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PREFACE

PAOLO DIEGO BUBBIO
AND PHILIP ANDREW QUADRIO

If one wanted to ask the question “What is theti@teship between
philosophy and religion today?” and one turnedh® d¢urrent literature in
philosophy of religion for the answer, it would dificult not to conclude
that the disciplings primarily concerned with metaphysical or concept
arguments for the existence/non-existence of Glel, problem of evil,
epistemic discussions of the relation between meamad belief, and
(occasionally) questions related to religious diam and exclusivism.
There is a sense in which this simply reflectsahademic and scholarly
interests, not to mention the religious/irreligiozmmmitment§ of those
contributing to the field, as well as a certaintdiigal continuity with
guestions that animated early modern philosophy.wfgle this might be
the way things are, or the way they have histdsicadme to be, one can
always ask the question of whether this is the thingsoughtto be. The
descriptive question regarding the relationshipmMeen philosophy and
religion today could be taken as implying the naivgaquestion “What
ought the relationship between philosophy and religi@?bWhile it
would be arrogant to provide a strong prescripéimewer to this question,
it does critically orientate us on the way thislpsdphical sub-division is
practiced.

Of course there are some interesting philosophiiatussions of
religion that occur outside of philosophy of retigi and, of late, an
increasing attention has been given to socio-palitissues such as
religious pluralism and exclusivism; however, ftietmost part current
literature is focused on the classic metaphysical @pistemic problems

L Cf. Michael Pye, “Religion Shape and ShadoMyimen41 (1/1994): 51-75.

2 see for instance Alain Badio8t. Paul: The Foundation of Universalistnans.
Ray Brassier (Stanford: Stanford University Prex303); Giovanna Borradori,
Philosophy in a Time of Terror. Dialogues with JéngHabermas and Jacques
Derrida (Chicago: Chicago University Press, 2003); Jeffeégut,Democracy and
Tradition (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2003).
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within religion theistically conceived. Considerad such, philosophy of
religion might seem ripe for a broadening of pectipe. In order to
achieve this broader perspective, insight coulddieed by turning toward
meta-philosophical reflections into the relatiopshetween philosophy and
religion. Thus, the following questions arise: “Whaight philosophy of
religion be?” or “How ought philosophy relate tdigeon today?” In fact,
it would be naive to regard the relationship betwghilosophy and
religion without reference to a concrete historicahtext and the peculiar
philosophical and socio-political problems thapiiecipitates. Hence, the
word “today” in the above question implicitly brimgyith it notions of
pluralism and globalism, questions about the réleetgious belief in the
life of contemporary subjects and cultures, questiabout the possibility
and plausibility of secularismand the role of substantive values in
political life.

A meta-philosophical approach to the relationskepueen philosophy
and religion takes into account contemporary sgaiitical conditions
and seeks to hold an understanding of that relshipras it is against
insights into what ibughtto be Once this is achieved, these insights can
serve as the basis of a critical and transformatwgagement with
contemporary philosophical practice in order to elep a more
comprehensive framework for an understanding dfjicel and for the
production of specifically philosophical knowledgigereof. In addition,
this critical perspective might be achieved by adesng philosophical
perspectives different from the standard analypigraach to the discipline
of philosophy of religion. Since philosophy is aldigical exercise, one
way to commence this process is to draw upon thighits of those who
have invested intellectual energies into a philbszgl engagement with
religion.

Through 2007 and 2008, as coordinators of the Btyilby of Religion
Research Seminar, we invited several prominenbpbphers of religion
to the University of Sydney to provide their taketbe question “What is
the relation of philosophy to religion today?” Wilve set this question as
the theme for the seminar series, we allowed thviteith speakers to

3 See Jurgen Habermas and Joseph Ratzifigper,Dialectic of Secularism: On
Reason and Religio(Ban Francisco, CA: Ignatius Press, 20@&&ther Mclintosh,
“Religious Reasons in the Public Spherdtiternational Journal of Public
Theology2, (4/2008): 465-483; Simon Critchleipfinitely Demanding. Ethics of
Commitment, Politics of Resistan@e®ndon & New York: Verso, 2007); Michael
J. SandelPublic Philosophy: Essays on Morality in PolitiGambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 2005).



The Relationship of Philosophy to Religion Today ix

determine their own way into that question. Thuswege presented with
a series of perspectives on the meta-philosopfgsak mentioned above,
perspectives that seem to fit within the Kantiaigfutelian dyad:
theoretical and practical perspectives. Some of the papers tackled the
question from a theoretical perspective addressimgtaphysical and
epistemic issues, while others addressed themsdtvegractical and
political issues. As the papers included in thiskbshow, the way one
answers the meta-philosophical question about #lation between
philosophy and religion is influenced not merelydne’s interests and by
one’s philosophical orientation, but also by whettme’s focus is
theoretical or practical.

The aim of this book is predominantly to presene tharious
perspectives that emerged through the seminarssasi@ way of helping
to respond to the meta-philosophical question Wetset as our focus, or
at least as a way of contributing something tedasolution. It also seeks to
contribute to drawing philosophical attention todathese meta-
philosophical issues and so lead the practice dbsphy of religion
away from metaphysical theology and apologeticswalh as from any
dogmatic atheistic standpoint) and towards a mateofme engagement
with religion as a phenomenon worthy of philosophieflection.

