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have .utcH my re„on. for di.«,i,fac,ion with thev.nou, ..temp., which h.vc been „.dc .1^ .re -ion upon authority.

Granting that religion can find .o e.l support in

e-ther to abandon all systematic thought in this««.on or to rebuild our theological belL In the

i^Tth
"'""•

'
"" '""'""' '"-P'^'' '° -^ a

fo rth ir""°":'r «"'"' *'^- '" '»•= '"ird andfoh lectures, wh.ch consist of an exposition of the

an I, r, "" """'"" '"'' «"« -'""« ofan ahsmdeveoped out of it by a firm applicationoHhe pnncple that the world is rational and is capableof bemg comprehenHed by us in virtue of the ration^itywhich ,s our deepe.' id truest nature
Having reached .is point, we are met by t<voop^s„e philosophical schools of thought, which refuseto accept the solution of the problem thus advancedor perhaps rather of what they mistakenly regard as'ha solution. I„ the fourth lecture will ^ rid my«ason, for rejecting both of these views,-the formerbecause ,t virtually abolishes the ratio ality ofTewhole, the latter because it ienores th, .

,

of the parts.
^ ^' rationality

So far the discussion has proceeded on the principlethat a philosophy of religion is possible. There's however, a very active school of thinkers who are Ivers.to any philosophy of religion, or at least to any thclaims to provide more than a working conception of We


