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THE PRINCIPLES 

OF 

A.N ATH I TI 

PHILOS PRY. 

HE followinJ! passage from the Autobiography 0/ the late 
Mr. J. S. Mill demands the earnest attention 0f.811 tho~e 

who believe that there is a personal God, who is the moral 
governor of the universe: "The world would be astonished if 
it knew how great a proportion of its brightest ornaments . 
of those most distinguished even in popular estimation for 
wisdom and virtue are complete sceptics on religion, many of 
them refraining from avowal, less from personal considerations, 
than from a conscientious, though now in my opinion moat 
mistaken apprehension, lest by speaking out what may tend to 
weaken existing beliefs, and by consequence, as they suppose, 
existing restraints, they 8hould do harm rather than good." 

2. The first question w!tich strikes the mind on reading this 
passage is, is the assertion true, "that a large proportion of the 
'world's brightest ornaments' are complete sceptics on religion"? 
If 80, it is of the most serious import. l\Ir. Mill has probably 
exerted 8 greater influence in the higher regions of thought than 
any writer of the existing generation. No holder of his philosophy 
can any lon~er entertain a doubt that certain portions of it are 
the philosophy of scepticism. rl'he peculiar idiosyncrasies of 
mind which the Autobiogruphy discloses, may have led Mr. 
1\1 ill 80mew hat to over-estimate the sceptical tendencies of 
others. Yet the large number of writings, which have been 
recently published, of a similar tendency, is a sufficiently clear 
evidence that the principles of a pantheistic or atheistic philo
sophy are widely diffused among cultivated minds. Strauss, in 
his recent work, distinctly affirms that he is only acting as the 
spokesman of a wide range of panthei~tic thought. 

3. I quite concur with Mr. Mill in opinion, that the time is 
corne for speaking out plainly. In fact, unless morality i8 
nothing better than expediency, there never has been a time 
when it has been right to profess adhesion to " system of 
thought, which in secret we utterly despise. I fully concede 
that theologians no less than ph ilosophers would do well to act 
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on this opinion, and not to have Jlll e~oteric doctrine for the 
vulgar, and an esoteric one for themselves. But it is with the 
latter that I am now dealing. A sound philosophy requires, 
that the too frequent example of the ancient philosopher, who 
acted the of the high priest of the god whose moral cha-
racter he , and whose existence he disbelieved, 8hould 
be utterly repudiated. What can be more degrading than the 
spectacle of an atheist , dressed in the pontifical robes, 
uttering solemn vows to Jupiter in the Capitol f Persons 
capable of acting such a part must have a supreme contempt 
for the vulgar herd of humanity; and are at one in principle 
with the priests whose conduct they denounce. It is satis
factory to be informed that in the opinion of Mr. J. S. Mill, 
his father's prudential principle of not avowing his opinions to 

. the world II was attended with some moral disadvantages." 
The italics are ours; in place of H some" we would read 
If great." 

4. Before entering on the con8ideration of some of the prin
ciples of pantheistic and atheistic philosophy, to which I propose 
drawing attention in the present paper, it will be necessary 
to state what Atheism, as held by men of culture, really means. 
The son's account of the character of his father's atheism will 

• 

clearly define its nature. Ie Finding," says Mr. J. s. Mill, It no 
halting-place in Theism, he yielded to the conviction, that con
ce1'ning the origin of things Qothing whatever can be known. 
This i. the only correct statement of his opinion, for dogmatic 
Atheism he looked on as absurd, 8.8 most of those whom the 
world have considered atheists have always done." Atheism, 
therefore, as a philosophic theory, does not consist in the denial 
of the being of a God, but in the affirmation thllt there is no 
evidence that there is one. The moral value of the distinction 
between these two positions is nil, but the intellectual one is 
great, for it frees him who entertains it from the necessity of 
proving a negative. 

5. 'I'he following is worthy of quotation, 8S an illustration of 
the nature of the elder Mill's atheistic reRsonings. H He 
impressed upon me from the first that the manner in whicb the 
world came into existence W8.8 a subject about which nothing 
was known; that the question, 'Who made me?' cannot be 
Iln8wered, because we haye no experience or authentic informa
tion from which to answer it; and that the answer only throws 
the difficulty a step further back, since the qnestion imme
diately presents itself, I Who made God? ,,, It is almost incre
dible that such reasoning could have commended itself as valid 
to a man of the mental acuteness of the elder Mill; and it is 
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quite a relief to be informed by the son that his father's atheism 
was rather moral than intellectual. 

6. I now proceed to examine some of the philosophic prin
ciples on which modern Pantheism and Atheism are based; and, 
firat, their principle of causation. It is an accepted dogma of 
the Positive philosophy that a cause is nothing but an invariable 
sequence between an antecedent and a consequent, and that the 
notion of any efficiency in the cause to produce its effect is a 
fancy which has been exploded by the discoveries of physical 
science. This opinion is the natural outcome of a philosophy 
.hich teaohea that the whole of objective nature, and even the 
fundamental principles of the mind, are nothing else but a bare 
lucce8810n of phenomena; and that a knowledge of any truth 
objectiyely valid for all time and space is unattainable by man. 

1. It strikes one at first sight as a strong objection against 
luch a system of philosophy that language has been formed on 
the assumption that it is not true. Its fOlIl1S embody the uni
versal experience of mankind, and have grown out of that expe
rience. Now, nothing is more certain than that whenever we 
uee words denoting causation we mean by them something 
very different from the mere invariable following of a conse
quent on an antecedent. If this is the true idea of a cause, 
nothing i. more misleading than human language j for it is 
impossible to express the conceptions of this philosophy in it 
except by using i~ in a non-~atural sense. One of the first 
duties which it owes to truth is to reTolutioni.ze human laDguage~ 
for, in its pre8ent forms, it is incapable of being the vehicle of 
aooura~e thought. If, therefore, thi8 philosophy is a true repre
sentation of ultimate realities, one of its first duties is to attempt 
to eonstruct a language capable of expressing them. At pre
sent it is a strong argument against the truth of this system of 
philcsophy, that a few philosophers are committed to a parti
cular theory on the one side; and, on the contrary, IS the 
universal experience of mankind, 88 testified by the fundamental 
atrnc\ure and the forms of language. 

8. This philosophy also carries out to ita utmost limits the doc
trine of the relativity of human knowledge. Of this Mr. Mill is 
ODe of the 8trongest advocates j he even considers it possible that 
in 80me distant region of the universe, two and two may make five. 
Beyond this, it seems imp08sible to push the doctrine iu question. 
Such an affirmation is a strange one to be made by a philosophy, 
which professes to ground aU human knowledge on experience, for 
it certainJy transcends all experien~e. Next, it is directly contra
dictory to the principles of at least one science. Astronomy 
haa penetrated into regions of the universe immeasurably 
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remote. Its calcnlations are based on the umption that in 
the remotest regions two and two make four; and if any region 
existed in which they did not make four but five, the whole of 
its a U8 of calculation would be subverted. Next, the 

that two and two make four and not five, is a truth 
self-evident to the mind as soon as it is capable of compre
hending the terms. It is marvellous that any man should have 
made 8uch a statement. What is two? 1 + 1. What is four? 
1 + 1 + 1 + 1. What is five? 1 + 1 + 1 + 1 + 1. It is 
therefOie evident that the proposition 2 + 2, i. e. (1 + I) + (1 + 1) 
must make 4, i.t. 1 + 1 + 1 + 1, and not five, i.e. 1 + I + 1 
+ 1 + 1, must be valid for all thought, all space, and all time, 
and that to affirm the contrary is to assert the possibility of 
contradictions being true. It follows, therefore, that all our know
ledge is not relative. 

9. If all our knowledge is only relative and phenomenal, on 
what does our belief in the existence of an external universe 
rest? It will be answered, on experience. But what renders 
such experience valid? How do we know that any sensation 
or mental conception has anything to correspond to it outside 
our minds? This cannot be the result of experience alone, for 
all that we are actually cognizant of are certain mental states. 
Yet our belief in the reality of an external world is 80 strong, 
that it cannot be shaken by any amount of reasoning. More
over, it is no mere result of a balance of probabilities, but it is 
a fil'lO and ultimate persuasion, on which it is impossible to 
avoid acting. If the alternative of idealism or materialism were 

ted to our minds as a matter of abstract reasoning, the 
of the evidence would turn in favour of idealism. Still 

we cannot help believing in the reality of an external world, 
and we shall continue to do 80 despite of all philosophy. 

10. To SRY that this belief is derived from experience is to 
beg the question at issue, because there must be something to 
give validity to the primary experience; Rnd which has enabled 
us to infer from some primary act of sensation, the externality 
of the cause producing it. The only possible account of our 
belief is, that there must be some principle in the mind (be it 
what it may) independent of sensation, which compels us to 
believe in the externality of the cause producing it. This 
power may be called into activity by an act of sensatlon; but it 
is im ·ble that it CRn be its mere result. Such beliefs the 
mind pronounces to have a universal validity. Of a similR!, 
character are the great trl1ths which lie at the foundations of 
our reasoning!!. It is impossible to conceive of them as true in 
one place and not true in another. It is impossible, therefore, 
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to fiew tqem . as the mere result of our experienc., ,of 
pheDQmena. 

11. Of a similar nature must be our idea of causation. Its 
• • 

primary conception is unquestionably derived from our own 
aelf-consciousness. Experience may aid in its evolutio~; but 
it, i~ i~possible that it can have originated it. All that we can 
have experience of is, a succession of events one folluwing 
the other in which we observe no variation. We advance one . , 

point beyond experience, when we arrive at the conception of 
an invariable succession. Yet there are inDumerable succes-. ~ ., ., 
siODS which are . in . no sense causes. It may not be possible 
fu~ly to d~velop the idea in the formal intellect. But we know 
it, we believe ·in it, we feel it i it lies at the foundation of our 
l'e~OD. · . 

12. But further, it is not strictly true, that whenever there is. 
an invariable antecedent and consequent, t~~ one is the 
~use of the other: day and night stand to each other in the 
order of an invariable antecedent and consequent, and they 
m~t have done so from their first origin. Yet the absurdity of 
affirming that the one is the cause of t1}e other is ,I'Pparent. 
Many instances of invariable antecedents and consequents exist 
which it would be absurd to designate causes. It follows, 
th~refore, that a cause must be something more than an antece .. 
dent, followed by an invariable consequent. 