One of the guiding principles of our project, ameg avhichis reflected
in the nature of this text, is that we sought thiewe balance and plurality
of perspective. We have included contributions friooth “analytic” and
“continental” philosophy, contributions from ath@s theistic and agnostic
contributors, and contributions from philosophersorking within
philosophy of religion, political theology, and iggbus studies. Whereas
philosophers of religion in general usually consiggoblems arising
within a monotheistic (and often Christian) framekyophilosophers
working in religious studies seek broader perspestion religion and
provide philosophical engagements with religiont tatiempt to be more
pluralistic. If analytic philosophy of religion (vélther theistic or atheistic)
often argues from a committed perspective and itamés to contemporary
engagements with classic problems within theismtinental philosophy
contributes to thinking about the symbolic and tetive dimensions of
religious life, the existential and cultural impoof religion, and the
guestion of religion and politics. If atheisticrikers have made significant
impact on public discourse about religion throughpylar literature,
theistic philosophers have engaged in detailedudgon of specific
conceptual problems. What we are interested inow leach of these
legitimate standpoints might contribute to addresshe meta-philosophical
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guestion we raised. Each of these approaches teadiferent ways of
understanding the question of the relation of @ufghy to religion today.

We have divided the book into two sections thatadty reflect the
content of the contributions that we received: firet focusing on
theoretical issues, the second focusing on praddsisaes.

Part | consists of a set tlieoretical perspectives on the relationship
between philosophy and religion, aiming at investiigg the terms of this
relationship from a meta-philosophical point ofwie

The first paper, “Philosophy of Religion in a SewulAge: Some
Programmatic Reflections,” by Matheson Russells ské boundaries of
the discussion by presenting the prevailing corioaptof the project of
philosophy of religion. Russell claims that philpkg of religion needs to
self-consciously situate itself within the broadentext of modernity as
such, with its political, social and cultural dinsgzns. What emerges is a
renewed vision for philosophy of religion, regardeat merely as a set of
debates relevant to individuals with a religiougradg, but equally as a
domain of inquiry with profound relevance for owlifical, social and
cultural life together.

John Bishop, in his essay “Philosophy and ReligiGoshnmitment,” is
equally concerned with some of the prevailing cptioas of the project
of philosophy of religion, and focuses on the iielship between
religious and philosophical commitment that emerfges the “Reformed”
epistemology of recent years. He argues tthés approach fails to
acknowledge a significant element required for antic philosophical
commitment, and concludes by providing a defenca ‘whodest form” of
fideism.

Paul Crittenden focuses on a specific issue irrgfaionship between
philosophy and religion, that of the theme of thed®f religion and of
faith in keeping with reason, and he does so hyitigrto Pope Benedict's
Regensburg address and reflecting on his concdrmgt alehellenization
and the modern concept of reason (“Faith in Keepiitlh Reason; a
Critique of Pope Benedict's Regensburg Address”).

To conclude the first part of the book, Kevin Haffers (with his
essay “Contemplation: Beyond and Behind”) an arislg$ the notion of
“contemplation” and of how this notion can enlighteboth the
“philosophical” and the “religious” phenomenon.

An analysis of the relationship between philosopimg religion that
takes seriously the consequences of this relatipnishthe real world
necessarily implies an engagement with contempaageiety and politics.
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Part Il consists in a set of practical and politjparspectives that consider
the relationship between philosophy, religion, anfitics.

The first essay of the second part is Graham Oppgger “New
Atheism versus Christian Nationalism”. This essayvfles a very useful
account of the “new atheism” presented in the wafkRichard Dawkins,
Sam Harris, Christopher Hitchens and other authed, counters it with
the “Christian Nationalism” of well-established andell-regarded
professional philosophers, like Robert Koons andligvin Lane Craig.

Michael Levine’s paper “New Atheism, Old Atheisndahe Rationality
of Religious Belief” is again concerned with thewneatheism and
considers the motivations and reasons that driaeview. While his work
is not aimed at a defence of the metaphysical abéun of the new
atheism, it seeks to rectify what he sees as me&stehdings about the
nature and point of their claims. Here he takeseigain themes in the
paper by Oppy and provides an alternative view.

The last two essays focus more directly on theticglahip between
religion and politics, and on the contribution tipdiilosophical reflection
can give to the resolution of specific issues oobfgms. Anthony
Langlois’s essay “Religious Reasons in PoliticaloBte” considers the
proper relationship between religion and politinsliberal democracies,
and in particular he focuses on the recent workthef contemporary
philosopher of religion Jeffrey Stout, the authdrtloe groundbreaking
bookDemocracy and Traditian

One of the most pressing problems in the relatipnishtween religion
and politics in liberal democracy is the questidrradigious exclusivism.
Douglas Pratt's essay “Religious Identity and thenial of Alterity”
considers the phenomenon of religious exclusivisnatyuing that there
are at least three variants of religious exclusivisamely open, closed
and extreme. This analysis brings him to a disomssif a paradigm of
exclusive religion that yet upholds the validatadireligious variety.

In conclusion, we think that the eight essays idetliin this volume
have an important element in common: they all agstimt the religious
element cannot be reduced to psychological intimaey arbitrary
subjectivity, insofar as a personal belief does nonflict with an
acceptance of the function of philosophy as themor criterion of every
judgment.

Philosophy of religion can really play a role iretbontemporary world
in so far as it remains philosophy. Put differenpihilosophy of religion
can speak every religious language insofar aseatlsp a philosophical
language, and not a religious one. Philosophy difjiom is neither
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“Christian” nor “Islamic,” neither “atheist” nor Heist.” This does not
mean that it must necessarily be neutral, butitdautcome should be the
result of a philosophical analysis that takes igect seriously; and not
just trle development of a thesis or a belief tdkemgranted or assumed a
priori.

