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,oîcerfls us hure. IEmpinicism," says he, '«affords advantages tu thc speculative

înterest cf the reason, which are verv fascinating, and far excced those whii h the

dogniatic teacher of rational ideas can'promise. In the former, the intellect is always

01) it own puculiar ground, viz., the field of rocre possible experi.ý..e, whose laies it

can trace back, and by means cf which it can expand ots cwn certain and comprel..n-

sihle knowl,"dge without end ....... The ernpiricist will neyer allow any epoch of

nature to bu asumed as the absolutcly first, or any limit of bis outlook into the bur-

routiding wurld to bu regarded as t e outermiost, or any of the objects of nature which

he (an resolve hy mathermatics or b>' observation and bring synthetically undtr his

c ontemplation (A ischauuflg> -the extended-to pass over te thosu which nuother

sense for imagination can ever represent in coitcplo-thu simple." Surcly li

empiricist " is here none otiiet than a modern gen' tist, evolutionist, or scientist.

Even admnitting aIl that Kant inaintains for and against the twc oppcsing views, i

inay stili lie a question whethur the manly independencu necessary to the enîpiricist

would ot be prcferal>le te the idle respectability characteristic of the dogniatist.

Still better te ilustrate the two antagcnistic phases of thought, Kant asserts that

they embcdy the contrast between Platonisîni and Epicureanismi. ýVhcther the

teleologists can fairly -ugard Plato as -ýne founder, or flrst great reprc'suntatiC of ibevir

views in pbilosophy may, it is true, be open te sonîc question, but that Epîcurus icu-

sh-idowed, as f.itbfully as cuuld bu expected fron the state cf knowledge in bis tinte,

the teachtogs cf modemn science and the principles cf the evolutiiinary, causational,

or gunctic school, cannuît be candidly denied. And, if his sect dîd nî>thing eIse, îhuy

ctearly proved that this apparent question cf opinion rually bas a psychologiî.al basis,

and exists deep in the constitution of the hunian mind, more or less îndependently of

the state of knowledge in the world. 1'hre always have existed a few minds unîsilling

to accept the dolimatismn cf the mass. There always crops out in scciety a miore or

less pronounced manifestation cf rationalisîn aý opposed te authcrîty. Wbhile tbis

class cf views finds few open advocates, it always finds many tacit adherents, arîd,

when uttered, a large but usually irrespensible following. Criticisîn î>f rectived

beliefs is always sweet te, a considerable numnber who rejoice at the overthrcw cf ihe

leaders cf opinion or the foll cf paragons of morality. And this it is whi. h (,it n

renders the peace cf society insucure. TIhe ustablished code cf morals is dimly fuît by

the loiwur classes te, be, in seme respects, radically unsound. The broad contrast

butween mnen's nominal beliefs, as spoken, and thuir ruai beliels, as acted, is apparent

even te childrun. The standard cf conduct is se much higber than that which the

contr(iller. cf conduet can themselves mun Up te, resulting always in the ptînishment

cf the weak and the poor for the same transgressions as are daily committed witlî îrn-

puîîity by the rich and influential, that the lowest miscreant fuels that thpre is somne

fundamental wrong underlying the entire social fabrie, although he can not tell what it

îs. Ail this must be regarded as the legitimate consequence of the undue supreinacy

of dogmatic ideas and teleological conceptions in seciety. Se far from favoring noual-


