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Iedge, the categories, and the schemata ;
the fourth to the relations of metaphysic
and psychoiogy, and to Mr. Lewes's the-
<iry of knowledge ; the fifth and sixth to
the principles of judgmient, and Dr. Ster-
linîg a view of them ;the seventh to Mr.
Balfour's objections to Kant's proof of
substantiality, and Dr. Sterling's view of
the proof of causality ; the eighthi to the
inetaplîysic of Nature ;the ninth and
ttenth to Mr. Spencer's conceptions of Na-
ture, and of Phienomena and Notnuaena;
and the last two chapters to an attemipt
to show that Kant's theory of knowledge,
wlîile ight in principie, is wanting in
unitv and completeness. Thîis is a wvide
terrîtory, but oui- autiior traverses it
witli the case of one who lias mnade hiuîi-
self thoroughly faiiliar with the whiole

W~hile our own attitude towards Prof.
M'atsonus conclusio is is, in the main, one
4)f agrieemienit, we feel comnpelled at the
satine finie to dissent froîîî sorne of his
-criticismn, especially that dîrected agaiinst
the views of Mr. S,ý'penicer, umuicli of wlîicli
aj pears to us to be founded on iiiisap-
lrelieiisions of tîmat writer's ie 11iiî".
Moreover, Prof. Watsnn shows a fen-
(lenCV to uîîdulyemîîpliasîse the differences
between the views of the t% o pillso-
pliers whose ideas lie i8 contra8ting.
After ail, Kanît, thoughi usually c]ass'd
as an 1lealist, m-as a Rcalist to the ex-
tent at least of believîng in the actital
existence of things in thiiemselves .wlîile.
ýon the otimer lianci, Mr. Spenîcer, thouigh
a llealist in the saine sense. 15 an Ideal-
ist to the exteuît of believing that we cani-
not know things in theiselves, auîd that
our kîowledge is only (to use Prof. Wat.
son's owni words as applied to Kant) of
&objects constructed ont of imipressions

-of sense, as brought uxîder the fornîs of
our perception' (p. 51). Whiere there
is substantial harinony on two points of
.80 foindamental a nature, it seems hardiy
wvort1i wlile to lay very mucli stress uponi

mnere minor differences.
It îîay be wortlî while liere to enlarge

.a littie on one or two points on which
we are at odds withi Prof. WVatson, with
respect to his strictures on MNr. Speîîcer's
v-iews. WVithi regard, for instance, to Mr.
Spencers contenîtion that an Uuîknow-
.able Absolute exîsts, Prof. Watson ob-
jects 'If tiiere is no knowledge of the
absolute, we hiave no right to predicate its
existe ice' (P. 306). Why flot 1 A man
borni blind înay at some particular in-
,stant be conscious of something touching

his hand. What it is he does not know.
It may be a brick wall, or a piece of
wood, or something held by another per-
son. Because the blind man does not
know ivhct it is hie fepls, is hie therefore
precluded froni predicatiug thatsîmethingj
ig touching him ? By no means. The
illustration is a rough and ready one, but
it wdll serve our purpose. A change
takei place at some particalar instant in
a hui-an consciousness :the changre imust
hiave a cause :sometlîing in conscions-
ness proclaitms that the change was miot
self -determnined :therefore-and the in-
ference wotild be irresistible to iuinety-
ine nien ont of every hundi(red, to al],

probably, wlîo are not nietaphysîcians-
thîe chanuge nîust have been produced by
au extîîrnal sonîietliîîg, tlmat is, a Non-
uiienon or Absoiute. What that soine-
tlîin- is w-e dIo not know ;ail we know is,
tînt"of wîîich we are conscious, naiely,
the senisiti, n or representation,or, as MNr.
Splencer wouid say, the symbol of the
iiiîkno wn reality. O-ne of tise conclusions
wlîîcl soutîe Idealists appmar to have
reaelîed is, tliat Reality caxînot exist
apart froin Intelligence. On this poinît
the îîeadviaagiîeinaybc înetby
a pliysical o)ne. Geoloýrists tell ns that a
finiie was, at a reinote period iii the, his-
tory of the eartlî, wheu îeitlîer man nor
aiuy otiier amiuîai existc(l on ItL Apart
froîîî revelation, tiien, and dealing with
the stîbjeet not theolo gically, but" phil-
osolliCally, it îîîay be confidexitly assert-
cd thiat, at tlîat finie, no intelligenice ex-
isfed on the earth, or, for ail we kniow,
any whiere else in the universe. Does
amiy one doubt that a nouriienal uni-
verse existed thien, although, so far as ive
k îow or cati lrove, no intelligence cxisted
capiable eitlîer of knowing a plienoînieual
universe, or of imagiuîing an ideal one

iNr. Speuicer's argumsent, whlîi also
falîs tînder Prof. Watson's strictures, re-
slîecting the existence and unknowability
of the mind, as a tliing in itself, is simi-

*lar to the foregoing. Feeling or know-
*ledge is experienced. But feeling and
knowledge are not entities, suspended,
uîaked and nnadortied, in vacuo. It is

1inmpossible 50 to conceive thcm. The in-
ference is irresistible that tliere must be

isometlingio which feels or knows. What
the nature of that something is, in other
words, what is the nature of mind, we
do not know. The mind hein g the iustru-
mient of knowiedge, cannot be an object
of knowlege. A knife cannot cut itsef>
nor c:in an eye see itself.
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