As Editors, we are very happy with all the essdgd jo to make up
the volume, and we believe that the diversity @& fwoints of view they
provide represents a very meaningful contributmthe current debate on
the relationship between philosophy and religiohcQurse, this does not
mean that we, as philosophers, agree with all dmributors in all their
conclusions, and/or with all their assumptions—dntf sometimes we do
not. But this is not a problem: disagreement israddmental aspect of the
philosophical work. When there is a pressing issu¢he philosophical
debate, as we believe the relationship betweengtphy and religion is,
the most important thing is to promote a fruitfuhda non-dogmatic
dialogue among the various possible positionsu¢hsan achievement has
been reached, even partially, through this book, feel we have
succeeded.
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THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES



CHAPTERONE

PHILOSOPHY OFRELIGION IN A SECULAR AGE:
SOME PROGRAMMATIC REFLECTIONS

MATHESONRUSSELL

Philosophy of religion is a discipline with a cwr history and an
uncertain future within the modern university. Asfam of rational
inquiry, philosophy of religion has been shapedédfr by the existential
guestions facing culturally Christian individuals & post-Enlightenment
world: Is belief in God really plausible? Can miechappen? Do | really
possess an immortal soul? Is the natural worlgtbduct of an intelligent
creator? But does this really do justice to thepscand relevance of
philosophical reflection upon religion? Without @¢igg its significance
for individual lives, in this essay | shall argueat philosophy of religion
needs to self-consciously situate itself within tieader problem context
of modernity as such, with its political, socialdaoultural dimensions.
What emerges is a renewed vision for philosophieligion in this secular
age.

1. Prevailing conceptions of the project
of philosophy of religion

Philosophers of religion exhibit what they takeitheb description to
be by the manner in which they write and by whayttvrite about. When
we survey the philosophy of religion literaturegth what tasks do we find
philosophers of religion taking up? What topics apestions do we find
them tackling? | can discern four main streams hia tontemporary
literature. As | shall try to indicate, these faue interrelated.

The first approach sees the philosopher of religaking the role of
rational judge or arbiter presiding over the disputoncerning the existence
of God Let's call discussions of this character Streane @S1). In this
guise, the philosopher of religion askBoes God existAnd the question
is traditionally referred to “proofs” for or agatrtbe existence of God.
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The project of deciding on rational grounds whettrenot God exists
has so dominated the field of philosophy of religibat in some ways it
impresses itself upon us e prevailing question or task that defines the
discipline. But this would not give an entirely acate representation of
what contemporary philosophers of religion disculse discussion has
branched out, and why this has occurred can beameal if we take a
moment to notice one or two things about this fivaly of articulating the
project of philosophy of religion.

To begin with, S1 orients the discipline with resp® aspecifie—
albeit, to some, fundamental—religious claim, ngntbht there exists a
God. It situates the discipline as a “second-oraer-“critical” reflection
upon a particular “first-order” belief, nametlgeisticbelief. The religious
belief to be debated is taken as a given, and Hiegophical task is
assumed to be that of assessing the truth or fadsklf this religious
claim.

Needless to say, there are certain historical resasdny the discipline
finds itself critically assessing just this kind ofligious claim. The
discipline is, after all, a product of the Européatellectual tradition, a
tradition descended primarily from the Christianitete of the West;
hence the focus on monotheistic belief. Nonethekmme philosophers of
religion do insist that there is something beyonckrem historical
contingency that legitimates the focus on the miogistic claim. To begin
with, what they take as their object of criticafleetion, they want to
stress, is quite deliberatelyot the Christian doctrine of God (nor the
Jewish or Islamic doctrine of God), but instead twhas been called
“restricted theism® or “classical theism®. E. D. Klemke gives a
representative definition of “restricted” or “clésa” theism: it is the
belief “that there exists a being—God—who is aliyeoful; all-knowing;
supremely good; infinite; eternal; one who possesdeperfections (and
no imperfections); transcendent to the natural ems®, hence supernatural,
but at the same time creator (and sustainer) ofntdteral universe:™
Theism defined in this fashion is meant to represbe basic kernel
common to all three major monotheistic systemseadieh a pared down
idea of God such that only the most essential featof the object of

! william L. Rowe, “Evil and the Theistic Hypothesis Response to Wykstra,” in
The Problem of Evijled. Marilyn McCord Adams and Robert Merrihew Adam
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1990).

2 Richard SwinburneThe Coherence of Theisnev. ed. (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1993), 1.

3 Elmer Daniel KlemkeTo Believe or Not to Believe: Readings in the Riufthy
of Religion(Fort Worth: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich College IRhiers, 1992), 7.
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belief are insisted upon. It is argued that “restd” or “classical” theism
delineates a minimal set of essential doctrinal mitments, since a being
who lacked these characteristics would not be ahyaybject of worship.
Actually existing monotheistic religions may invelvmany more
commitments, but they cannot involve less. And,sash, if it can be
shown that the God of “restricted theism” does exist or cannot exist,
then it can be shown that all more elaborate ticesgistems are also false,
or at least contain false beliefs at their corenddethe focus of S1.

Those who understand the task of philosophy ofjiati in this way
may well still represent the mainstream within thiscipline. However,
because of certain perceived limitations in thisereed project, it is now
the case that discussions within contemporary pbpby of religion have
branched out into different topics. These topickiclv are related to but
distinct from the traditional question describeaady have become new
focal points of discussion in the literature, takon a life of their own and
even threatening to eclipse the traditional questibGod’s existence. We
can survey these new topics by reconstructing thifissof attention
motivated by the perceived limitations in S1.

