo cannob bub follow up its claims and inquive
into their validity or be untrue to the vory 1)!"10110-

meno wo are studying.
2
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(hat the firsl business  of

4 (o study the phenomey,
dup:’!.l'(‘m”m' of ouy subjr
as the plencinenc. .

if

1. Wa have seen L
X ]{l:]f[.jjun 1
JErienet. URITE
ally Jdesceribed
: phenomeni may be stud,
from the point

l;h,[r_»;.tn]_lh:.
peligions CE] -
fechiie
_Now, this
[ view @ firstly, |

subjrclive cxperienee of {he .

soekimes
of Religione
fram Lwo points o
¢jew of the jnner or '
eonscioniness ( the psychological point of viec

from the standpoint of religions cxperic; .
i, institutions, events, myi]

Ly
o

;;m'h[]t“\'.

lized 101
T ihe historical point of view). '
w cannob he keplb absolutely ap:.

freexd arnn

cpeeds, theologies

fawo points of vio
for the subjeetive and the objective aspecls of exper

ence are ever intimately interfwined in the unity
lifo. Weo cannot fully understand the inner CEPeric
without studying also its embodiments in objec
history, neither e we understand  the exten
higtory withont o sympathetic insight into the inn.
motives and desires which operate  within the religion
conseiousness,  Ior, on the one hand, religious exp-
rienee is conditioned by and derives much of its con
tent from |! _ﬂr;r;l;f_l '_"cm'_ilj_rir'mienl:z'. e., the traditions.
-r:rlsil.()lnsf, beliefs, which constitute the social heritagc
olf the time n?d, place in which the individual find-
himsell, ff!).rs is loss true of the mystic than of other
Sl e, ghen ng?s “f offen aware f)f' On
puncnle v”‘,a]ry ]_;bo.h‘am:_r)r»:s‘,. cuspomﬁ, beliefs ‘n.rc
e Yily_rooled 1h_certain _peychologicn!
) wugh such motives operate to a largc

Problem omd Scope

cxtent in the subeonscions roind rather than in
of consciousness. But though the sub-

Lne

full daylight
CHPOTIGNees

of religion helong organically together, vet for co
venienee’ sake they may be treated apart, provided

i e i
jective and ohjective  phenomensz

]

we remember that the two methods of treatment are .
and that the one cannot h
The facts of histdry, fre.,
are able to

spplementary to cach other
{ake the place of the other.

weaningless to us except in so far as
ain feelings, impulses. cravings

we
discover within us cert
beliefs, which supply us with the key totheir meaning ;3
while, on the other hand, subjective religious experi-
ences are clusive, inarticulate, individualistic, except
in so far as they are embodied in historical forms of
worship, 1nstitution, activities, doctrines.

The study of religion as a fact of experience and
history brings us face to face with certain problems
which the Philosophy of religion has to seek to solve.
1t has not only to know the facts, but to understand
and explain them. Some of the questions that arise
What is religion ? How are we to define its

are :
‘Where, if anywhere,

essential nature and function ?
are we to draw the line between the religious and the

cecular 2 How is religion related to other aspects of
life and culture more or less akin to ib ? How, for
instance, is it distinguished {rom, and how is it related
to, morality, arb, science, philosophy ? Here comes in
the difficult, question of the definition of religion, which
one might suppose should logically come at the very
threshold of our discussion, for it might well appear
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Currive al anybhong Jike wn
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that the first

, : Problem and Scopt
requisito of w philosophy  of religion
definition of iy nahjoctannttor, so (i, from

soll apminnt, wandering i,
Buat as o mndtor of fiel Lo
nob i this enae |

35 to
g0 have to pass _on
e heve U

-

-
aey of the

Olif:

ibomight s logrd
levancy.

developrnent, :
| validity and H,J‘;fl:}' Ly
We have to Justily 1t )
. beings, O, if 1
indefensible

principles of '
tho qu::;,l,inu of the
lew of the world. .
. 2 canable
o oattitude for Feasonzi :
: v why it 19 an