13. Our primary idea of causation has been unquestionably 
derived from our own self-consciousness, and has thence b~n 
transferred to the forces of external nature. Our conception of 
ourselves as voluntary originators of actions constitutes our only 
adequate idea of a cause. The consciousness that we are capable 
of originating actions forms one of the highest of our certitudes. 
It is one which is anterior to all reasoning, and forms the 
groundwork of its possibility.. We know that our volition 
seta an entire chain of antecedents and consequents in action. 
We are certain that they derived their impulse from a volun
tary act of our own, "'ithout which they would have had no 

• eXIstence. 
14. Let me illustrate this by an example. Let us suppose a 

city to be blown to pieces by applying a match to a barrel of 
powder in a large magazine. It is incorrect to say that tue 
match is the cause of the explosion. The true cause WR.8 the 
voluntary act of the agent who applied the match. No other 
of the agencies adequately satisfies the idea. But are the 
other unconscious forces which bear their part in the work of 
destruction nothing else but bare antecedents and CODse
sequents? Does it satisfy our conception of a physical force, 
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wiled it ii in tctiYe eD~rgy, t() it as .nch, and Dothing 
more? I contend that it does Dot. What follows the ignition 
01 the itJatch, and its application to the barrel f The calling 
into activity of a Dumber of foree*, which are adequate to 
dect their destttlctiYe work. Are they nothing but antece
denta? The mind refuses to rep-rei a bate antecedent a. ful
filling ita· cou~eption of a fotce. 

15. Wh.t is the real itate of the facts f A volition deter
mines on the Action; and the understanding suggests the 
mean. ad~quate to atct)JJlplish it. The volition iets in action 
the apparatUi of muscles, &c. These kindle the 
mateh by frictiOll. The match ignites the pow de.. in the 
battel, and liberates its threes; the barrel, the entire magatine. 
The expl08ion calls into activi~y a tel'l ific force: this occasions 
a 01' the atm'OIp : the concussion effects the 
detail. of the .ark of ctiotl. 

16. In a popular senee all these things are designated causel. 
Some of them are ~videiltly more than bare antecedents. They 
are threes in energy. The conception of such a {oree implies 
t)w, of a power adequate to effectuate the result. If 
it be utged that the force and the I'esult are neceaarily united 

as antecedent and consequent, a true philosophy is 
bound ' to account for that necessity. It cannot be giyen by 
experience; and is something diWereilt from a mere heno .. 
menon. If we affirm that the necessity is the reaD t of a 
priOlaIIa., then we ba.e turived at the existence of a tnlth 
which must -have a univetsal yalidity independently of pheno. 
mtiDa. 

17'. Now, a necessary la", cannot be arri~ed at 88 a bare 
remIt of e1:perience, or have any place in a phenomenRI 
universe. It i. oU'ly coneeivable as inherent in something 
tlt1derlying phenomena. It follows, therefore, that whene'ter a 
pantheistic or atheistic philosophy postulates the existence of 

la., without which it cannot advance a single step 
in the universe without a God, it is compelled to 
admit the existence of truths valid for all space aDd all time; 
and to subvert the foundation on which it rests. How 

we i that sach exist in 'a universe in which we can 
1[J~o" nothing but phenomena? If there be nODe other, 
phi by ~U8t be impollible. . 

18. system which refuses to take cognizance of the facts . 
of consciousness, and to probe them to the bottom, most be 
~eC88l&rily one-sided. It is true that they CJlnnot be weighed 
In ales, or measured by the finest instruments; which a 

clau of thinkers assert to be the onl, cliterion of truth . 
• 
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Yet we have no higher certitudes than these. If they are 
Dot cerlitu!les, none other can be; for unless they are such, 
experimental knowled is impossible. 

19. But further: w 'le this philosophy affirms that an our 
knowledge is the result of experience, and that we have only 
experience of phenomena, a modern form of it endeavours to 
escape from the difficulties in w,bich it is encircled, by allowing 
that the experience may not be that of the individual, but the 
inherited experience of the race. Accordingly, it affirms that 
that p6rtion of our know led e which 8 pellrs to transcend ~x

eriel'lce is really the remIt 0 a transm tted experience, derived 
om a long line of ancestors. How this relieves os from the 

difficnlt it ia difficult to see. 
20. 0 deal with such a question adequatflly would render it 

necessary to discuss the relation between subject and object. 
This alone might well occupy an entire volume. Still, without 
entering into these depths, there are R few' obvious facts which 
will be sufficient to teat the truth of the position which this 
philoBo hy seeks to establish. 

21. ·rst. The assertion that an our knowledge is phenomenal, 
and that we are inca able of arriving at any knowledge of 
universal objective vali ity, is absolutely suicidal. The most scep
tical philosophy would be still-born, unles! there was some one 
troth .-hich is not of this description, ''fiz., that which affil'ms 
the uni\l'efsal 'Validity of its own assertions. Unless it was 
objectively valid, universal scepticism must be the result; 
otherwise it might be true in one part of the universe, "and 
not true in another. So, again, the affirmation of onr reason 
that one of two contradir.tory propositions must be false, must 
be a knowledge which transcends experience, and be universally 
valid. To affirm the contrary would destroy the basis on 
whi~h even the most sceptical philosophy must rest. Again: 
it is affirmed by a popular form of philosophy, that all pro
positions which transcend the phenomenal are unknowable; 
mto which region it banishes the conception of a God. If it 
be so, it follows that this proposition must possess a universal 
objective validity independent of the subject which affirms it. 
Some knOWledge, therefore, must be attainable which transcends 
experience. Even Pyrrhonism is compelled to affirm that one 
truth exists which is universally valid, viz., that all truth is 
impossible. 

22. When God is banished by this philosophy into the 
regions of the unknowable, it confounds under a common name 
a number of conceptions entirely distinct; and boldly affirms 
that they all alike ttanscend the powers of rational thought. 

" 
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The only ones which do 80 are those, the truth of which is 
positively unthinkable. Others vary greatly in distipctness 
and adequacy i but the fact that we habitually think and reason 
on them proves that they lie within the limits of rational 
• • lDqulry. 

23. Again, as far as this question is concerned, to affirm that 
many of our certitudes are not the result of the experience of thc 
individual, but of his remote ahcestors, is to transfer the diffi. 
culty, but not to solve it. I ask, on what did the primary 
experience of our remote ancestors rest? What gave it validity? 
However small its results, it must have p08sessed some princi
ple, which rendered it possible. Let us suppose, for the sake 
of argument, that the affirmation, that things which are equal 
to the same thing, are equal to each other, is the result of a 
gradually accumulated experience, which, after repeated trans

. . s, 'now exhibits itself in our minds in the form of an 
intuition. Does this account of it as the result of a transmitted , 

experience give any account of the primary conception of 
equality; or of the affirmation, that when two things are equal 
to the same thing they must be equal to one another? Docs 
it inform us, how the power of comparison between two equal 
things originated? The being who could thus compare must havc 
been separated from one who could not not by a small interval, 
but by a wide and deep gulf. Will the tracing it through myriads 
of years help us to dispense with a commencement of the con
ception? The only possible account of the matter is, that there 
must exist some fundamental principle in the mind, which 
enables us to see that it must be objectively valid for all time 
and all space. J do not deny that experience may be the 
medium through which such a power may be called from a 
dormant into an active state. Yet this does not affect the proof 
that some truth must transcend experience. Were it not 80, 

nll universal affirmations would be impossible. 
24. Further: some principle must exist in the mind, which 

is the foundation of its conviction that past events, w hen the 
conditions are the same, will repeat themsdves in the future. 
Unless this be 80, the affirmation of universal law, embracing 
alike the past, the present and the future, would be invalid. 
It is impossible that it can be given by experience alone. 

25. It is evident that every affirmation respecting the future 
must transcend experience; for experience can be only of the 
present and the past. The future has not yet existed, and 
therefore experience of it is impossible. How, then, have we 
arrived at the belief that the future will be like the past? To 
}>ut the question into a concrete form. How are we justified 
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in 'nferring, because the Bun bas risen every day of our past 
Ii ell, that it will rise again to morrow? It has been urged 
that our experience of the past, and that of others, justifies us 
in inferring that the future will be like the past; that the past 
events of onr lives were once future, and that from their having 
taken place, we are justified in inferring that similar ones will 
take place hereafter. 

26. It is evident that this belief does not in any respect 
partioipate in an axiomatic character. The contl'ary of it is 
quite conceivable. Thus we are fully abJe to conceive the 
possibility that the sun may not rise to-morrow; though we feel 
perfectly certain that it will. So firm i8 our conviction that 
events, under precisely similar circumstances, will reproduce 
themselves, that it forms the foundation on which all human 
activity rests. 

27. Is it possible, then, that our experience that past events 
Iiave repeated themselves under similar conditions, can account 
for our belief that they will do so in the future? I a8k, to what 
does experience extend ? We have had ex perience of past 
events. As what was once futute has gradually become the 
present, we have seen events, which 'once were future, repeat 
themselves. But how can this justify us in arriving at the 
conclusion that nature is nniform, and that they must continue 
to do so? Our belief that they will do so is an inference, and 
cannot therefore be founded on experience alone. Some 
principle, distinct from it, must exist in the mind, which 
justifies us in arriving at this conclusion. 

2B. Nor can it be arrived at by any process of deductive 
reasoning. No premiss can be found, resting on any self
evident principle, which can justify the conclusion that the 
future must, under similar conditions, resemble the past. 

29. Let us recur to the example, that the sun will rise to
morrow. How do we know this? The answer which this philo
sophy gives, is that we believe it, because we have had experience 
that it has always done so; and that our experience has 
reached to the point that what was once future ' has become 
past. But this can say nothing as to a future which has not 
yet become past. Now, it is both conceivable and possible, 
despite of any amount of past experience, that the sun may not 
rise again to-morrow; or, to put the same truth in general 
terms, that the blind forces of nature may suddenly or 
gredually cease to repeat themselves. 

30. If the first man who saw the sun rise had heen in full 
possession of his reasoning powers, it i& evident that from seeing 
it rise once, he could have drawn no inference as to what it 
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would do in future. All be could have done would have been 
to draw the conclusion that it might riee again. Nor would 
two or three repetitions have justified the conclusion that it would 
do 10. But a large number of such repetitions . it is impossible 
to aay how many would generate the feeling of certainty. How 

this? The only "ble explanation is, that tbere is some 
principle in our men constitution which compels us to arrive 
at this conclusion, and that it cannot be given by experience 
alone. The device of refeuing it to a number of experiences 
of our remote anceston, which may have generated an 
intuitive belief in U8, their descendants, u account of its 
origin, only removes the difficulty without attempting to solve 
it. The neceuitl of explaining what gave validity to the original 
experience rem&lnl in full force. Similar reasoning applies to 
every axiomatic principle, and to all certainties which lie at the 
foundation of all valid realoning. 

31. All proof mnst rest on something which does not require 
proof. Premisses cannot run up into infinity. To assert that 
everything must be proved is to deny the possibility of reasoning. 
Some premisles are acquiesced in owing to their self-evidence, or 
to lomething in our mental constitution whioh compels us to 
assent to them. They must therefore possess an universal 
objective validity, independent of our experience of pheno
mena, however closely they may be connected with it. It is 
unnecessary to determine w bether these principles are few or 
many: it is lufficient that they exist. Their existence destroys 
the basis on which the philosophy of pantheism and atheisID 
resta. 