(i) The first perceived limitation with the traditial conception of the
task of philosophy of religion (represented by &l}his. It presupposes
that there is some method of rational reflectiopatde of deciding for or
against the existence of God, and presupposesfuntre that the method
of rational decision will rest upon proofs or argnts. But in lieu of any
decisive empirical or rational argument for or agaithe existence of God
(an impasse we reach for perhassentialreasons), we find ourselves
casting about for other—perhaps less direct—mednadging whether
religious beliefs are reasonable or not. And a fhoint philosophers of
religion have found themselves having to ask morenegal
epistemological questions about the nature of fjoation and warrant,
about the categories of probability, plausibilitgasonability, the ethics of
belief, and so forth. A new question therefore egasrwithin philosophy
of religion: Under what conditions would religious belief beioatl or
reasonableA subtly different understanding of the task ofigdophy of
religion thus emerges. It is characterized byejpgstemologicafocus, in
contrast to the traditionametaphysicalor ontological focus of the
discipline. Let’s call this Stream Two (S2).

One famous attempt to settle the debate withinsSBat of the logical
positivists. Quite apart from arguments for or agathe existence of God,
positivists such as A. J. Ayer maintained thateheme no conditions under
which religious belief would be rational. This issdause religious
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propositions are non-verifiability (they do not atief confirmation), and
hence are ultimately meaningless, despite beingnmaically well-
formed. At one stroke this argument seemed to elicrall forms of
religious belief. However, few found this line agament plausible. The
test for “meaningfulness” appeared unacceptabigtstind threatened to
strike down as “meaningless” countless inoffensieeryday beliefs as
well as those more speculative “metaphysical” fglie was intended to
expose.

More recent debates, provoked to a large extenilbiyn Plantinga’s
influential work on belief and warrafithave brought a higher degree of
epistemological nuance to this debate. A great walveiscussion has
followed in Plantinga’s wake, some of which may Wwehave genuine
insights to contribute to the field of epistemology general—not least
because the special case of religious belief heedoepistemologists to
consider a series of rather complex and delicatgeis they may otherwise
have overlooked, such as the limits and presuppaositof evidentialism.
And all the better for the state of play in the gyeh field of epistemology.
In any case, within S2, the centre of attentiorobses what we might call
the epistemic respectability of religious beliefganeral, and the debate
over this issue is ongoing.

(i) A second perceived limitation concerns the spmaption that
“restricted” or “classical” theism should set tieernhs of the debate within
philosophy of religion. | have mentioned why sorirel fthis presumption
acceptable and compelling. However, it seems lagi# to wonder why
we should accept a definition of religious belidfat excludes from
consideration all religious beliefs beyond those tbé monotheistic
traditions. Should the philosopher of religion rfost turn his or her
critical attention to the concept of God rathernthaking it as a given?
What's more, perhaps the rational acceptabilityetifjious belief depends
upon which concept of God we are considering. Perhaps the more
fundamental question, then, is not “does God ekimt2ven “when would
religious belief be epistemologically respectalildiyt rather “what, if
any, concept of God, the gods, or the divine, wdddogically coherent
and rationally compelling?” Under the force of thige of thinking, a new
focus of inquiry emerges within the discipline whibas the character of

4 See Alvin Plantinga and Nicholas Wolterstoffgith and Rationality: Reason
and Belief in GodNotre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 19883yin
Plantinga,Warrant: The Current DebatéNew York: Oxford University Press,
1993); and idem\arranted Christian BeliefNew York: Oxford University Press,
2000).
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philosophical theologyby which | simply mean philosophical reflection
on the doctrine or idea of Gothéo3, very broadly construed. Let’s call
this Stream Three (S3).

The history of philosophy contains many exampleplofosophical
theology of this kind; we might think immediately Aristotle’s unmoved
mover or Baruch Spinoza’s pantheism. But such coctste philosophical
theologising is also to be found on the contemposaene. Among certain
Continental strands of philosophy it is seen inuegboning and vigorous
theorising of “transcendence” and “the divifeContemporary analytic
philosophers of religion are also showing incregsitterest in “alternative”
concepts of Gof.But, even in the mainstream, one commonly finds
debates over divine knowledge, divine power, Gaodlation to time—all
of which are topics easily identifiable as belomgito philosophical
theology—that is, they concern the very concepsodl. There is, in other
words, no shortage of contemporary literature tuatsiderswhat, if any,
concept of God, the gods, or the divine might lggchdly coherent and
rationally compelling

(i) There is at least one more perceived limdatiin the received
project of philosophy of religion (S1) that has philosophers of religion
off in yet another—perhaps even more radical—dioectTo illustrate it,
let's consider Immanuel Kant. His work one mightitiailly have
characterized as belonging to S2, i.e. as providimgssessment of—and,
in this casedefending—the epistemic respectability or reasonableness of
belief in God. Indeed, Kant did propose a novelango the question of
the reasonableness of religious faith. His critiphllosophy, as is well
known, offers both an explanation as to why thetetcal debate over the
existence of God (S1) inevitably reaches an impéesthe Transcendental
Dialectic of theCritique of Pure Reasgrand, at the same time, a wholly
different kind of argument for the reasonableness$ @ven necessity of
belief in God—namely, on the basis that the ided&ofl is a rationally

® For an analysis of this literature, see Hent dies/Philosophy and the Turn to
Religion (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press99p Some seminal
essays can be found in John D. Caputo, &te Religious(Malden, MA:
Blackwell, 2002).

