
QUEEN'S UNI VERSIl Y JOURNAL.31

devel.oprne.nt f ront lower to higher,
and is raised froni its prîmtal uindiffer-
entiated condition hy our action uloii
it. Now, of course, there is nothing
nuntstial ini the idea thatthere liais beeni
d'eveloprnent within the uniV,,erse. Ac-
cor(ling to the ordjnary scicntific doc-
trinle, c.g., otir solar systeni was at a
very earlv agc in a bighly uniidiffereni-
tiated statoý a state of widelv-djffused
nebillous inatter, and graditallv as-
suiled its pyreselit forin. [n'rther, '«c
are ail familiar~ witli tie doctrine that
the varions su calle<l species of living
beings have ail becrn developed froni
.one or nmore p)rimo1rdlial forivs.' BuIt
the tlieory of evoliitioii, as adlvanced
iii this fornu, asstumies tliat the prcs
of developuiient acttnalv occiîrred, ai
occurreci indepeanleitly of aiîv activ-
itv on ouir p)art. 'l'ie lin1,11nistie''
theôiry of devclopment lis fundfamtent-
ally different. lit starts frovul the'side
of knowlcdge, andi 'lias a certain kimi
ship with the doctrine of ,Kanit that
"th mind makes Natuîre out of a nia-
týerial that it does nlot make"; in, fact,
as Mr. Schiller lias hinîseif poin.ted
ont, the hnrnasnistic theory of kinowl-
edge closely resembles Fichite's (level-
opinient of the Kantian doctrine, ac-
cording to, which there is no "Èihiing ini
itself" heyond the mind, whiat wc caîl
snich being mnerely a l'intit heyond
whichi we arc unable to go. The idea
that knowledge is a copy of a worl(l
tihat is already constitnlted independ
ently of our irnd is held by H-uman-
isrn to 'be a cridie and untienable the-
ory. As Lotze declared, "l'le notion
of a world conîplete in itself, to which
thought cornes as a passive mirror.
addingnothing to ýflic fact, is irratioii-
al." XVe munst, then, grant tit real-
ity for us is flot somtething that exists
prior to our determination of it, but

that it ,g,,,inely grows" or is
"ruade" by uis. Listen to -I r. James
on the huminaniitic (loctritc. 'Take
the 'great l>ear' or 'dipper* consitel-
lation iii thie Uleavenis. \Vc caîl it by
that naine, ive cotnt the stars and cal
theni seveil. we say tihey 'ere sevuîi
hefore tlîey '«ere couintedl and( '«c sav
ttat whethler any on c had ever noted
the fact or îlot, the d'irn resemiblance
to a long-tailc'd animal '«as always
trtuly tiiere. Huit what do we meaîî
by tlîis projection into past cternity of
recent hnuait ways of thîinkilg? Didl
an 'absoluite' thinker actually do0 the
coutîtng, tel] off the stars lupon li's
standing îînbrti~,and mnake the
l)ear-conîparison, silly as tlîe latter is?
\Verc tliev explicitiy sevýel, explicitl \
bear-like, l)eforc the limitait 'itncess
came' Surelvý, nothlig ii tlic trnltl
oif the attributions drives ns to tbînk
tlîis. Thev '«cre oîîlv imiplicitlv or
virtually \via.t \ve cal] tlîein, and we
huint witnlesses first explicated theici
and niade theni real. .. O ur ste]-
lar attributes înst al'«avs bie callcd
t rute tieu; vet none thc less'are they
genninie additions madc by our intel-
lect to the worid of fact. They copy
ilothing that pre-existefi, yeýt tlîev
agree with '«hat pre-existed, fit it,
exemiplify it, relate and connect it,
bluild it ont."

No'«, 1 think one must adimit that
Lltnmianiism-i is right in declaring that
kno'«ledge does flot conýsist in simply

cop3,ing" wvlat al-ready exists apart
front kniowledge. But, iii denying the
"icopying" thfleory, no advance bas
heen m iade beyond the philosophy of
Kant. For it is, as 1 bave said, a
funldamentaI point in tie Critical
Philosophy that no0 criterioti of trtbt
can be fonnd ontside of "expier -ience"
itself. 'Nature" ils unidotbtcdl]!v a cou-
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