I
1t ‘ | ’
ln,',l( nl oo o Y
4 rensonabl

v S

- wnnot be justified, to 4ho

(v

webienblo, for wo eannol, b

o dofinilion of
sron until wo have pilicntly

, ' livides itself into twoO. ‘Fl‘r’:’t’

studied  the phienon. attitude. 'This problem div Llem. Is the mind of
T'HE osaontial nature of religion will only vevenl 11 .| hero 18 "}"i..flfj.sgfg{l.”ﬁi—a{é’rﬂ%i;.mt on the nature
tous whon wo have survoyed its psychologieal . ',m:“:n“" I’T’_’”"””(;:qub”r;;,_.‘,ngiblg; possible ?
historienl development,  and studied  the  infine 08 r(;ii,“t:'j/ ? Is k”""""l"'dg_e ok "“(istip,_ ;{,;uk 23 if humean
varied forms of exprossion which the roligious B Or is it o contradiction 1n t(;rm-’s : "’; that which ex-
ol man has from time (o Lime asswmed.  We o experiments !:Uulrl’kno'».:; ()I" cxpﬂfz?zduwhatisthe nsture
already well onough for practical  purposes what o hypothesi transcends fJXI"’r“’}“’(’fjv]:‘iph claims to besuch 7
gion means, so that the question of the exact defin ' of religious }/_n(,r.';lc(lg.f;,")l‘ L I:-d (Idrld acquired by essen-
tion of its nature may he postponed Lo w later glag Tt is essentizlly of the same kind and ac

S ¢ Or
hods as “‘sccular’” knowledge ¢

- e : i the same methods as “scen

Then there are probloms concerning  the orvigin ono  tially the sam

. - of
) Fep gt T erent from it and
N . ) A cthing qualitatively diffe d
devolopmont of veligion,  How and why did man, i IS vgsomet ;Z Il*r ble to penetrate to realms that
] ST 5 1 5 to be anle il 5
the course of his evolution from the sub-human plane such a kind as to :1 srv knowledee and oub of the
. 7 3 3 mary v z
come to bo roligious, why does he continue o | are closed to or

: ties by which knowledge
. 3 > ry faculties by whic g
roligious 2 And by what law or necessity did ma,  reach Of. t}T orldmfa 'vth higher mode of knowing ¢
== : ' S - sligion in b 18 acquired v Is faith a hig ;
anco fr he erude beginnings of religion in th = ot e
g ““”.I “.l- X to the higher and o And can the claim of the religious consciousness to
life of the primitive savage to the e il Sy h be vindicated o}
. . 3655 or intuition of truth be vindicated 2
‘orms of religion ? It is obvious to the mos  DOSSess a superior i . . .
refined forms of roligion ! ) Then, secondly, there is the ontological problem.
superficial  student of  history that there has been ’ o
5 'L e L ‘ :

i1 h by no means constant and unbroke I'he claims of religion having been examined in th.e
"HE ) oDy 21 b L ) @ ; p } . i ;
oA v inei light of the capacity of the human mind. t ey ‘nave to
liscove gt AWS mciples. b
progress.  Can wo discover what  laws, pr 1 y d, th

i 1 1 f the nature of wulti-
been al work in the process of the evo- furt eI: €3 : mined in the hcht ;
fu.ct,()rﬁ, have been at ! beatue rch v (latself‘ gt Ut O f htu‘ . i
lution of l'(!lif.{j()}'L ? m allty I he na ure of re ]

he study of the  Justify the religious view of the world, or is that v
2. (We have also scon_that from the study of |

lew
' s, and 0 €rror and an illusion ¢ And if the characteristic
phenomena of religion and of its nature, laws,

religious view of the world can 1n general be
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. the question arises, What specific. i,
o, :

maintaine
the most adequate expressioy, |

religious helief 18
nature of 1o
js hy no means evervwhere and at all times (}.
1(«'lf;;ir)iqu beliefs, doctrines, creeds, are  apn,,
yaried in eharacter, and cannob without muel,
sifting and reconstruction be fused into onec ¢,
ent system of thought. The beliefs prevalent i, |

religions sccin to be a strange conglomeration of |
and error, of rational faith and irrational supeps

Some religions seem to have carvived at o higlie
purer form of truth than others.  For instance.
bably no cducated Western would  defend  prin,
animism as the best inferpretation of reality {1
| What, then. -
highest form of religious truth that we can reacl

mind of man can arrive at.

it, lor instance, Theism, or Pantheism or 1’lui

or Abosolute Idealism, or must we ;{c:(_:’cpb the \'i(vl\‘ |
some 'Ncm.J{r'an!s who think of God‘ as  gradiu
emerging oub of a space-time world 9* ()rbis. H‘w
ts}m”e other  construction truer and more adcc “’é
1an any of these ? Whichever view we ad I‘

to be expounded, gng defended j 4 OI'J’ “
ctultios—e, g, Sy o Icv in .thc face of difl
ol ﬂ_’llustjmj)j,“;)s wolved in  the
contribution to 1y I
of the most ade
that shall ¢ on
harmony iy,

proble:
. ophy of Religion has its o
Ake to the discovery and exposit!
éjetxaf(e‘forxxl of religious belief. o1
E, salisfy human needs and be 1
. 16 best seig tifi ilosopli
80 S, Alexands ntific and  philosop
t. Space, Time, and Deity (1920).