5 See, for instance, Huw Parri OweBpncepts of DeityLondon: Macmillan,
1971); John Bishop, “Can There Be Alternative Caigeeof God?,”Nous 32
(1998): 174-188; and Charles Hartshorne “Alterrat@onceptions of God,” in
Religious Belief and Philosophical Thougled. William P. Alston (New York:
Harcourt, Brace, & World, 1963), 320-37.
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necessary “Postulate of Pure Practical ReaSoBut this ingenious
approach has rather more radical implications tha& might first have
supposed. Kant’'s defence of the reasonability siebtirns on the claim
that the stance of belief it an epistemic or theoretic stanatall, i.e.
does not involve a positing of some possible objédtnowledge. Rather,
the idea of God, according to Kant, is strictlyretated to the sphere of
praxis and is intelligible only as @ostulateof practical reason. Belief in
God is not a knowledge claim, but it is nonethelassmeaningful and
intelligible postulation.

We may or may not find this way of characterizihg stance of faith
convincing, but it does bring into view a third Itation or blind spot in
the traditional self-conception of philosophy ofigen: namely, that it
presupposes that religious life at its core is @chon sknowledge claim
that there is a God and that it is therefore opegritical evaluation in just
the same way as any other knowledge claim. Kantgehapproach
provokes us to consider whether this presuppostiears up to critical
reflection. What if faith does not have the chagact a truth claim at all?

This line of reflection leads to a fourth conceptiof the philosopher
of religion’s task: namely,to interpret and evaluate the so-called
“spiritual” or “religious” dimensions of human expéence as suchwhat
is the religious dimension of life? Where doesititirs relation to theory
and practice—or better, in relation to human exis¢eas such? How are
we to characterize it? What does it signify, andatis its significance?
Here the goal is to suspend the assumption th#diedruth claims are at
the basis of religion and to seek a philosophicsdlysfying conceptualisation
of religious life as such, in its experiential cligtential characteristics, its
ways of speaking and acting, its forms of behavana social interaction,
including those of prayer, meditation, ritual, ahermeneutic practices.
While it is true that each of these phenomena le®re the object of
study in various non-philosophical disciplines—sdagy, psychology,
anthropology, and so forth—there remains a digtiatt philosophical
dimension to this line of inquiry. The philosopHichmension concerns
those most fundamental questions about what reiégidaith is.
Understood in this way, the philosopher of religibas the task of
providing a conceptual analysis of religious liféere the focus is neither
metaphysical, epistemological nor theological ie tlirst instance, but
rather falls within the sphere philosophical anthropology.et’s call this
Stream Four (S4).

" Thelocus classicusf this argument is the “Dialectic of Pure Pradtig@ason”
in Immanuel Kant,Critique of Practical Reasgntrans. Lewis White Beck
(Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1956).
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Kant is not the only philosopher responsible far #&mergence of this
stream of discussion in philosophy of religion. Bw is the dominant
figure we remember today as we reconstruct theutyigf this strand of
philosophical inquiry—so much so that it might malemnse to refer to the
line of philosophical inquiry that deals with thegaestions as a “post-
Kantian” strand. Much historical and contemporagntihental philosophy
of religion can be situated within this line—fromddrich Schleiermacher
through to Sgren Kierkegaard, Martin Heidegger &lolf Otto, to
Emmanuel Levinas and beyond. It is hardly the chsaever, that the
analytic tradition has failed to contribute to S@n the contrary, similar
guestions have been posed with great force, edlyedig a recent
generation of Wittgensteinian philosophers of iielig most notably D. Z.
Phillips® (It must be noted, however, that the Wittgensteisi have
remained on the periphery of analytic philosophyreifgion, and they
have often been described as exponents of an realtst,” “fideist” or
“expressivist” position—descriptions which manifgstemain wedded to
the metaphysical and epistemological terms of esfee characteristic of
S1 and S2.)

It is worth mentioning that within the ambit of S find not only
philosophers sympathetic to religious forms of liuch as Kant or
Schleiermacher, but also those vehemently oppoSed.example, the
contributions of Karl Marx, Friedrich Nietzsche ar@gmund Freud
should be situated here. Each of these three “msasit suspicion”
provides an account of the structure and motivatiofreligious life, and
provides a damning assessment of it on that basmsach case, a critical
analysis of the religious form of life is offerdldat leaves questions about
the existence of Goentirely out of playNeither Marx, nor Nietzsche, nor
Freud considers arguments for or against the exist®of God. Indeed,
they are wary of being diverted into arguments dkertruth or falsity of
the propositional content of religious beliefs sinthey regard as far more
decisive the question concerning the truthfulnelsthe believing itself.
For each of them (albeit for different reasongligieus faith is judged to
be untruthful—not because it speaks falsely about divine realitbut
because it is self-evasive and self-deceptive, Umxat speaks falsely
about this-worldly realities—about the world, othemd oneself. By the
lights of S1 and S3 (although perhaps not of 92} kind of reflection

8 Although not strictly a “philosophical” text, amportant point of reference in the
Anglo-American literature has been William Jam&he Varieties of Religious
ExperiencgNew York: Longmans, Green, 1916 [1902]).

9 See, most recently, Dewi Zephaniah Phillips, ¥thpse God? Which Tradition?:
The Nature of Belief in Go@hldershot: Ashgate, 2008).
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would not count as philosophy of religion at alutBonce we see how S4
emerges from the nest of questions typically dedh by philosophers of
religion, it becomes clear how it belongs to thecililine. Needless to say,
these “suspicious” interpretations are themselegdroversial, but for my
purposes they are meant merely to foreground S4igoas a stream of
debate in the contemporary philosophy of religiterature.