32. We must now consider another most important principle 
on which this philosophy is founded, viz., its denial that the 
order and adaptations of nature AI'e a sufficient ground · for 
inferring the existence of an intelligent and conscious mind, 
\V hich the philosophy of theism designates as a Personal God" 
The affirmation of certain systems of current philosophy is 
clear, and leaves no doubtful issue, viz., that we are not justified 
from the presence of order in nature in inferring the existence 
of an arranger; or from adaptation, of an adapter, or frOID 
apparent contri,ance, of a contriver; or from the suitableness 
of the nl by which a definite result haa been brought about 
to effectuate it, of a designer. In one word, it is affirmed, 
wLen we aeo in nature results which elsewhere are unqueation
ahle evidences of the presenco of intelligent mind, that all such 
inferences are invalid in th.e domains of nature; and that in 

akang them we are only transferring the subjective 
impreuioDS of our own minds into objective facta. On 
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the contrary, this philosopby teachel that the order and 
adaptations of Dature are Dot doe to the presence of conscious 
intelligence; but of latent unintelligent self-evolution. To 
put ihe matter broadly: it is affirmed that intelligence 
haa not produced nature, its order and adaptations, but 
that nature is the storehouse from which unintelligent law and 
latent forces have evolved all these wonderful phenomena. 
N on.life has generated life i unintelligence, intelligence; un
conlcioulnels, self.consciousneu; impersonality, perlOnality i 
neceasary law, freedom; latent forcel, moral agent.. One 
aspect of pantheistic philosophy postulates the preeence of UD. 

conscious intelligence in nature. But what i. its nature, how it 
acts, or in what it is inherent, it leavea involved in a haziness 
which far exceeds that of any mystery involved in theism. 

88. Let us do these theories justice. It is affirmed that our 
conceptions of order and adaptation are essentially human, and 
have no validity when they are applied to anything which is 
not the product of the human mind. Also it is affirmed, that 
all analogy fails between the works of nature and those of man; 
and that this renders invalid the conclusions which the thei.t 
leeks to draw from them. 

84. I reply, that the objection is invalid, because, if trne, it 
condemns us to universal ignorance. Our conceptions of law, 
force, and energy, are human conceptions, the creation of our 
own minds. If this is a reason why they must be invalid in the 
one case, it is no less so .why our reasonings respeeting them 
must be invalid in the other. The objection is suicidal, and 
one which would renoer all philoBOphy impossible. 

35. But further: when we contemplate order anrl adaptation, 
we do not infer from it the presence of Rny particular form of 
intelligence, but of intelligence generally; just as when we speak 
of matter, time, a.nd place, we do not confine them to the 8p~cial 
subjects from which we have derived our conception of them; 
but we apply them to phenomena generally. It is perfectly true 
that within the range of our experience, men and Rnimals are the 
only beings who are capable or producing the results of order 
and ada.pta.tion. We have evidence that among these, different 
orders of intelligence exist. We are therefore justified ill 
concluding that different orde1'8 and degrees of intelligence 
may exist in regions beyond our experience; though they may 
differ in some respects from that of men. 

86. I admit that there are a few cales in which order and 
adaptation have resulted from the Rction of that which, for 
want of a better term, we designate chance. Such, however, 
are so rare, and the in8tance8 so imperfect, that they are not 
worthy of consideration in the prcscnt argument. One thing 
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il certain. As far as our experience goes, chance is only 
capable of producing such reeults on a very diminutive scale, 
arid after long intervals of time. Yet, the principle of chance is 
largely invoked in aid of the theories of this philosophy;' though 
all experience affirms that it is incapable of producing the 
results in question. 

81. The all-important fact to be observed is that, 
aa far as experieQce Coes, lucky chances have no tendency 
to repeat themselves. On the contrary, the occurrence of 
one once is a reason why we should expect it not to 
occur again. Whenever such a result takes place fre
queutly, we cannot help inferring that this must be due to the 
intenention of mind. Let us take an example. If we were 
to throW' up twelve dice into the air at hap-hazard, it is possible, 
though in the highest degree improbable, that they might all 
fall with their aces uppermost. But if the operation were 
repeated one hundred times, and the same result followed, there 
is no one who is capable of understanding the operation who 
would not draw the conclusion that the dice were heavily 
loaded as the .highest of certitudes. The case is precisely 
similar with respect to the order and adaptations of nature. 
They are not only numerous but innumerable. It follows, 
therefore, that nature in every part is loaded heavily, and that 
that which loads it is the Divine mind. * . 

• 

... I am quite aware if twelve dice should fall with their aces u rmost, 
that, Dlatbematically speaking, it is quite as probable that they wou do so IL 

second time, supposing the operation to be repeated under precisely similar 
conditiolls. Just in the same way, if 8 person held twenty bonds in " 
foreign loan, of which there were annual drawings, if one of these should 
be dm.wn, the chance that oue or all of the remaining nineteen would be 
drawn at any subse uent year would be equally ood, alld would be entirely 
unaffected by the rawing of the twentieth. his, however, in no way 
afl'ectM my argument, which i. founded entirely on experience and fact. 
There be no doubt that if twelve dice were thrown up into the air, and 
they fell one hundred times in succession with their ac~ uppermost, every 
one of common sellile would cOllilider it the greatest of certitudes 
that foul lay had been had recourse t,o; or in other words, he would 
attribute t e result, not to the action of blind forces or laws, but to the 

of intelligence. The same remark is true rel'peding the bonds. If 
a partiCUlar bondholder were to dmw a prize at every drawing, a.nd others 
never, the inference would be arrived-st, that the whole matter WI\8 managed 
dishonestly, and had resulted, not from the action of blind forces acting 
aocording to in'variable laws, but from fraudulent intelligence. In a similar 
nmuner, when order and ada.ptation are the result of the action of natuml 

and are brought about by these forces intersecting one another at the 
rilJht tune and pLwe, the inference is DO Jess cert.a.in, that such resul~ 
cannot be due to the action of a Dumber of blind forces, but to illtelligence. 
Those against whom I am reasoning profess to found their philosophy on an 
ultimate basis of fact and experience. I reply to it by a conclusive appeal 
to the same principle. 
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88. It will be objected that this philosophy nowhere affirms 
that order and adaptation have been evolved by chance action, 
but by forces working in conformity with immutable law. I 
reply that chance is only another name for the blind action of 
unintelligent la.ws and forces, and that the only additional 
factor introduced by the term chance is, that two or more of 
these forces or laws happen to intersect one another at a 
time aud place suitable for producing a particular result, and 
without which concurrence the result could not have existed. 
When these do so at such a ti me and place, that a 
particular effect is the result of their intersection, this is 
what we call a lucky chance. What I mean will be more easily 
understood by an illustration. Let U8 suppose a rock under
going the process of disintegration. The action of water and 
of frost have opened in it several fissures. In aocordl\nce. with 
another set of natural laws, the wind, or some other force, 
carries into them at this particular moment a number of seeds. 
These take root; fresh disintegration takes place. The opera
tion is repeated; and thus the process is accelerated far more 
than it could have been by the action of a single force. This 
philosophy is compelled to invoke the aid of such lucky con
currences of forces in numbers numberless. Without them it 
would be powerless to impart to its speculations even the 
appearance of probability. In addition to this, it demands the 
right of drawing to any extent on the eternity of the past for 
an indefinite amount of time for the purpose of carrying on its 
operations. What is not possible in one hundred years may 
happen in one million. In this manner, with the bank of 
of eternity at command, all things are possible. 

39. I submit that this mode of reasoning is not to solve the 
question, but to evade it. It gives no real account of the origin 
of those adaptations with which the universe abounds. 011 the 
contrary, there is something in the constitution of our mind~ 
which compels us when we contemplate an adaptation of com
plicated parts, exactly fitted to produce a suitable result, and 
observe that the result is brought about by the adaptation, to 
infer that it has been effected by the action of intelligence. 
Reason arrives at the conclusion that order and adaptation 

not have resulted from the action of unintelligent forces, 
but of intelligent mind. This will be the invariable inference, 
except where the exigencies of a particular theory compel 
those who hold it to renounce the convictions of common sense. 
Let it be observed that I am speaking, not of some imperfect 
condition of the human savage, but of the fully developed 
intellect of cultivated men. 



" 

16 

40. The importance of this principle in reference to the 
philosophy of Pantbeism and Atheism is strikingly brought 
bero", UII in the celebrated work of entitled Old 
FalM tJftd the NefIJ, in wbicb he profenes not simply to state 
his own opinions, but to be acting u the mouthpiece of a large 
number of German unbelievel'8. As this work has already gone 
through more than one edition in our language, besidell the 
large number that it had previously e through in Germany, 
it will be to give it as· attention, for the purpose 
of exposing the unsound basis its phBosopby. The questions 
discussed in it are luch that it il impossible to their 
importance. They are 88 f-ollow8: In answer to question, 
Are we still Christians? in the name of advanced tbought in 
Germany, he answen in the negative. In reply to tbe question, 
Have we a religion? the answer is of a similar import. In 
answer to the question, at is our conception of the universe? 
his reply 88sumes the form of a material Pantheism, wbich 
diffen in nothing from Atheism except in an illicit use of the 
language of Theism. Lastly, wonderful to say, in answer to 
the question, What is our rule of life? he announces himself 
a thorough-going German conservative, and utten a loud 
protest against the "arious forms of Communistic AtheisfD. It 
would appear that he and those in whose name he speaks are of 
opinion that the only effective mode to bar out the OCeftn is to 
demolish the old strongly-built sea-wall to its foundations, 
which bas for ages past successfully repelled its billows, and in 
future to attempt to dam them out by 8ubstituting for it a thin 
layer of sand. 

41. The faith into whieh the author's philosophy bas con
ducted him, and those in whose name he speaks, is that of the 
exi8tence of a Cosmos, the sum total of all being, material, 
mental, and moral, including all existence and its law8, but 
which is void of personality, which is deaf to the voice of prayer; 
in which the place of volition is supplied by n and 
unyielding law8; of an intelligent Creator, by a self-de oping 
power utterly unconscious, which to man is incapable of being 
the object of either hope or trust; which in the course of its ", 
self-development has evolved both the individual and the race, 
and will crush them again beneath the heel of iron destiny. This 
power will, through the endless whirl of the eternities of time 
and the infinities of space, go on evolving fresh worlds out of the 
ashes of preceding oneil, and endless successions of systems and 
of galaxies, in which we as individuals shall take no part, to be 
again absorbed into the bosom of the mighty infinite. At death 
our self-conscious existence shall perish, never to be renewed. 
The atoms which compose us, after having been absorbed into 
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the unconscious infinite, may be useful as materials for future 
life: but the hope and the destiny, of the individual is eternal 
silence. To this, the only alleviation which this pllilosophy 
affords, is the consioeration that while our consciolls selves 
have utterly peri~hed, the cosmos will go on evolving fresh 
forms of life and beauty thpoughout eternity, and will crush 
them again beneath the iron wheels of its chariot. No 
feeling of responsibility for the past need disturb us. OUT 

destiny is non-entity. 
42. Such is the general snm total the net result which this 

philosophy propounds to us in lieu of Theism. A few quotations 
from it will place its principles in a striking light. 

