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Philosophy of David Hume, London 1941; por. J. Hick, An Interpretation of Religion, New York
1989, s. 213. Interpretacja Smitha nie postrzega ���� ���"�����������#��@/A�����/�CE/�	0�4��6?���
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13 J. Hick, An Interpretation of religion, s. 210 i 227.
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Pyta po pierwsze, czy wiara, która w rozumieniu Hicka jest adekwatnie uza-
sadniona, nie jest przymusem?41����C�CE�/��F6�E0�FQ��/����6C�/�0��2CO/2C
�0MLA0	� �/?�
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Po drugie, pyta, czy wszyscy religijni l���	����������
�����	������Q�	�&
�������� �������	�H?43.������
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ludzi nie jest usprawiedliwiona w roszczeniu do wiedzy o Bogu44.
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41��/	L�, s. 102.
42 J. Hick, Faith and Knowledge, wyd. I, s. 178-179.
43 C.R. Bråkenhielm, How Philosophy Shapes Theories of Religion, s. 102.
44 T/	L�, s. 102, por. przyp. 166, s. 102.
45��/	L�, s. 102.
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The main point of this article is John Hick’s conception of rational theistic belief without proof
and its critics. By the analogy between sense experience and religious experience Hick build the
inference leading to conclusion that the religious experience is like sense experience reliable
foundation for rationally of beliefs. So although religious beliefs have non proofs, for instance for
existence of God, they are rational.

Critics, like C. R. Bråkenhielm, T. R. Mathis, R. W. Perrett review this inference and
conclusion. Especially are attacking analogy between sense experience and religious experience,
by negation of possibility of the private language and possibility of solipsistic alternative for sense
experience.
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