In any case, the important point here is that thisth conception of
philosophy of religion is grounded in the convictithat one must first
decide what religious lifés before one can provide a rational and critical
evaluation of what if anyalidity, truth or truthfulnessreligious faith
might possess. And, if the Kantian departure isl i@linded, then it
suggests that much modern philosophy of religiateeds on the basis of
amisapprehensioabout the nature, significance and function ofgielis
experience and religious talk.

These, then, are the four divergent approaches st taken up in the
discipline of philosophy of religion at present.

Stream One Stream Two

Metaphysicakeflection upon the | Epistemologicateflection upon the
existence of God, often referred to respectability of religious beliefs as
proofs for/against such

“Does God exist?” “Under what conditions would
religious belief be rational or
reasonable?”

Stream Three Stream Four
Philosophical-theological Philosophical-anthropological
reflection upon the prop@bjectof | reflection upon the nature of
religious belief religious life as such

“What, if any, concept of God, thel “How is the ‘religious dimension’

gods, or the divine might be of life to be conceptualised? What|is
logically coherent and rationally | its significance?”
compelling?”

Such are the recent major developments and ditietems within the
discipline. At this point, however, | wish to takestep back and ask about
the situation of the discipline within the broadentext of philosophy, the
modern university, and contemporary society. | In@ue that philosophy
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of religion, whether it is aware of the fact or hist situated at a crucial
nodal point within the intellectual systems of tmedern academy and,
indeed, within the cultural-scientific edifice dfe modern lifeworld (Sec.
2). To a greater or less extent, in all four of diergent lines of
guestioning, philosophy of religion directly beanson the philosophical
problem of modernity and especially upon the “ctigaichallenge” posed
by the persistence of religion in the present asbdy secular age (Sec. 3).
However, | shall contend that philosophers of iehgcan and should
approach their intellectual labours with greatensmiousness of their
social, cultural and philosophical significance,datihat this will give
greater coherence and clarity to the discipline (8%

2. Philosophy of religion under the conditions
of modernity

As it is described above, philosophy of religionviolisly addresses
guestions that are pressing existential concerngefal individuals. We
ought not to be surprised when searching souls torphilosophy of
religion as they wrestle in thought and prayer ovkat to believe. And it
is clear that much contemporary philosophy of fetigemerges from
genuine existential concerns, even if the termgleifate have become
increasingly abstract and technical. Herein lieg thignificance of
philosophy of religion for many of its practitiosetand much of its
audience. What might not be as immediately evidigom reading
contemporary philosophy of religion, however, isatthbeyond this
personal, existential level, philosophy of religiafso serves a crucial
function within the dominant intellectual projedttbe modern, ostensibly
secular, age. Indeed, | shall argue in what follohat the significance of
philosophy of religion can only be properly undedst if it is seen in
relation to the broadesocial cultural andinstitutional contexts in which
it is practiced, contexts in which the so-calledhifpsophical problem of
modernity” is an ongoing intellectual preoccupattidn

Jirgen Habermas has observed that the presencenohunities of
faith in the modern world poses a “cognitive chadje” to the secular
discourses of the rationalized lifeworfd.(Conversely, of course, the

10 See Robert Pippifviodernism as a Philosophical Problem: On the Dissattions
of European High CulturéCambridge: Blackwell, 1991).

u Jurgen Habermas, “Pre-Political Foundations of Dieenocratic Constitutional
State?,” inDialectics of Secularization: On Reason and Religied. Florian
Schuller (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2006), 38.
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rationalized lifeworld poses its own cognitive daafje to communities of
faith. But the “challenge” with which we are coneed here is primarily
the challengdor moderns not for religious communities.) This “cognitive
challenge” is multifaceted. Here are just threaruds in the nest of issues
it encompasses:

(i) The once popular “progress narrative,” the atwve of
“enlightenment”—according to which religion reprate an adolescent
phase of human civilization which we are now fipalfowing out of into
the full autonomy of adulthood—has lost its selfdence. Religions have
persisted in late modernity and even flourishedpidesthe confident
predictions by previous generations of their immingemise. It has now
become clear that the cultural rise of secular ghouo a position of
prestige (especially the natural and human scignées not been
unequivocally accompanied by a concomitant recedafgreligious
commitment in the West, let alone elsewhere. Theaepuzzle here that is
of interest to psychologists, historians, socidtai cultural theorists and
so on; but it also compels philosophers to thinkimgbout how secular
social institutionsought to be positioned vis-a-vis religious commiesit
and social institutions now that the legitimatiraynative of “the march of
reason” has lost its unquestioned status and natittltan no longer be
tacitly assumed that religious social systems hheen normatively
invalidated or de-legitimated.

(i) One could also point to the political challesgof coordinating and
governing multicultural societies, in which the s®nce of religious
communities is just as much a social fact as thistence of secular
institutions and modern technologies. Under sugciditmns, the state and
its systems of authority inevitably come up agatmipetingauthority
claims made on behalf of God or some other religious muAt very
least, this leaves societies and their governmesssking to form
judgments about the status of these competingresltand social systems
claiming divine sanction—if not judgments about thiédmate truth or
validity of this or that religious authoritger se For example, to what
extent should members of religious communitiesriee fo act according
to their religious beliefs when those ways of agtiare regarded as
offensive or immoral by the dominant culture?