43. "The argument of the old reli~ion was, that as the 
reasonable and the good in mankind proceed from conscious
ness and will, that, therefore, which on a Jarge scale corresponds 
to this in the world must likewise proceed from nn Author 
endowed with intelligent volition. We have given up this mode 
of inference. We no longer regard the Cosmos as the work of 
a reasonable and good Creator, but rather as the laboratory of 
the reasonable and good. We consider it not as planned by 
the highest reason, but planned for the highest rca80n. The 
Cosmos is simultaneously both cause and effect, the outward 
and the inward together." • Again, It 'Ve stand here at the 
limits of our knowledge. We gaze into the abyss, we can 
fathom no further. But thisJ at least, is certain, that the 
personal image which meets our gaze there is but the reflection 
of the wondering spectator himself. If we always bear this in 
mind, there would be as little objection to the expression' God' 
as to that of the rising and setting of the sun, w hen we are a]) 
the time conscious of the actual circulllstances." A fter these 
Rnd numerous similar assertions, the following utterance is 
remarkable: "At any rate, that in which we feel ourselves 
entirely dependent is by no means merely a rude power, to 
which we bow in mute resignation; but is at the same time 
both Ol'der and law, reason and goodness, to which we surrender 
ourselves in loving trust. l\fore than this, as we perceive in 
ourselves the same disposition to the reasonable and the goocI, 
which we recognize in the Cosmos; and find ourselves to be 
beings by whom it is felt and recognized, in whom it is to 
.become personified; we also feel ourselves related in our inmost 
nature to that on which we are dependent; we discover ourselves 
at the same time to be free in that dependence, and pride aud 
humility, joy and submission intermingle in the feelillg for the 
Cosmos." 

44. Such is the substitute which this philosophy provides for 
* D 
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a peRonal God. We are to feel all this for a being (if an 
infinite Cosmos can he called a being) who has neither per
sonality, intelligence, nor will, who is the prey ·of inexorable 1a w, 
who is incapable alike of affection and of thought; who, if he 
has children, has not made a single provision for their wants, 
cares not for them, and in due time inexorably devours them. 
Surely the theories of Atheism are rational compared with a 
Pantheism, which offers such adulation to a Cosmos which can 
neither see, hear, feel, nor think, which is alike incapable of 
affections and intelligent volitiotl. Truly, one is reminded 
of t,he mocking of Elijah, " Cry aloud, for he is a god. Surely 
he sleepeth, and muat be awaked." 

4:>. One of the atheistic friends of our author, whose works 
he acivises the reader not to glance at but to study, pronounces 
tIlltt it would have been better if the universe had never e~i8ted ; 
and if no life had ever arisen in the earth any more than in the 
moon. Th' assertion is certainly not invalidated by Strauss's 
thin logic. "If it be true," says he, "it follows that the 
thought that it would have been better if the universe had 
never exi8ted, had better not to have exi8ted likewide." One 
can hardly help thinking that the following passage must have 
been written in irony. 

46. H Sallies of this kind, as we -remarked, impress our intelli
gence 8.S absurd, but our feelings as blasphemous. We consider 
it arrogant and profane on the part of a single individual to 
oppose him8elf with such audacious levity to the Cosmos whence 
he springs, from which also he derives that spark of reason 
which he misuses." 

47. But I muat now draw attention to Borne of the principle8 
from which the author considers that these are naturalconclusiolls. 

48. He begins with the conception of the C08~OS, which he 
defines" not only 8S the sum total of all phenomena, but also 
of all forces and of all laws. The All," says be, " being the All ; 
nothing can exist outside it; it seems even to include the void 
beyond." After having pointed out the variou8 changes through 
which its various parts have passed, he goes on to assert that 
this infinite Cosmos constitutes a unity. "The Cosmos itself," 
says he, "the Bum total of infinite worlds, in all stages of growth 
and decay, abides eternally unchallged in the constancy of its 
absolute energy amidst the everlasting revolution and mutation 
of its parts." 

49. I have quoted theRe passages for the purpose of showing 
that the fundamental difficulties of this philosophy fully equal 
those of theism, against which it is in vain for it to urge that it 
enters into the regions of the unknowable. If the universe is 
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the eum total of all phenomena, forces, and laws, a few ques
tions may be propounded for its solution. Is it nothing but 
these? Are phenomena and Jaws possessed of an objective 
existence, or must something else unrlerlie them? Are laws 
exi8tences, or mode8 of existence, or w hat are they? Are its 
forces actually existent things, or qualities inherent in them? 
Again, It the Cosmos is the sum total of i1lfinite worlds." It is 
therefore intinite, but consists of finite parts. Can it therefore 
be a unity? It follows, then, that that which is infinite 
is not absolutely unthinkable, and that Borne of the con
ceptions which are derived from our tinite modes of being 
may be projected into it without violating any principle of sound 
ptJilosophy. But further, this infinite universe consists of pnrts 
several of which are infinite; it follows, therefore, that all infi
nitude which is composed of Imbordinate ihfinities, can constitute 
a unity. But, as a crowning mystery, we are told that it abides 
eternally uncl.,anged in the constancy of its abtmlute energy 
amidst the everlasting revolution aud mutation of its parts. 
Surely a philosophy which admits a number of such positions 
among its fundamental principles may be asked to show a little 
modesty when it assails the difficulties of theism. The one 
contains unfathomable mysteries equally as the other. 

60. But, says our author, H the Cosmos is a phrenix, ever 
recovering itself from its ashes." Yes, surely, it is a conso
latory truth for men who will never renew their personal ex
istence to be assured that their remorseless parent never had a 
beginDing to its activities, and never shall have an end, but that 
it shall continue throughout the infinities of time and space to 

t up the bubbles of phenomena, and devour them, to reappear 
again in endless progression. Yet this is the god of tbis philo
sophy, who goes on endlessly reprOt]ucing himself, under the 
impulse of blind forces directed by equally blind laws, in endless 
forms of life and death, of reproduction and decay, throughout 
the dismal eternity of the future. Full well may Strauss's 
Atheist friend satirize the folly of such a god. But, no: he 
is alike incaptlble of wisdom and of folly; though he contains in 
himself potentiality, and evolve!l into actuality all wisdom and 
all folly, all order and disorder, alJ growth and decay, all good 
and evil, all virtue and all crime. Verily, such a god cannot 
be a phrenix, but a Proteus. Yet our author, and those in 
whose name he speaks, assert that they think it worthy of a 
reverend regard, and that to insl1lt it is a blasphemy! 

61. There is an obvious difficulty which cOllfrollts this philo
sophy, of which it does not attempt to offer a solution. If the 
Cosmos is thus eternally reproductive, why may it not at some 

B 2 
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period during the .infinity of future time reproduce our own 
personal existence, and even hold us responsIble for what we 
have done in our previous state of being? To do so lVould 
only be to add one wonder more to the multitude of wonders 
which it is declared to be able to effect. Against this most 
seriou8 contingency this philosophy has nothing to offer, but 
its dogmatic 88Sertion that personal existence, after its fleeting 
phenomenal appearance, must sink into eternal silence. 

52. Let us now examine some of the processes by which it 
attempts to account for the origin of the existing order of 
things. With respect to aome of the processes by means of 
which it affirms the universe of matter to have been constructed, 
we need have no difficulty. They may have been the very 
meana which the Creator has employed to eft'ectuate His pur
poses; and to accept them as denoting the law according to 
which creation has been evolved is quite consistent with a belief 
in Theism. As all His manifestations with which we are 
acquainted are in conformity with law, and involve the use of 
means, 80 there is no difficulty in conceiving that 's 
oreative work has been conducted in conformity with a definite 
law and order, and that He hal made use of means in effecting 
it, instead of creating each separate existence immediately. On 
the contrary, it is highly probable that such would be the mode 
of His action. 

58. But this is widely different from the assumption that 
the Cosmos can have been built up by the action of blind forces 
without the aid of intelligence and will. Law, however con
venient as a term, denotes nothing but an invariable mode of 
action. In itself it embraces no conception of energy or 
power, although nothing is mure common even in philosophic 
language than to confound this conception with it. But it is 
impossible to build the uuiverse without the energetic action of 
both these. Unless forces have an action given to them, they 
can effect nothing, confusion, not harmonious arrangement, 
will be the results of their operations. These can only be found 
in intelligence and will. As far as human experic;nce extends, 
forces acting in confol'mity with blind laws, have never pro
duced a single adaptation, order, or arrangement, but destruction 
only. This philosophy, for the purpose of enabling it to dis
pense with the directing power of intelligence and will, postu
lates an eternity of time, during which forces have acted, and 
affirms that this can produce all the results of intelligent volition. 

64. Having evolved the matter of the universe into planets, 
suns, and systems, by means which the Theist need not dispute, 
118 long as they have an omnipotent intelligence at their back, 
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energiRing in and through them, our author is compelled to 
face the question ot the origin of life. He is folly aware of 
the difficulty of the problem, and admits that it is no solution 
of it to say, that its absence may be accounted for in the lower 
strata, by the supposition that causes may have been in ex
istence, which have destroyed all traces of it. "There was a 
time," says he, "when the temperature of the earth was 80 

high, that living organisms could not exist on it. There was 
i)BCe no organic life on the earth: at a later period there was: 
it must consequently have had a beginniog, and the question 
is how?" 

55. Yes, truly; that is the {}uestion. Kant judged that it 
might well .be said, "Give me matter, and I will explain the 
<>rigin of the world; but not, Give me matter, and I will explain 
the origin of a caterpillar."" Let it not be forgotten also that 
Kant bowed in reverence before the moral nature of man, and 
its authoritative affirmation of the obligation of the moral law . 
These mighty gulfs, however, the philosophy of Atheism and 
Pantheism has attempted to bridge over. H Here," says 
Straus8, " faith intervenes with its miracle." This philosophy 
postulates an operation no less miraculous, viz., the action of 
blind forces under the direction of blind laws, continued 
throughout an eternity of time. 

66. I need hardly say, that our author resolves all difficulties 
by boldly assuming the truth of the thcory of spontaneous 
generation. Here let it be observed, that Atheism is obliged 
to use a word, which implies the presence of will. He admits 
the uncertainty of previous experiments; but nothing daunted, 
he affirms, H If the question of spontaneous generation could 
not be proved in regard to our present terrestrial period, this 
would establish nothing with respect to a primeval period under 
totally different conditions. The existence of the crudest form 
i)f life has however never been actually demonstrated. Life too, 
after all, is nothing but a form of motion." 

57. On questions of pure physici I shall not enter. But it 
belongs to the present inquiry to point out the conditions of 
the problem which this philosophy has to solve; and not to 
allow it to substitute an unreal for the true issue. 1'hat issue 
is not the one here stated. Before it caD advance one step, 
proof positive of the truth of the theory of spontaneous genera
tion must be given. It is no solution of the prob1em, to take 
refuge in the assumed possibility, that it may have taken place 
under widely different conditions during the uncertain past. 
To do so ia ounningly to assume the question at issue. Profes
lor Huxley tells us that proof of the theory of spontaneous 
,eneration bas yet to be given. 



