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KCant whien we aflirni that this prcsented end is responded to in
ii peculiar and underived formn of feeling, called ethical, whiereby

everyt>hing is (in intent) surrendered to the presentecl end iii
corroboration of reason's declaration of its supreme worth.*

This effort to do justice to the principle of reason iînplied in
the empirical theory of tie origin of the moral consciousness
compels the rejection of the einpirical tieory and the grounding
of moral obligation in the functioning of reason itself accompa-
iiied by an underived formi of feeling.

(c) Is there in ultimate ground of moral obligation? 1
mean: shaHl we, with Leslie Stephien, refuse., to gro beyond the
psyehiological facts of the moral consciousness, rejecting ahl Meta-
physics ? Or, shahl we, instead, seek to relate the consciousness
of moral obligation to the real universe, in other words, to God
wvho is the foundation of ail tha.-t is ? I believe we inust seek
this ultimate, basis of moral obligation. We should observe also
that we can show a necessary relation betwcven inorality and reli-
gion only -as we succeed in mwaking it clear that moral obligation
is gYrounded in ultimate Being and that this ultiînate Beingr is at
the saine ine the supreme Object of thie religious emotion. If

e au showv this, the necessary relation between morality and
religoionl will be evident and consequcntly, worship as thie expres-
sion of religion, will be a neccssary condition of moral attain-
ment. Let us make the attempt.

Note, first, the bearing of the theory of knowvledge upon the
question at issue. If we are to accepi, the doctrine that our
knowledge is by conceptions and limitcd to conceptions; if we
are to m11ake týe, test of knowledge consist in the clearness and
distinctness of conceptions and the freedomn from contradiction
am1101g themn; if this thought-wtorld so earefully ordered lias a
defensible, daii to represent the world of reality: then miust not
this clear conception of unconditioned obligation whichi harmon-
izes so well with the totahity of our rational world, have soine
definite mneaning for reality ? ln othcr words, lias not the con-
sciousness of moral obligation as mnuch dcaim to represent a real
worMà and to be grounidcd in ultimate Being as th)e conception of
causality or substantiality? These are categories of mind but

*Ladd, Psychology, Descriptive and Explanatory, p. 581.