(i) It is intrinsic to the dominant modern selbwception of
philosophy and the sciences that they are “secuiarnths of inquiry.
While these forms of inquiry may have had theolabimots, as modern
“secular” forms of inquiry they claim not to be @eywlent upon religious
forms of thought but grounded instead upon thein dmdependent and
autonomous practices of legitimation and knowledgeation. The
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legitimacy and integrity of secular inquiry, thesed, is understood to be
bound up with the vigilant exclusioof the concepts and hermeneutic
methods of religious thought. When conceived in this way, the
persistence of religious life and thought in modgrhas appeared as a
threatto secular science. As a consequence, some hieeme itaas a vital
task for the legitimation and preservation of sacuhought itself that
religious language, thought and practice be comediped and rigorously
differentiated from secular language, thought arattice’®

In these and other ways, the struggle for selfgmegion, legitimacy
and recognition on the part of secular life ancutitd is pursued today at
an intellectual level vis-a-vis the religious.

The fact that we find ourselves in a world chanazésl by the overlap
of and struggle between the secular and the relégi® of course the result
of the remarkable cultural and intellectual histarf/ the West. The
“cognitive challenge” of religious faith is a featuin the modern world
thanks to the social and culturdifferentiation of the religious and the
secular, combined with the ongoirayerlap between their respective
projects and concerns. Needless to say, theréoisgaand complex history
to be recounted here concerning the rise of thelaecthe story of
renaissance and reformation, of the emergenceeahthdern sciences and
the disenchantment of nature, of the rise of newn$o of political
organization (most notably from our vantage poirg liberal-democratic
nation-state), of industrial revolution and the ptiton of capitalist modes
of production, and of the development of concontitdarms of
socialization and individuatiol{.

In any case, it is only against this cultural amstdrical background
that the situation of philosophy of religion todegn be understood. For,
with the intellectual shifts brought about by treestific revolution and

12«gecularity” in this sense neemtbe synonymous with atheism. Theists are able
to participate in a secular form of inquiry to taent that they adopt its practices
of knowledge creation and validation. The secidahat which is distinct from the
sacred; it need not be opposed to the sacred.

13 In this connection, | should clarify that, althduthe process of legitimation is
very much a struggle for cultural esteem and evegemony, | don’'t mean to
imply that the question of legitimacy or legitin@ati can or should be divorced
from questions of truth and validitper seand conceived purely as a power
struggle. Indeed, precisely this is why the questiust involve a thoughtful
reflection on the respective validity and significa of philosophy and science,
and religion and theology.

4 The most significant recent attempt to tell thisrg is undoubtedly Charles
Taylor, A Secular AggCambridge: Belknap Press of Harvard UniversitgsBr
2007).
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the Enlightenment, there emerged a new “we"—theaidted “scientific

community” and those who identify with it—a commiyndr communities
governed by a secular self-conception and posgessiir own institutions,
traditions and practices of meaning making and Kedge creation. It is
for this “scientific community” that it became botintelligible and

pressing to consider the significance of religicosnmunitieswhich they

now regarded as their “other” in some sengBut “other” inwhat sense?
And can this otherness be overcome? Can autonoswestific inquiry

be integrated within a theological viewpoint, oligious life be integrated
within a secular viewpoint? Or must either religianentalities give way
to the secular, or secular mentalities give wayhto religious? We shall
return to these vital questions below.)

From the standpoint of the community of secularuing then,
philosophical study concerning the “other” of secuhquiry (i.e. religion)
plays a crucial role in the project of establishitige legitimacy and
coherence of secular inquiry itself. A critical wnstanding of religious
forms of life and thought is needed for the seifical self-understanding
of “secular” society—not just from a social andipcl point of view, but
also from a cultural-scientific vantage point—sines described above,
the very self-conception of “secular” inquiry rems (as the term
suggests) the exclusion or inoculating appropnatd “the religious™
Philosophy of religion thus stands at a point aéiface, a crucial nodal
point at which the relationship between the religi@nd secular discourses
of modernity is discursively negotiated. Philosopifyreligion serves to
situate secular inquiry by situating it vis-a-vis f‘other”. It is for this
reason that philosophy of religion belongs in trtghthe very core of the
philosophical enterprise within the modern academger the conditions
of modernity.

In light of this analysis, we ought to recognizattthe very project of
philosophically placing of religion in question i®day an activity
undertaken from some definite exterior or “seculastandpoint—
institutionally represented by the modern univgrsithe philosopher of
religion occupies a speech-position within the diisgic community or
communities of secular inquirerggardless of whether he or she holds
religious convictionsThis is what effectively differentiates philosgpbf
religion from theology in the contemporary landszagheology is
undertaken for the most part outside of the unitiecontext on behalf of
religious communities and continues conversatitwas are “live” within

15 This is what Taylor describes as the “inescapé&bleugh often negative) God-
reference in the very nature of our secular ageyldr, A Secular Age29).
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those circles, while philosophy of religion is undé&en largely within the
university context on behalf of the ostensibly “ersal” community of
rational inquirers and continues conversations #hat“live” within those
circles.

Having this cultural and functional analysis inwienables us to see
why philosophy of religionmattersand whatlegitimatesthis field of
inquiry from the point of view of the secular acade It is legitimated
from the point of view of the secular academy, | smggesting, not by
fulfilling the existential need of individuals toedide rationally what to
believe; and it is certainly not legitimated by\8eg the curiosity of
dispassionate inquirers who wish to determine wdretbr not there
happens to be a God “out there”. Rather, it istiegited by the ongoing
need on the part of the systems of secular life nedight—political,
social and cultural—to come to terms with the systef religious life and
thought out of which they emerged but over agaimkich they now
predominantly conceive themselves.