58. Bot further: supposing a living beIng of the lowest 
type could be conltructed in the laboratory, does this briDK us 
ODe atom Doarer to the point at issue? The real question ia, 
whence comes living matter? and what is the distinction 
between it and non.living matter? There our opponents, 
beiog the judgea, differ toto crelo from each other. Is there any 
evidence that matter which haa never lived, can be made to 
pasa into li.ving forms? Till this CRn be shown, the mere 
formation of a being in the laboratory, which possesses the lowest 
form of lifp., proves nothing. The only adequate solution of 
this question on the Pantheistic and Atheistic side is proof 
positive that life is a mode of motioD~ and nothing else. This 
proof bas certainly not yet been adduced, and even if it could 
be found, there is yet It further question ' which demands an 
an8wer; viz. how, whence, and where bas originated this peculiar 
modification of motion which constitutes life; and how has 
it come into existence at the favourable· moment for its 
exi~tence ? Had it not been favourable, the feeble germ 
would have beeu. crushed by the miRhty powers of nature in 
the struggle for existence. All this and much more must be 
answ.ered before it can be proved, that mechanical or chemical 
forcel can become vital ouel by any powers which they possess 
of sel f. transm u tation . 

. 59. Our author endeavours to evade the question by con· 
(",ealing it behind " mass of scientific jargon. He 8ays :._' 
"Life ill only a special, viz. the most complicated, form of 
mechanics. A part of the 8um total of ma.tter emerges from 
time to time out of the u8ual course of its motions into special 
thermico-organic combination8; and after having for a time 
continued therein, it returns agaiu to the general modes of 
motion." 
. 60. When we are fami8hing for scientific bread, it is cruel 
. for philosophy to throw UR a stone. As an account of the 
matter we are considering, part of the above sentence is unin
teUigible, and the remainder attempts to answer oue difficulty 
by raising others far greater. 

61. 'l'he perulal of this work affords a striking proof that the 
phil080phers in whose names it is written were far from being 
satisfied with their position, even after they had obtained 

. of an inorganic cell, from whence they might 
commence the operation of creating the various form8 of 
organic life, of which man is the crown. They felt deeply, in the 
.W()rds of our author, It that no acorn ever produces a fig; that 
a fish always produce8 a fish, and never a bird or a reptile; a 
.sheep always produces a sheep, and never a bull or a goat." 

• 
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-They have therefore ha.iled, as the rising of a new SUD, the 
. theory of tural selection as a means for constructing the 
worlds of life and organism, without the intervention of a 
Creator. For the use they make of it it is possible thRt its 
author will owe them little thanks; but they are almost ready 
to forgive Mr. DRrwin for his postulate of the ori~inal inter
vention of a God to infuse into inor~Rnjc matter the principle 
of life, in considerRtion of the ~reatne8S of his discovery. He 
is with them, the founder of the new age, in which the belief 
in the being of a God is destined to become an old "ife's 
fable. 

62. Let it be observed, however, thRt the Darwinian theory, 
whatever be its merits or defects, is only a special form of a 
theory of creation by evolution. It Rs~mmes, in the first 
instance, a creative act, by which some cells had infused into 
them the principle of life. It then proceeds to account for 
the existence of every living form by the Rid of two principles, 
designated natural and sexual selection, without any subsequent 
intervention of Divine power. Whatever may be thought of 
this particular theory, it is evident that a principle of evolutioll, 
by which I mean that all existin~ or~Rnj8ms have been ~rRdl1-
ally evolvpd from one Rnother by the Creator's wisdom Rnd 
power, through certain forces of which He possesses the absolute 
control, is as consistent with theism as any other theory of 
creation. The only theories which Rre es~entially atheistic Rnd 
pantheistic are those which lRy down that God is not the author 
of the laws of nature, nor their contriver, nor the director of 
their operations, and that blind forces can produce the phe
Domena which result from the operation of intelligence, and 
that forces can exist independently of His constlmt energy. 
Tohe old theory of creRtion was, that each species WRS produced 
by a sepRrate creative act, the idea being that its progenitors 
must have started into being entire and complete. 'l'his 
mayor may not hRve been the modus opel'andi employed 
by the Creator; but, as a theory, it leaves U!'l in the clark how 
creation was effected, except that it was the result of the exer
tion of the divine will. A theory of development profes~es to 
give the law of progress and to RCCOllllt for some of the meRns 
through which creation has be~n accomplished. Whether it 
has been effected in this way, or in that, can only be deter
mined by the facts of nature whieh throw light on the subject. 
To speak of creat.ion out of nothing as an adequate solution of 
how creation has been effected is only R confettsion of our 
ignorance. The real point is, is the theory suggested en 
adequate account of the facts of nature? Are the means 



.adequate to produce the result? Or must other agencies have 
contributed to it, and among them the direct intervention of 
God? 

63. There ie, unquestionably, a tendency among religiou8 
men to charge every theory of creation by evolution with 
Pantheistic and Atheistic tendencies. This would be jU8t, if 
it were a nece8sary part of such theories, that blind forces and 
law8 are able to produce this result independently of the power 
and intelligence of a personal God. But where I ask, is the 
Pantheism and Atheism, if we assume that the Creator has 
followed a definite order and law in His creative acts, and has 
callied them on, 88 He does all the act8 of His providence, by 
the UI6 of means? Or if, in8tead of causing the first pro
genitors of a species to spring up from the ground, he has 
produced them out of beings previously in existence? Our 

resent knowledge is very inadequate to determine how creation 
as been effected. This is a strong reason why \Ve should 

avoid prematurely dogmatizing; but, certainly, none why we 
.hould not make it the subject of careful study. 

64. There are not wanting indications that in the formation 
oC the universe the Creator has acted through the agency of 
means, and not by that which we desi~nate direct action. 
Of thi,. the evidence' considerable. Whether this be an 
entire account of the matter is quite another question. Still 
more clear is it that His creative acts have followed a sequence 
and order, and been constituted on a general plan. This latter 
point must be admitted even by those who refuse to admit the 
theory of creation by evolution. We might have hoped that 
the ~eneral acquiescence in the well. known illustration of 
Paley's watch, would have been a sufficient safeguard against 
wholesale denunciations of those who hold this theory as if it 
were destructive of 1.'heism. As he observes, if a watch could 
be 80 constructed as to produce another watch by its mechanism, 
and should thus go on producing a succession of watches, each 
possessed of the power of self. reparation, we should feel the 
most profound admiration for the skill of the artist. Nor 
would it be diminished, if the mechanism could construct a 
first.rate chronometer; and this a succession of still more 
perfect instruments. The only point in which !5UCU a theory 

be either Pantheistic or Atheistic is w hen it is assumed 
that such harmonies eRn have resulted from the action of blind 
forces, without the intervention of intelligence. 

65. Still more remarkable is it that such a theory ~hould be 
suspected of Pantheistic or Atheistic tendencies, when we 
~flcct that the mode in which God hws created every individual 
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is by a of evolution~ Yet, 8urely, it will not be pre. 
tended t He has not made each one of U8, and every indi. 
vidual of every species. Yet He has unquestionably effected 
this hy a process-of evolution. The media through which He 
works may be very obscure; but this does not affect the fact 
itself. History also teaches that in man the evolution of more 
perfect from less perfect states, is the order of God's providen
tial government of the world. The New Testament declarell 
that revelation has been communicated in a similar manner. 
Why, then, may not the Creator have created different species 
by producing one out of another by a proce~8 unknown to U8. 

It is 'absurd to attempt to shut up all inquiries on this subject, 
by asserting that all such theories are either Pantheistic or 
Atheistic. ' . 

66. Still, it is undeniable that the Darwinian form of this 
theory baa been widely embraced by the phil080phic schools in 
question, as affording an apparent solution of some of their 
difficulties. The joy with which they have hailed its advent is 
very remarkable. It becomes, therefore, a duty thoroughly to 
examine into its ability to produce the results in question, and 
to 'estimate the difficulties with which it is attended. Yet, it 
must not be forgotten that its author distinctly aSllumes the 
necessity of a Creator to infuse into matter the first forms of 
life, and to impres8 on it its laws. This difficulty can only be 
got over by Pantheists and Atheists by the exercise of a hearty 
faith in some unknown powers of the past or discoveries of the 
future. It follows, therefore, that the faith which they derido 
in connection with religion and Christianity is essential to this 
phil08ophy. It demands the exercise of faith in the unseen, viz., 
the discoveries of the future or the unknown possibilities of the 
past, for without it it is destitute of even the semblanoe of proof. 
It would seem as if faith in the uuseen is only objectionable 
when it is demanded in connection with religion. 

67. It follows, therefore, that it is impossible for these 
systems to bridge over the interval which separate~ life from 
not life. There ilJ also another interval which can be spanned by 
no arch, viz., the production of the power of sensation. Accord. 
iog to these theories, there must have been a time \v hen there 
wns no sensation in that part of the uni,'crsc to which "e 
belong. There, therefore, must have been a time when the 
first being which AVas capable of sensation sprang illto existence. 
Pantheism will, perhaps, atfirm that the iufinite Cosmos has 
ever possessed within itself sensation Rnd intelligence. If so, 
particles capable of 8ensation must have existed in that fire 
mid out of which the pre8~nt order of things hRS been evolverl, 
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the of which wu sufficient to have sustained all existing 
matter in the form of gu. If so, their existence must have 
been very uncomfortable during the countlees age. the matter 
of the solar and sidereal systems has taken in cooling. The 
alternative will doubtless be preferred, that a time once was, 
wben the fint being capable of 8ensation began to be. Bot a 
vaat interval separates the sentient from the non-sentient, not 
a succeuion of trifling variations. The philosopby which 
attempts to construct a universe without the iDterventioO' of a 
God is bound to give us an account of how the fint sentient 

. being to be. 
68. But there are several other 8tates of being which are 

separated from each other, not by short steps. but by v~t 
interval&. 4,mong these self-consciousness occupies a con
apicuous place. It is obvious that it exists. It is as certain as 
any fact of time or space. We can all and each of 01 utter the 
myaterious word If I," and attach 8 distinct meaning to it. It 
is the most mysterious of words. Who sball fathom itl pro. 
found' depths? It is that which separates between self and not
aelf, person and thing. It is tbat which constitutes us a unity 
in tbe midst of plurality and change. As bein~ capable ' of 
self-coll8ciousneSA, we feel that we have existed throngh long 
interval. of time, 8urrounded by and deeplY 'intercsted in multi .. 
tudes of thinp which are not ounelves. Not one particle of 
matter constItutes our present bodies which composed them 
twenty years since, yet we are the same. There mU8t have 
been a time when self-conBCious beings existed not. There 
must, therefore, have been one when a self-conscious being 
first began to be. Here then is an interval the depth of which 
the imagination can but imperfectly fatbom. It is not too 
much to say, that no theory of evolution can bridge this over 
witbout the intervention of a self-conscious Cr.eator. 