Jity ¢ Tor the religious Weltan:scy,, ,,
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knowledge that we possess.‘ We do not mean to
suggest thatb religion ever was or can be the mere
product of philosophic thought. It is rather the
more or less spontancous expression of the deep

ssires of our whole nature. In the re-

cravings and de
ligious consciousness all sides of the whole personalily
But the Philo-

participate, and not the reason alone.

sophy of Religion can render an important service
to religion criticizing and refining religious beliefs, by
the essential from the accidental and
secondary clements of faith, by disentangling what s
true and of permanont value from all admixiure of
ion and crude fanaticism, and by constructive
the true view of God, man, and the
This critical

separating

superslit
articulating
universe as far as this lies in our power.
and constructive thinking out of a whole system of
truth may be merc ideal, by no means immediately
attainable. \It may be a kind of flying goal ever
receding mto‘ﬂ_fedx‘sia}x?:f;we pursue it But it does
soom to bo ab least the ideal that should control all our
thinking in this ficld of inquiry, even though our cons-
fructive efforts may be at best provisional and tenta-
tive. The fact that the ideal is not immediatelyand
{ully realizable should not paralyze our thinking, but
shoulgl stimulate a sustained and patient scarch for
truth, inasmuch as the diligent and sincere search for
truth brings its own reward, even though the whole
truth can only be approximately and progressively

reached.
(In this final constructive effort the TPhilosophy of
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2 The Philosophy of Tieligion
Religion merges in philos

truth of religion cannob i
(ruth as tho object of philosophical Inquiry gone,.,

This is what Hegel really meant when he ideny
a5 {0 their real content,the Vorstellungen (idcas, 1),
Jess pictorial) of religion with the Begriffe (purc |,
lectual notions) of philosophy, the difference he ..
them being & difference of form rather than of cop,

ophy in general, o,
bo essontially differcny |

Certainly truth is one and indivisible, and we cqy,,
philosoplise about it in compartments, The bel,
implied in religious experience can only be valid .
they are in substance consistent with the postulaf..
which experience as & whole rests, for experience,
like truth, is ultimately one and indivisible and .
not be eut in two with o hatchet. The facts and tr:
implied in man’s secular experience and the facts
truths of his religious experience must be at bottor,,

completc harmony with cach other, otherwiso e

ence—and the universe which it reflects—would be |1
|.1‘m,-o.a house divided against itself, which cannot sii
For z.ustancc, if materialism is true in general philo
;}ijyn,clpt t(;:;bf]jlot he false in the philosophy of religio
‘w;ﬁen.thcbjl,}e,”c;an }be no. rez?l 'line of demarcation -
) Solp_ly of I'tcllglon and Philosophy 1
cmﬂm,c o :;umnate Interpretation and thougl -
approach an’I ‘ e th.c 4 differ in their way «
And pen] d'in the preliminary stages of their worlk
. y all the great philosophj ' ave
culminated in some king of Sophical systems h'd, ¥
On these and gtpep @ philosophy of religion
grounds some thinkers would £
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so far as to deny that there is any such thing as 2 phi-
losophy of religion as a separate discipline, distinet
frorn philosophy in generals  Dub in view of the spe-
cialized interest of the philosopher of religion in that
aspect of expericnce which s distinctively religious,
and the fact that he approaches the general problems of
philosophy through that special avenue, itis convenient
to retain the distinction, even though in the end the
problems of both the special and the general study are
the samne, 80 that the special study cannot be regarded
as something rigidly departmental.

