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Nlî former paper on the solîjeet of " knowledgu- anti the Unuo~iîe' 1up

to twno aspects of knowledge, termed trailsitire and înnierseci hy ~lerî
Oi i distinictionl '.114 applied to the- ve'xed qjue.stion of the unknow ahie, it was

i ntliîat ' the unknow.ahle '' migbit nean either of two tlings :(1) the tunan-

S%% erab)ility of certain definite questions ;(2) something. abonit wiïich notlîing

ci be known except the bare fact o! its existence. The first sense is purely

siîlljective. It mneans mimipl * tlîat there are certain speculations or psendo-

s1wecnlations never to be rtsmlved, hevanse they (Io nomt depend for their solution

1i Mbutter nmetlmods o! inïvestigationi, bunt on the assuined possilîilityv of a mental

é;tandmoint totally foreign to tbat o! buniam experiefice and untlerstanding.

Tine second sense is objective. It supposes not mierely that there uîay be, in

01r bliibnd the nniiverse, sonietlîing wlîose nature necessaril *v haffies kinow.ledge,

bunt tlîat tlîere ix sucb a somnetlîimr, known to lie nnknowale i all res~pects

,iivt the one respect of existence.

Lt is nlot my mntentin to attemipt to analyze Herbert Spencer's doctrine, in

tlins connectioli. Tbe pertuhal of bis -' First Principles b as left upot ime the

iinipresÀ~ofi that lie foes flot distingtii4b the two senses o! '' iinknlowable,'' and

hience atteuhlts to estalisli objective unknowability by arguments wbich cati

at nost estabhisli subjective unanswerabilit'. . Thîis, liowevetr, is only an imi-

pîressin, offered for '.vat it miay bie Worth.

Lt miay lie well to state distiînctly the view biere adopted liefore attempting

to jnistify it. 1 tbink, tlien, tbat the terni ini qustioni is a iinisloiner, whiclî

1dîiilosoplîy caui well dispense w.ith by substituting '' the Unansw'erable '' for

-the Unknowable '' and, at the sanie tîmie, denying the validity of its objec-

tive cerise.
Tibere are questions wlnch cannt possily lie answered. It is not that we

tan set any limiits to the growth o! knowledge in normal ways l)but its in-

vrease must corne tbroughi iniproving, neyer throughi abandoning, the methods

tif science, w'birl adapt theniselv'es to the familiar facts of bumnan experience.

The facts o! experience, as al)art fromn special courses of experimient, are es-

sentiailly the saine now as they were in the days of Aristotie. WVere they essen-

tially different, the experience would not bie human. But since the dawn of

science and philosophy mien biave recuirrently asked theniselves a set of ques-

tions wbicbi neyer get any nearer to solution, because tbey attempt mwhat is

inipossil>e-to sees behind these ultiînate categeries of consciousncss. (A