69. There is yet another interval. A being may be a person, 
and yet have no conception of right or duty. I select tbis con
ception as representative of the whole moral nature of man, of 
which it forms the most remarkable characteristic. It is imma
terial to my argument whether the utilitarian philosophy is 
correct in its analysis of the origin of the idea. I firmly believe 
that it ia not. But the fa~t cannot be gainsaid, that vast 
numbers of minds, of the higbe8t order, have a clear conception 
of duty quite distinct from any reference to utilitarianism. On 
the contrary, they feel the strongest obligation to sacrifice 
themsel ves to it in contradiction to the strongest dictates of 
expediency. There is 80mething within U8 whicb says, let right 
prevail, even if the heavena fall. There must, therefore, have 
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been a time wben the first being, who W88 capable of feeling a 
Bense of duty, who could bow before a moral law, and say, III 
ought," began to be. The interl'al is one which separates the 
conception of duty from non-duty; of conscience from non
conscience; of a moral nature from the want of it. The differ
·ence is not one of degree but of kind. Between laws of motion 
and their modifications, and conceptions of duty, there is no 
one thing in common. When the idea of duty first originated 
a new order of being entered the universe. 

70. Even if the principle of the utilitarian philosophy is 
conect, that duty is the obligation to seek the greatest happi
ness of the greatest number, the argument is unaffected byit. 
,The question still imperatively demands solation, how came 
it ever to be felt to be a duty, to Beek the greatest happiness of 
the greatest number? \\'hen and bow has this sentiment 
arisen? Of what form of motion is it the modification? 

71. Such Are some of the gaps which mnst be bridged over 
by means of clear and indisputable facts, before a philosophy 
which bas no other forces at its command but blind, uuintelli .. 
gent onea, can' account for the origin of things. But 8upposillg 
for argument's sake that these have · been surmounted, the 
question at once aris88, whether the pantheistic and atheistic 
-theory of evolution is adequate to account for the existence of 
,the various orders of beings which lie within these hounds. I 
will now examine some of the special agencies by which it has 
been attempted to be shown that the various forms of organized 
life have been developed without the agency of a being possessed 
of personal intelligence and power. The only principles which 
this philosophy presses into its service for that purpose are 
Darwin's two principles of natural and sexual selection. 

72. I by no means wish to affirm that theBe may not have 
been potent instruments in the hands of Omnipotence by 
whioh God has carried on His creative work. That they act 
within certain limits is an obvious fact. The question is, 
what are those limits? Are they the only agencies Y Are they 
alone adequate to the work? Must not other principles, known 
and unknown, have contributed to it? Is their distinct anll 
separate agency conceivable without Omnipotence at their back? 

78. We muat begin by assuming that life has somehow origi
nated in the earth. The problem before us is as follows: 
given matter and force acting in conformity with invariable 
laws, both alike destitute of intelligence, to evolve everything in 
the sentient universe, which bears the indications of the 8ct1On 
of intelligence. Let U8 even suppose that one or more cells have 
been evolved from which our course of evolution is to com-
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mence which is Y to culminate in the production of 
man. 

74. There is one resource to which this philo80phy flies in 
every difficulty, and which it uses with unbounded freedom, au 
infinite storehouse of past time. If a thing cann~t be ei'ected 
in one thousand yearl, it can ~n a million j if not in a million, 
it can in one hundred million. If the last petil)d is inadequate, 
boldly multiply, for it is impossible to break tbe bank of the 
eternity of the past. With this agency at its command, all 
things are possible. Let us hear S : U Short steps and 
longest intervals of time are the magic formula hy which actual 
science at present solves the mystery of the universe: they are 
the talismans by whose aid she quite naturally unlocks the 
portals, formerly reputed to fly asunder at the sole bidding of 
miracle." 

75. Yes, truly: there is more truth in this passage than its 
author probably intended to convey. The action of this prin
ciple is truly magical and talismanic; it is worthy of the deep 
consideration of those who invoke it, whether it can effect any 
results more real than the magical form ularies and talismans of 
the Arabian Night8. Little jumps, and infinite time to jump 
in, is all that is required to evolve all the order and adapta
tions of the universe, which exist in numbers passing aU com
prehension. The proposition that, if we have time enough to 
walk to a galaxy, compared with which the distance of Sifius is a 
speck, by taking steps of an inch long, we shall get there in the 
course of infinite time, may be incapable of being disproved; 
but it is absurd. I submit that this continual invocation of 
infinite time is not a rational solution of a difficulty, but an 
evasion of it. 

76. The truth is that physical science breaks this magic wand 
.in the hands of the operator. ",ohile it tells us that the 
universe has existed a vut interval of time in its present form, 
it affirms that it cannot have existed for an indetinite one. rrhe 
Jaw8 of its physical forces assign to it clear and definite limits, 
which it cannot have exceeded. It follows, tberefore, that 
indefinite demands on a past eternity cannot be tolerated by a 
Bound philosophy. 

77. Not only is this philosophy compelled to assume that a 
number of small variations must have taken place, wbich for 
any practical purpose it i. impossible to distinguish from 
.intinite; but it is compelled to take for granted that all those 
have been on the aide of progressive improvement. Yet the 
history of man testifies that nature has made many failures 
and retrogressions. Human progress bas been, unhappily, 
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full of them. Bnt these are easily got rid of by the theory 
of the destruction of the weakest and the survival of the strongest 
in the struggle for existence. Yet history informs us that 
some of the weak races of mankind have a remarkable tenacity 
of life, 

78. But if such a tendency exists in nature, this philosophy 
is bound to give us some account of its origin. Tendencies in 
nature on the side of progress are very useful ones. It is, 
therefore, a serious question, How got they there? For ought 
that appears, blind matter, force, and law might have produced 
tendencies suited to shiver systems to pieces, and not to con
struct them. Does not the existence of such tendencies imply 
the presence of superintending mind? 

79. But, says this philosophy, all that is is to 
continue advancing by slow and gradual variations; and this 
glorious universe, with all its complicated adaptations, crowned 
by man, will appear at last I We need not care· for the short. 

nor the variety of the steps, nor for occasional movements 
in a backward direction; for have we not infinite time at our 
command? The oell, with its lowest forms of life, or the 
intellectual or moral atoms diffused in yonder fire-mist, will in 
due time produoe all the complicated organisms of living beings, 
with their wondrous adaptations, and at length a Newton, a 
Shakespeare, and a self.denying Howard. 

80. But; I ask emphatically, are such short steps all that is 
required? Shall we not be brought to a standstill by the 
absence of necessary conditions? Blind forces cannot effect 
their work except by the aid of things which, for want of a 
better name, we must call favourable chances, by which I mean 
forces intersecting oue another at t~e right time and place. 
What myriads of forces must have worked in vain for the want 
of this condition of successful operation? Let me illustrate 
this hy the example which Strauss has chosen as an illustration 
of the manner in which we ma1 readily account for the produc
tion of the various organisms of nature. "Let us suppose," 
88YS he. H a herd of cattle in primitive times to be still destitute 
of horns, only possessed of powerful necks and projecting fore
heads. The herd is attacked by beasts of prey: it defends 
itself by running against them and butting with the head. 
The butting will be the more vigorous, the bulls the fitter to 
resist the beasts of prey, the harder the forehead with which he 
butts. Should this butting in an individual have developed 
into an incipient horny accretion, then such an individual would 
have the best chance of preserving his existence. If the less 
equipped bulls of such a herd were torn to pieces, then the 
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individual thus equipped would . te the species. Un. 
questionably 'there. would be some at least among its descendants 
in whose U8se the pAternal equipment would be repeated; anti 
if on renewed attacks these very ones again lurvived, and, 
moreover, principally those whose horns were most developed, 
tbi!D little by little, by transmission of this weapon 'to the other 
lex, a completely horned Ipecies would be formed, especially if 
the other sex would of its accord give the pr.eference to the 
males thul ornamented; and here Darwin's theory of natural 
selection is supplemented by the '8Q-called sexual ~lection, to 
which he has recently devoted a special work.'" 

81. Few of the operations of nature would 86em to be more 
simple than the manufactuJle of a 'horn; let us, therefore, care
fully e~amine the' :amount of time And lucky chance which this 
theory finds it necessary to postulate as for its forma
tion. This win give us a clear idea of the difficulties which 
mu t l,ave been surmounted in the course of the evolution of 
mRD from an inol"ganic cell, if there was nothing but unintel
ligent forces to operate with. 

I. The theory before us presuppoles a very favourable concur
rence of circumstances with which to commence. our operations. 
Nature has already kindly furn us with a herd of cattle, 
with powerful necks and protruding foreheads. How long it 
must have taken to form these latter appendages this philosophy 
doel not teU us. Having eternity at its command, it simply 
brandishes its magic wand and says, 88 indefinite a uumber of 
eons of palt time as you require. 

II. Another favourable condition is provided all ready for 
our use. It seems that a horn cannot be grown on a hornless 
animal without the exercise of butting; Rccordingly, a number 
of beasts of prey are at hand Rt the proper time and place to offer 
battle to our unhorned herd- ,these, be it observed, are supposed 
to be fully equipped with all their weapons of offence. But 
8uppose that these latter had come into existence at a different 
time , and place, or that instead of our oxen being surrounded by 
beasts of prey, they had come into existence among a number 
of peaceful creatures, the whole operation of horn-growing must 
have come to a standstill. The concurrence of 8uch favourable 
contingencies could only have occurred after the lapse of 
indefinite eons. 

111. The herd, when attacked, defend themselves by butting. 
I twas fOl"tunate that nature should hRve furnished thcm with 
thil\ impulse. This looks like the presence of intelligence, for 
unintelligent nature might quite as well have provided them 
with a disposition to run away when attacked, as she has the 
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hare, and there would have been no tendency to generate 
hOln. Such a disposition muat have required the concu.lence 
of multitudes of favourable circumstances for its formation, as 
well as that of indefinite eons of time. 

IV. The act of butting has a tendency to harden the skull ; 
this we know to be a fact. Still, a philosophy whose object is 
Dot theory, but trutb, CAnnot help inquiring, Whence came 
this tendency? It might have been one in an opposite 
direction. 

V • We are next invited to assume that repeated'aets of butting 
have not only hardened the skull, but developed ahornyaccretion. 
The remarks of our author might lead the re'ader to believe thftt 
all this could have been eft'ected in a single generRtion of bull life. 
But it is quite evillent that it could only have been the result of 
the 'struggles of protracted generations, who succeeded in 
transmittillg to their descendants a graduaJly increasing horny 
appendage. If it were not so, bull life in those primeval ages 
must hRve been protracted to a period compared with which the 
age of Methuselah must have been as nothing. Let it be 
observed also, that the concurrence of everyone of these favour
able conditiQns must have been continually repeating themselves. 