Of course, one possible outcome of the faithfulspitrof philosophy
of religion understood in such terms could be thatdistinction between
secular and religious inquiry comes to be regaafedntenable. In such a
scenario, the currently dominant self-conceptiothef “secular” academy
would collapse. (In fact, according to some, idlieady collapsing.) And,
at that point, we would have entered a post-secd@: Philosophy of
religion is a historically contingent discipline this extent. But no new
grand synthesis has so far emerged.

3. Re-reading the philosophy of religion literaturein light
of the problem of modernity

Bearing in mind the broader intellectual contextrafdernity (with its
political, social and cultural dimensions) allowss uto read the
contemporary philosophy of religion literature witlesh eyes. It enables
us to see philosophy of religion not merely as tao$alebates relevant to
individuals seeking salvation but equally as a danaf inquiry with
profound relevance for our political, social andteral life together. And
this, in turn, offers a fresh perspective from whito evaluate the
significance of the four streams of literature epuated above. What |
shall try to do all too briefly in this sectiontis review these four streams
of inquiry and show how each relates to the probtgdnmodernity and
especially to the “cognitive challenge” posed by persistence of religion
in this secular age. As we shall see, these fawasts are not equally
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promising as contributions to the intellectual pemh-context in which
philosophy of religion finds itself situated today.

(S1) Debates over the existence of God may appeae far removed
from the “cognitive challenge” described in thepoeis section. This is
hard to deny. Nonetheless, it is possible to reexh ¢hese debates against
the broader intellectual backdrop in something like following way.
Arguments for and against the existence of God lzanconstrued as
attempts to shovat one strokethe compatibility or incompatibility of
theism with the philosophical and scientific diss®s of modernity, and
to do so fronmwithin the systems of secular discourse itself. If thetexice
of God can be proved, then secular reason canitparmms to theological
discourse without reservation; if the existenceGafd can be disproved,
then secular reason can dismiss all theologicak t@alit of hand.
Unfortunately, the ever-growing sophistication loé targuments intended
to accomplish this neat resolution belies the maimplistic either/or
rhetorical strategy it pursues: the apparent innahgbetween secular and
religious discourses is to be resolved whéhertheism utterly gives way
under the force of rational refutationy theism is exonerated by the
tribunal of reason and crowned with the honour dfilgsophical
legitimacy. This is an all-or-nothing strategy, fhigilosophical equivalent
of shooting the moon. On the one hand, this is whakes S1 such a
heady enterprise; like a game of Russian rouldteestakes are incredibly
high. On the other hand, to think that the muldefleed “cognitive
challenge” posed by religious life and thought imdarnity might be
susceptible to such swift resolution seems somewaate—not least in
light of the limitations of S1 discussed above, shhias we have seen,
have compelled philosophers of religion to sub&éptsideline S1 and
divert their energies into S2, S3 and S4.

(S2) The debate concerning the epistemic respdityabf religious
beliefs as such leads directly, as mentioned ahiat@,general reflection
upon the standards, limits and procedures of knbydeand legitimation.
What becomes the topic of discussion very quicklyhiese debates is not
simply the veracity, legitimacy or warrant for thig that religious or
metaphysical belief, but the question of what dtutsts veracity,
legitimacy or warrant in general. As such, the wehgéneral philosophical
enterprise of epistemology is implicated in S2. Fos reason, S2 bears
upon all forms of belief and not only religious ie&. Religious belief
comes to represent a test case for the coherengerafral theories in
epistemology—that is, a test case for the coherehtiee epistemological
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foundations of secular inquiry in general. To thident, this stream of
inquiry has broader implications for our understagdof the project of
modernity.

But religious belief is more than a special caséadfef in general. It
represents a class of beliefs that claim some fufr(divine) authorization
beyondthe empirical or rational sources of legitimati@nstioned by our
modern institutions of science and learning. Anid is where the real
“cognitive challenge” is posed by religious beliafthe epistemological
context. To what extent can beliefs lacking demade empirical or
rational legitimation be sanctioned within the oatlized lifeworld? Can
secular inquiry acknowledge and perriiinits to its own project of
rationalization, or does this render the project sdcular inquiry
philosophically incoherent? At issue here is a taesof profound
importance for the intellectual project of modeyniself: can the secular
discourses of modernity ground themselves, divgstinemselves of
unexamined presuppositions and heteronomous hela&fsthey have
traditionally aspired to do; or is the project ddtionalization itself
conditioned by an unaccountable “given” and cordittg upon a
constitutive “faith” (something perhaps of the ardd the “perceptual
faith” described by Merleau-Ponty§?While such questions are not
typically made explicit in S2, they lurk beneatlke tsurface; and from the
perspective of the philosophical problem of modgrnihis is where the
deeper significance of S2 lies.

(S3) Critical discussions of the concept of Goe, glods, or the divine
can also be interpreted from the perspective oftreader intellectual
problem of modernity. Such discussions represetastigation into the
possibility of a reconciliation between the religgo and the secular
discourses of modernity on the basis of a commantglligible and
mutually acceptable concept of the divine. Needtessay, as a line of
inquiry pursued on behalf of the community of sacuinquirers, the
emphasis is on the intelligibility and acceptapifitom the perspective of
autonomous, secular thought itself; the demandatisafconcept of God
that is agreeable to the systems and standardshitdspphical and
scientific discourse. This is why the search isgphilosophicaltheology:
a theology developed upon grounds other than rgeelaand thus
sanctioned by the canons of reason accepted bgothenunity of secular
inquirers. Whether religious communities would bosld recognize the

16 See Maurice Merleau-Pontfhe Visible and the Invisiblerans. Alphonso
Lingis (Evanston: Northwestern University Pres£8)9



