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we believe they are also categrories -of bcîîg. Why theni Shial Nve
inakze an exception iii the case of inoral obligation and hiold thlat
it has oiily p4ychiologrica-l sigiiificaince, an(l that there is nothilig
iii the ultiimate nature of beig »richl corresponds to it ? T1his
arg1umlenit for- a inetaphysical beasis of muoral obligaction certainly
pLaces mloral obligration on an equal footing wvit1î the conceptions

ofcause and substance lftid if oue is purcly subjietive, wliy nlot
the others, lca\'ing us, iii absolute solipsisni ?

Anothier argument foi- the groundingi of moral obligation ini

reality imiy be found by analogy iii the treatînent of nattural
laws. What do0 wu do withi natural La-WS wheni we treat tienli
irom the standpoint of a phiilosophy of nature ? We do not erect
these laws like a- scafloldiing ovei' things and coimnand obedience.
Natural laws are instead our thouglit-representatives of certain
hixed, orderly ways of behavior on the part of the reality -ve
know. " Laws of NMature " are so ;înany abstractions miade by
the thinkingr mind iii presence of the natural morld. Reality iii
its chiangingil activi ty founlds I aw, grives a ba.sis for thiis subjective
interpretation, called niatur-al law, by the observing mmiid. Now,
i f die natural Mworld is thle manifestation of soîne ultiniiae Being,
iiitst îiot the so-called natural laws bc only our thioughit-repre-
sentatives of the ways of elleroiziîwg 011 t](' prt of tlh<½ ulthnlatc
Being?

Just so, 1 believe, mnust moral obligation in the sli . of
moral law, revealuci by the funcitioniingr of r-eason01, be0 carried over
froni ourselves to sonie ultiniate grounid. Wlhat 1 have already
said supports this belief. In addition, 1 mnay appeal to Seicier-
macher's " feelinig of dependence " as the deepest factor of our
iiuier life. We do imot reg'card ourselves as seif-suifficienit but be-
lieve thmat we are reai1 yet sollehlow dependent uponi the one
gý(rouind of ail rcality. If we did iiot have this consciousness of
dependence, we iiiight be satisfied to view the moral law as
entirely subjective. Instead, as w'e ground the laws of the de-
pendent natural workt in thie one ultimate Being, so we wvhîo are
likewise dependent are impelled to ground our morafl law~ in
that supreine, Being.

Another arguipent iii f(avor of going beyond the mnere psy-
chiolog ical aspect of ethics is the relation of ethics to being. As
Newmlan Smyth says : '<Ail ethies involves soine iieta-physics;
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