VI. The bulls, says our author, who have succeeded in 
developing these horny appendages will have the best chance 
of preserving their existence. Still this is a chance only, but 
not a certainty, for many other contingencies might have 
destroyed them. Deaths from disease were probably not 
unknown in primeval times, and against this the possession of 
an inCipient born would hav~ been no prevention. 

VII. We Rre next asked to assume that these bulls go on 
continually fighting until all the less-equipped ones ftre torn in 
pieces, in order that an individunl with incipient horns may 
become the progenitor of a race. This philosophy, however, is 
utterly silent as to the numner of years and of favourable con· 
tingencies it would have taken to bring about this result. It 
simply brandishes its magic wand, and the un horned oxen 
ditJappear. 

VIII. It is neceesary that the bull with incipient horns 
should procreate descendants similarly equipped. It is un
doubtedly in accordance with nfttural facts that he should do so. 
Still this philosophy is bound to tell us how came this law into 
existence, for it has the appearnnce of being a result of that 
intelligence, the existence of which it denies. 

IX. Our incipient horn has yet to grow into a longer one, 
and then into a longer one, until it attftins its full length. For 
this purpose, these processes of fightings and buttings, and 
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throwing out of small variations and survivals of the strongest, 
besioes ever-recurring favourable contingencies, have to be 
repeated times without number. To evade these difficultie!, 
our only resource is again and again to brandish oqr magic 
$aJiaman of infinite time. . 

X. AI yet this long and painful process has only led to the 
evolution of horned individuals, and not a horned . race. We 
must therefore invoke the theory. of sexual .selection, and 
suppose that the horned females fall in love with the horned 
appendage of their male companions. It is not easy for us to 
lay what are the precise ideas which cows entertain of beauty. 
We know, however, that it is far from an invariable fact that 
the moat handlome men and women unite in matrimony. Still, 
however, the mption must be made, that the horned bull 
is il'lesistibly attractive to the homed cow before a horned 

. can be finally . by the forces at the service of 
'8 philosophy. 
82. It i. hardly possible to go through these successions of 

indefinite eons of time, and of concurrences of lucky chances 
with gravity, and suppose that they constitute a true account of 
the past history of the race of long-horned oxen. But the con
sequence which I deduce from it is a perfectly grave one. 
Few operations of nature can have been more simple than the 
ev01ution of a horn. But if by the aid of these forces alone the 
operation must have been 80 complicated, involving indefinite 
eon8 of time, and the casual concurrence of multitudes of happy 
chances, for its accomplishment, what must we say of the period 
requisite for the production of the other peculiarities of the 
race of oxen? " That mU8t we say of the infinitude of them, 
which must have been necessary for the production of all the 
complicated organisms and adaptations of animal life? This 
philosophy affirms that the bodily, intellectual, and moral 
nature of the most highly gifted roan· has been slowly 
evolved by a few unintelligent forces in a long line of ancestry 
from 1\ simple cell. Will it endeavour to compute the number 
of distinct species which must have been evolved in this long 

. ; the number of eons which must have elapsed before 
each could have been accomplished? or the number of 
happy nces which must have concurred before each step 
could have become a possibility? When it has done this, let 
it multiply these arrays of figurcs, which it is scarcely possible 
to embody in any finite conception, and present us with the 
result? Surely this philosophy has stumbled on the regions of 
miracle without observing it. Far more miraculous is this 
mode of evolving the universe than the intervention of an 
intelligent Creator. 
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8S. The number of intersections of independent forces, 
direc~ by nothing but blind laws, which this system is com .. 
pelled to . ate, is alone sufficient to destroy ita claim to be 
received a philosophy. We know, as a matter of fact, that 
the occurrence of one lucky chance is a reason for expecting 
~hat it will not occur ag~in; but system is compelled to 
postulate them in endless succession. What right has it to 
make unlimited drafts on the infinite past, or the infinite 
future? What can positive science have to 881 to either of 
them? To affirm that blind forces can effect all things, if they 
have only sufficient time in which to operate, is not to pro. 
pound a philosophy, but ita negation. Our author, however, 
is not insensible to the difficulties with which he has to 
struggle. (C It was doubtless," he says, H no small achievement, 
when, in yon Rpe-like horde, which we must consider as the 
cradle of the human race, the thoroughly erect posture became 
the fashion, instead of the waddle or partially developed gait of 
the higher apes; but step by step it went on improving, and 
time at least was no consideration ••.•. More astonishing 
still does this progress appear, from the harsh scream of the 
ape to articulate human speech." 

84. Yes, doubtless, vast is the gulf which separates the two, 
for it involves the entire interval whioh separates the rational 
from the irrational, the self.conscious from the nOD-self. 
conscious, the capacity of morRI obligation from the absence of it. 
Strauss is ' well aware that without language aa an instrument, 
all real thought is impossible. He therefore summons to his 
aid a race or races of intermediate beings, of whose existence 
the eridence is nil, and supposes that they have exilited. He 
also observes that monkeys have a kind of language, although 
he candidly admits that, whatever else they are oapable of being 
taught (and they can be taught many things), they have never 
learned to speak, even when they have been brought into the 
closest contact with man. Nor has our constant companion, 
the dog, with his half-rationality and his apparent desire to give 
utterance to' his feelings, made the smallest approach to the use 
of articulate speech, although he has been the friend of mao for 

of years. If a pantheistic or an atheistic philosopher 
could educate either the dog or monkey to use rationally even 
the lowest elements of human language, he would do morc to 
prove his theory than by millions of conjectures. 

85. But, adds our author, if Ere that prehuman branch little 
by little elab.orated 80mething of a language, periods of im
~easurab)e duration may have elapsed; but after he had once 
h~t upon 8peech, in however imperfect a condition, the speed of 
hIS progress was ,"astly accelcrated," &c. 

* 
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. ' 86. I ask emphatically, is it reasoning, to have recourse 
to t~e magic ' talisman of inflnite time, as the solution of 
every difficulty? Is it not more rational to invoke e aid of 
an intelligent Creator? ~f it be replied that an telligent 
Creatpr 'belongs to the regions of the unknowable, does not an 
in~lhlUstible past ~tefnity. equally belong to them? Does it 
hot leave the origin of intelligence utterly un~mlved ? 

87. Our ,author justly remarks, that if the power of thought 
fills us with astonishment, that of feeling is no less marvellous. 
II A divine force," s'YB he, H reveals itself in the sensations of 
the ' al\imal as much as in the brain ' of a Newton." 
AfteF;gIvi~g ~tterance to this great truth, a number of reason
~gs follo~, For 'the pl1 . ose of proving that neither the one nor 
the other is divine. 4' f," says he, Ie under certain conditions, 
motion can be transformed into heat, why may it not, under 
other conditions, be transformed into thought, into sensation, 
or even into self-conscious reason and will?" Why, indeed? 
Because the one class of phenomena are entirely different from 
t~e ' bther: An.., phimsophJ: wo~by of th~ name ought to give 
proof of' Its assumed facts, Instead of takmg them for granted, 
by asking qthers to prove their impossibility. 

88. This school of philosophy is forced to admit that there 
al"e certain organisms Which are formidable obstacles in the way 
of elaborating the universe without the aid of an intelHgent 
Creator. Of these, the eye may be taken as a crucial instance. 
1'1t is formed," says Strauss, It not in the light, but io the 
darkness of the womb, yet it is admirably adapted to light which 
has had no concern in its formation." A similar difficulty is 
\Yell put by another writer, quoted by our author, respecting 
the instincts of animals. If These latter enable them to perform 
from their birth, with hereditary finished art, to which the 
highest reason might have prompted them for their wel1-bein~) 
without any thought, experience, or practice on their part, or 
any instruction, example, or pattern." Pantheism endeavours 
to account for this by assuming the presence of unconscious 
intellect in the universe. . 

89. Let it be observed that our Bole experience of intellect 
is as an attribute of conscious beings. If philosophy is to rest 
op a basts of fact, the existence of unconscious intellect diffuscrl 
in the universe is a gratuitous assumption. No doubt many 
inteJl~ctual processes take place in our minds without leaving 
any trace on the memory; perhaps without emerging into direct 
consciousn~s~; This is especially the case with such actions R~ 
have become habitual. But this affords no proof of the presence 
'of /intellect in a wholly different class of beings. If uneonscious 
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intellec~ can exist independently of any thinking subject! and 
aid in .the construction of organisms, it follows that it must be 
inherent in every particle of matter of which they are compo~edT 
Also, these unconscious intellectual atoms must have the 
faculty of acting in unison for the production of a common end; 
and from the variou8 means by which it may be accomplished t 
of selecting the most suitable. The bare statement of such a 
proposition is its most effectual refu~tion. 

90. Next, our author invokes a theory of an unconscious 
absolute, which, H acting in all atoms, and organisms, as a 
uni~er8al Moul, determines the contents of creation, and the 
evolution of the universe, by a t Clairvoyant Wisdom,' superior 
to all consciousness." Such a theory may safely be consigne4 
to the regions of dreary mysticism, though it is one which wa. 
harqly to be expected from one who imagines that he haS 
escaped from the regions of the miraculous, by eliminating the 
conception of God from hi~ philosophy. 

91. But to enable him to account for the production of beings 
endowed with these faculties our author supplements these two 
principles by a~heory of inherited habits, transmitted through 
a long line of ancestors, which have been gradually accumulated 
through indefinite successions of eons. tt I t is not," says he, 
H the seeing individual which forlps its own, or its offspring's, 
eyes by acting in concert with light ..... the individual finds 
itself put into possession of an instrument which its predecessors, 
during immemorial time, have gradually brought to an ever 
higher grade of perfection." Again," It is not our present 
bee which plans its skilful constructions, neither is it instructe~ 
in them by a Deity; but in the }p,pse of thousands of years, since 
the lowest instincts were gradually developed into the various 
forms of Hymenoptera, the increasing needs produced by the 
struggle for existence have gradually fashioned these acts, which 
are now transmitted without effort as heirlooms to the present 
generation." 

