
SPENWCER ON'ý KANT. -

itself, considered apart from any distinguishing epithet, is flot
cognizable by Morality at al]."

Now it is flot the object of this brief paper to attempt -&o-
maintain the Kantian hypothesis in regard to, the nature of the
XViII, or bis systemn of Ethics founded upon that hypothesis. The
writer wishies mereiy to point out that the argument which MAr.
Herbert Spencer regards as demonstrative of the faliacy of Kan-t's
rcasoningsy, does not really grapple with the main question. lIt
is evident on a inoment's thoughit that if Kant's arg-ument rcsts.
upOIJ a proposition -%vhich Mr. Spencer regards as inconceivable
Mr. Spencer's rests no less manifestly upon a proposition wbich;
Kant would not accept as truc. lIn other wvords, the conception
of the XViIl wvhich Spencer formiilates and makes the basis of bis
a rgument is iiot Kant1 s conception at ail. Tliey are not.
therefore, ivriting about the sanie, but different things. K;ant'.s
W'ili is an entity, Spencer's an accident. Kant may or may not
bc able to excinde fromn bis conception of XViii, the elenient of
purpose, but lie ccrtainl3' wouid excludc froni it the idea of a
purpose. Herein lies the gist of the .;hole matter. Kant's WilI
lias character, individuality, a power of self-direction and control.
Spenccr's Wiii is an automaton, or a blind imipulse, a somecthing
wbichi moves only as it is nivedl. Or it may be that while Kant
is discoursing of the -Will considered as a distinct enitity, Spencer
is speakingr only of volition, the iiiere act of ViliI, or XViIl con-
sidered as an act, a forth-putting in presence of somc determining
and controlling objcct? 'Whatevcr may bc the corrcct analysis
of tbe two conceptions, it is, as 1 bave said, obvious tliat they
aire fundamentally difféent- Hence Spencer's -cditcuio adi

cz.rufails to be applicable and fails to the ground.
If I were disposed to go into the mectaphysics of thc question

I miit point out the difficulty in determining what Spencer
means tvhcn lie esays "thc quality of the XViII is detcrnîined
by tbe quality of t"ic cnd conternpiated." If lie ineans simpiy
that we bave no othecr means of deterniining the quality of thc
XVi!i the rcmark is a truisni, and does not bcar on theaqgumncnt.
lie probably nicans more. The question then arises, If in the
presence of a given end the given XViII is inh-.liibly dirccted
towvards that end, must this not bc by reason of somne inherent
quality or susccptibility in the WXiii, tO which thiat end appeals?ý
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