Trurther, it might appear as if there can be no real
distinction between the IPhilosophy of Religion and
Theology—i.e., Systematic of Doctrinal Theology—{for
cach aims at a systematic interpretation of truth. In
there is a sufficiently clear distine-

practice, however,
Theology is & syster of doctrines

tion between them.
developed on the basis of a definite historic religion—

say Brahmanism or Mohammedanism or Chistianity
—or even on the still narrower basis of one particular
school or denomination within that particular religion,
as of the Roman Catholic Church, the Calvinistic
school, or the Unitarian school within Chirstianity.
But the Philosophy of Religion is not tied to a parti-
cular religion or sect, but takes for its province religion
as such, religion as a universal phenomenon in human
experience. It gathers its data from all quarters and
includes within its sweep the whole process of religi-

*3ee, ¢. ¢., R. G. Collingwood’s Religion and Philosophy

{1916), pp. 15f.
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ous evolution from the lowest stages of sav,,.
4 levels of culture. Tt “ill\d’
" los

the most advance

igious conseiousness 11 general, and ot ——

rel
cular form of 1t

or arbitrarily
attitude is thus far removed from that of (j,

Mr. Thwackam in Fielding’s Tom Jones (Bool:
chap. iii), as represented in the words. <\
mention religion, I mean the Christian religii), .
not only the Christian religion, but the Dy ..
religion ; a_nd not only the Protestant religion, 1. :
Church of England.” Some such narrowing .
field at the very outset may be necessary in ’J;l:«
l?ut. th.e philosophy of Religion recognizes no ‘
limitation. It may ultimately lead up to an il
absolute religion and a rejection of all other
. of religion as inadequate. But such can onlv
goal of its inquiries and not its datum or 1-7110\”“
tion, o
megfr‘:'s ;]Zes;l:il:iossihy of Reli.gion occupies an 1
o e e T‘lvleen Philosophy in general |
e eologv on the other. Jus®
Philosophy in general ; o . y o
experience asa:thIe l}f ? e '1r1terpremt‘mr‘-v
gion js 3 more inte’ “- 'eleas the Philosophy of ;\(:.-
as such, so Theology ﬁn?{‘? S o'r Telagionks OXPERE )
cial aspect of eXp;ar‘n S its data_ ina still more “'
Jorm of religioys gy ei-ence“to wit, in some pm‘t@kf
regarded frop, thep rience (e.g., Chirstian e.\‘lvel"_“‘“‘f
Yet here again the dS.ta?t as the perfect or ideal 1"
sl Istinction is relative, not absolu:

selected as the true type or noy,

taken in isolation from all },, .

" of one

Problem and Scope T
Tor Christian experience is after all, organic to the
whole religious experience of the race (including the
non-Christian), as that in turn is organic to the total
body of human cxperience (including its “secular”
aspects'. And as Theology enlarges its outlook it tends
to broaden out in the direction of 2 Philesophy of
Religion, though it need not wholly lose its identity
in it.)It may be added that the Philosophy of Religion,
too, on its side, will_gain in vitality and wealth_of
content if, while not surrendering iis impartiality, it
remains in sympathetic communication with the T'heo-
‘Iogy of some definite historie religion ; for if it assumes
a purely detached attitude its construction may be-
come too academic and remote {rom life, a mere *‘un-
carthly ballet of bloodless categories”, as Bradley said
in another connection, or a kind of artificial product
man’s brain, like Comte’s Religion of Human-.
ity, a religion which never was on sea or land and
which lacked the spontaneous creative impulse of a
real live religious movement grounded in history. Yet
we admit that the Philosophy of Religion must, in
comparison at any rate with Theology, maintain a free
and detached attitude, inasmuch as Theology is fre-
quently tied down ab initio to some external authority
such as the Bible, the Church, or dogma (hence Doc-
trinal Theology is often called “Dogmatics’, a word
of ill omen and ill savour as we venture to think’,.
while the Philosophy of Religion is in principle free
from bondage to any authority except the authority
of truth itself. And we would agree with Dr. Galloway
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that “in the end, the ground of :1111"-1101'i1'\-“
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Theology as well as for the lhllO“OPhV o1 3“‘]1"

1 \n
‘must be the character of the spiritual O\polli‘lh‘ )
S;Z.‘f. rather than anvthing external to ii. We b
fieve that it is this alleged authority of don ma i,
stands in the wav of a better undelqtﬂndmn betw, ey
the P

Philosophy of Religion angd _PbGCilon\
dogmatic spirit and methogd 1S certainly ql;
’ f : s

The

en {o the

Vast programme we have roug

chapter is not exhaustive. But i

t IH maore
1an we sha ll be able to do Justice to 1thin  the Jiy

It may gey

' o

Ve to map out the groung
attempt to traverse,

allaway T, Philosophy of Retigion (1914)
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