92. In the case of the eye there are two problems which 
require a definite solution, and we must not have our mental 
vision distracted from the point at issue by any phantasmagoria 
of words. First, the admirable adjustments and adaptations of 
the instrument itself How come they? Secondly, How ba~ 
this instrument, formed in total darkness, become perfectly 
correlated to the properties of light? There is one soluti"on of 
these problems quite simple, and fully adequate to account for 
the facts the existence of a God of boundless power and match
less skilJ, and fully acquainted with all resources and the end 
to be attained, who has framed the mechanism and adjusted 
it to external nature. . 
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93. But there is tne solution of Pantheism and Atheism. 
Some of the simplest forms of life in the 'shape of celli burst 
into existence we know not how. These in the course of inde
finite eons developed themselves into organisms of the' simplest 
character, and these into others of endless variety impelled by 
blind forces alone; these grew into more perfect forms in the 
struggle for existence. Though why, until life had become abun
dant, there should have been any struggle at all it is hard to 
conceive. A power of sensation originated somehow, but how 
or w~ence we have no means of telling. These beings gradually 
diiferenti,ted ~hemselves; but how, whence, or where this power 
originated, or how each became possessed of another power, 
that of propagating its like this philosopby is silent. After 
long courses of inde6nite eons, a general power of sensation, 
diffused throughout the entire animal, concentrated itself in 
special senses, and produced the lowest form of eye8. Eon after 
eon rolled on its relentleas course; variation arose after varia
tion. Struggles for existence were ever ready to destroy'imper
fect specimens j at length one or the most perfect forms of 
eyes emerges. Bqt all this leaves the problems with which we 
It~rted utter] ' unaccounted for, viz., whence has originated the 
ad tions 0 the instrument itself; and how, being formed in 

, has it become perrectly ~apted to ' external light. 
94. With respect to the origin of instincts, our philosophers 

take refu~e in a the.ory of transmitted habib dU'ring something 
like an eternitr of time. Step b step they have grown from 
tbe smallest on~in, and by gradua accretions have been handed 
down from remote ancestors until they have assumed their 

resent form. But if this were conceivable, the question arises, 
ow came habits to be thus transmissible? Is it the result of 

the action of bli~d forces or of intelligence? Again, why is it 
that the inherited habits of instinctive intelligence, which must 
have baen possessed by multitudes of ancestors in the long line of 
Illan's pedigree, have not been transmitted to him; but in this 
fe~pect he is utterly distanced by the inferior animals? Let it be 
observed, that it is not a single instinct which has to be accounted 
for, but numbers numberless, spread over the wide regions of 
animated nature, and each adapted to the external circumstances 
of the animal. 

95. The philosophy which we are considering is never wearied 
with urging the objection that our conception of a personal Goel 
is nothing more nor less than a magnified man. A very popular 
writer has recently had the bad taste to assert that tlle belief in 
a peraonal God differs little from a magnified Lord Shaftesbury. 
Such a question is one far too grave to be settled by ridicule. 
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. 96. It is perfectly troe, that as long as man is man he can 
only. repl'e8ent truth in hu conceptions. No less 80 is it tlhat 

ltitodes of his conceptions are inadequate rep) esentations of 
the' realities beyond. If our reason' gs were to be confined to 
conceptions which are ~dequate representations of things, they 
would be few indeed. The truth is, there is a law of our 
intellectual being which compels us to transcend the limits of 
the finite, and to assert that there must exist something beyond 
Ollr highest conceptions of it. It is the very condition of thought. 

97. But this philosophy affirms that the conception of a being 
who is at the same time personal and infinite involves a direct 
contradiction, and that a philosophy which asserts the existence 
of a personal God must be rotten at its foundations. 

98. It i. perfectly true that we have no experience of per
sonality except as an attrib1lte of finite beings. Let us inquire 
w hat we mean w hen we affirm that we are persons. A being 
who is a . person is one who can predicate" I n of himself, who 
is conscious that he is distinct from all other persons, and non
persoDs, whose identity is preserved throughout all changes, and 
tbrough protraoted intervals of time, who feels himself to be a 
free agent, and is tbe subject of moral affections. There is no 
reason why an infinite being should not be capable of all these. 
The objection would be equally valid against introducing infinite 
quantities into calculations, because all our conceptions are 
finite. These, however, exist for the practical operations of 
mathematicians. 
, 99. 'l'here is no doubt that the habit of theolog,ians of 

reasoning about the infinite in the abstract, and not in the 
concrete, has involved the whole controversy in serious diffi .. 
cultie8. What do we realty mean when we assert that God is 
infinite? I answer that He is a being who transcends our 
highest thoughts, and that He is something beyoud which we 
cannot fathom; that there is no point of space where His 
energy is not present i that there is nothing which is pos
sible, which He cannot effect; nor any knowledge which He 
doe~ not possess. His moral attributes ought to be designated 
perfect rather than infinite. The conception of infinite is 
quantitive, a moral one has nothing to do with quantity. 
Perfection, not infinitude, is properly npplied to our ideas of 
justice, holiness, truthfulness, benevolence. 'l'he conception of 
a personal being, who in this sense is both infinite and perfect, 
plainly involves no contradiction; and is evidently not un .. 
thinkable, though our conception of Him may be inadequate. 

100. Now, while it is a law of our nature that all our ideas 
must be human ones, there is no possible reason why they may 
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represent attributes of other beings as well as of outselves. 
If I lee an animal perform actions of a certain character, .1 am 
justified in drawing the conclusion that they are the results of 
intel· nce, although I Am only acquainted by actual experieBce 
with human intelligence. I infer justly that the animal mind 
POUel8eS in these respects an intelligence similar to my own. 
If, then, I ~an conceive of an imperfect form of intelligence, and 
reason on the fact, why may I not attribute our highest powers, 
freed from the imperfections with which they exist in man, to 
God f To that luch an act is merely to manufacture a 
gigantic Lord Sh is not to appeal to reason, but to the 
wont feelings of our nature. 

101. Nothing clearly shows the impotency of this 
philosophy to grapple with the difficulties in which it is 
involved than the necessity it is under to use language which 
contradicts the truth of its own assumptions. Our author 
endeavours to apologise for the practice: "In so far as we 
apeak," say. he, H of a purpose in the universe, we are clearly 
conscious that we are expressing ourselves subjectively, and 
that we onlyexpreu by it what we seem to lIecognize as the 
general re~mlt. of the co-operation of the entire powers of the 
world." 

102. In one word., all such expressions are blinds to enable 
UR to impose on ourselves. A purpose in the universe is no 
purpose. It elists only in a delusive fancy of our subjective 
selves. N umbers of similar conceptions made use of by this 
philosophy can only exist as attributes of personality, and are 
utterly inapplicable to an impersonal something, whether we 
designate it Universe or God. 

103. Yet our author writes as follows: .H The general 
deduction from the existence of the universe appears to be, as 
a w hole~ the most varied motion or the greatest abunuance of 
life; this motion or 1ife specialized as one developing itself 
morally as well as physically, struggling outwards and upwards. 
and even in the decline of the individual only preparing a. new 
uprising." 

104. Such langnage is a plain stultification of the principles 
on whioh this philosophy is based. Still more · remarkable is 
the following passage: H From our standpoint the object of 
the terrene development seems much nearer its attainment now, 
when the earth ill filled by men and their works ..•• than 
many thousands of years ago, and when she was still exclusively 
occupied by mollusca and cretacea, to which fish were added 
later, then the mighty saurians with their allied species, and, 
tinally, the primeval mammals, yet without plan." 

• 
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105. ,What object? I ask; for an impersonal Cosmos can 
have none. ; Is man, then, the end of creation, its compJement 
and crown f Is the purpose of an impersonal Cosmos getting 
near its realization? U nles8 this phllb80phy utters absolute 
nonsense, it hu arrived at the same conclusion as Theism, that 
a purpose exists somewhere in the universe. Common sense 
must draw the conclusion that a purpose can exist only in a 
personal intelligence, i.e. in God. 

106. But there is a future which this -philosophy mmrt face, 
and which the mind of man, despite of all philosophy, will 
inquire into with the profoundest interest. What, then, aYe 
the destinies of the Cosmos? What are the future proepects 
of man as an individual and a race? Let us hear the answer 
which'it returns. "Nevertheless a time must come when the 
earth will be no longer inhabited; nay, when we shaH have 

to exist as a planet. Then all which in the course of her 
development was produced, and in a manner accomplished by 
her -all living and rational beings and all their prodnctioDs, 
all political organizations, all works of art and science will 
not only necessarily have vRnished from existence "tbout R 

trace, but even the memory of them will survive in DO mind, 
88 the history of the earth must necessarily perish with ber." 

107. Surely this is a dark prospect which this philosophy 
unfolds. Man, as an individual, and as a race, shall into 
eternal silence; and no trace of him or his works sh remain 
in any mind. Still, if this is the inevitable destiny of the 
future, let U8 face it boldly and honestly; and not imitate the 
ancient philosopher, who wished, if the doctrine of man's im
mortality were not true, that no one should undeceive him 
while he Jived. No; if this philosophy is true, the most culti
vated intellects, the greatest moral elevation, and the lowest 
basenes8 of wickedness, shall alike rest in peaoeful, but ete. nRI 
silence. 

108. Again, Cf Either the earth," says the author, It has 
missed her aim here no result has been produced hy her 
protracted existence or this aim did not consist in something 
which was intended to endure, but has be.en attained at every 
moment of her development." Let us take .courage then, for 
the gospel of despair can only express itself ill the terms of t11e 
gospel of hope. Nature, then, has an aim and a purpose! Airu~ 
and purposes are not attributes of an impersonal infinity, but of 
intelligence, personality, and will. It also announces that the 
infinite All perishes not, nor ceases from it~ perfection. II The 
All in no succeeding moment is more perfect than in the 
preceding one, nor vice versa. There exists in it, in fact, no 
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lucb distinction as BOOner or later, because all gradations and 
atagel of contraction and expansion, ascent and 

decline, becoming and perishing, exist side by side, mutually 
8upplementi.ng one a.nother to infinity." This, then, is our 
coDsQlation. Though we perish, the mighty All remains un
changed in its perfection. The' elemente of which we are 
com may, during the evolutions of eternity, help to build 
up glorious galaxiea,though of ourselves, as conscious individuals, 
there ,hall be resurrection. 

109. There js something in human nature too strong for the 
. ga of pantheistic and atheistic philosophy to crush. 

DUlton, when questioned at his last ttial as to his abode, 
replied, It My abode shall soon be annihilation; but I shall live 
in the pantheon of history." This philosophy teaches that even 
this hope is only a fond delusion. What are the substitutes it 
fumishes to 8ati8fy the eager cravings of the human heart? 
Ah! a reverent regard for a Cosmos for which it is impossible 
to {eel either reverence or regard. The memory of a depa,·ted 
wife, to be to us in place of a religion; the worship of 
humanity, typified in a female form, the destruction of which 
h ity is certain. This is its substitute for a personal God, 
the moral governor of the universe, which He has created; whose 
attributes are jU8tice, mercy, and truth; yrhose providence 

braces all His works; who shall continue reigning for ever and 
eyer. Religion teaches an hereafter, which shall give a scope for 
the exercise of man's mighty powers, which is denied him here. 
But this philosophy affirms that one destiny awaits the holiest 
and the moat abandoned, the man of the most disintelested 
benevolence and tbe most refined cruelty, a Nero and a St. 
Paul ,a silence from which there shall be no awakening · the 
conaciou8 being of both alike shall be swallowed up in the 
infinite Cosmos. The only conclusion of such a philo~phy 
must be, let each man enjoy life as he best can, for we shall 
pie to- morrow, and sleep for ~ver the sleep of unconscious
nels. The best 8afeguard against such a philosophy is, that 
human nature will refuse to accept it 88 a true account of 
its aims, its aspirations, and its destinies. 


