
Reviews.

Principal Caird's book is professedly a mieie Introduction. lfndeed
our only regyret nt the appearance of tiîis new edition is that the author
has not seen his way, in the ten year8 that have elarised since the
original publication of the ivork, to, devolope thûse -' prologomena -» into
a substantive treatise on the subjeet. A4 bettor introduction, lîoîvver,
from the authior's peculiar point of view, could not bo desired. Any one
who is in perplexity- about tlue meaning and scope of the4 "Pilosophy
of Religion " înay be confidently commended to Dr. Caîrd's exposition,
as luminous as it is profound. It may be questioned, of course, whethier
a philosoptuy of religion is possible, wliether the two notions -pli losoplîy
and religion, are flot reciprocallv exclusive. But if the task of phîl-
osopluy 15 the explanation or tlîinking out of experience, it is diflicuit,
to sec -%vhy it shouki not attempt the oxplanation of the higboer as well as
the lowoer forins of that exporience, of the religious as well as of' the
moral and inteliectual life of manu. Let the attoînpt bc made at al
events; even if it ends in failure, and in thue insiglit into the nccessity
of the failure of sticb an inquiry, thue labour ivill uot have been iii Vain.

The standpoint froiu whieh thoe înquiry is undertaken is aIl-iimplortaniit.
Principal Caird's standicpoinit is thiat of the liegelian p1iilosopluV. 111 the
preface lio unakes fuit aeknowledgmcent of biis îndcbtodîîess to Hegel's
Plhilosophie dcr Religion; and indccde his own work lias siînply be'î to
Stril) the fleg«eli.u> uuxtapliysic, espccially lu its application to relig~ion
of its soîrnowlint repellant native dress, and te prese.nt, it te bis cotiutryv-
mon elcutled i a grarmont; of tho casiest sudf mnost idiomiatic E uglishi.
The "'genoral r-eadolr,*" it is to bc fcarod, ivill st fiud ilgldiflicuit,
it ninv bo oven Buneiibo 3ut after the labours oz' the two Caird's
inu the clluiitation. 'and lu a senso popularization, of Ilegelian thouglit,
tliare is little excuse for the stndent whio stili finds it aIt «I forbidden
a1roUî:d''

It is impossible bore to foliow the writcr in ]lis argumnent. The
book itself is a more suminiary-, and wvill niot boar furthor suinma:msiu«*
But a sing«le criticismn of the lclieelin philosoplxyo eiin liera se
porsuiasively prosontod, inay ho allowed, viz: &4Thazt it is for the iiiost
part moiroly abstract and formnai, -tud misses tbo rezil content and fibre,
se to spoak, of the religions life and coiisciouisnoss." The cause o? tluis
lofeet is that tlie moral or practical basis of religion is not sufliiently

recoýgmised. T hie attenipt is made to found it on man's inti.elctual,
nature and iiece.ssities. 'Manx, isan imiporfeet or funite beilîg, whio yet is
conscions of luis finitude or imperfection, noccssarily secks te transu-îdl
thue finitude of bis oivi natture, and longs for coiitou:toi-
mert-witlî the infiluite. Sucb a relbion is the 'rliofo a Inuercl'y
intellectual bcing; it is iiot the religion of nliani, iii ail thue pain ai Coui-
filet of blis lifC. zaud ail the dccj> aud crving lOO(i5 or blis nature. 'flc
dcepest of thleso uteds are moral raiths:r than intollcctual-tlie iiced of
moral str-cngtib and o? Divine consolation. Thora is iiudeed a sense in
w'Ilii tiha lIoegelian adints tllat religion is ie outcouuoe of mlali's moral
uicessitios. But even liera the re-il nature or the iorzal Case is ovar-
iookcd ; it is sillnply heesulse Ilauu is fmlite in luis mloral1 as iii his ilitoilec-
tuai nature, tluat lie uîccds religi-ou.s stfato.Foriloiaiu a
recoguiso no real niud positive cvii ini tlie.uiverse. But is it not fl thua
preseucoe of this evil, anud in tho moral situation -irisiiig frollu its presencOe,


