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and so generalize the antecedent into that which is

common to both, even an intelligent and a purpos

ing mind. When we thus limit OUT view to the

strict and propel' consequent, we are led to limit

it in like manner to the strict and proper antece.

dent. All we are warranted to conclude of the

antecedent in a deduction thus generalized and

purified is that it is purely a mental one. This is

the alone likeness between God and man to which

the argument carries us. The gross imaginations

of anthropomorphitism are done away by it--and

the argument by which we thus establish the reality

of a God, serves also to refine and rationalize our

conceptions of Him.

30. It is thus then that we would meet the

argument by Hume, of this world being a singular

effect. We have already said that though unable

to demonstrate a primitive creation of matter, we

might have still abundant evidence of a God in the

primitive collocation of its parts. And we now

say that though unable to allege our own observa

tion or presence at the original construction of

any natural mechanism-though we never saw the

hand of an artist employed in the placing and adap

tation of parts for the end of any such mechanism

-vet, beholding as we do every day from our in

fancy adaptations for an end, and that too in con

junction with an antecedent mind which devised

them-we have really had experience enough on

which to ground the inference of a living and in

telligent God. On comparing a work of nature

with a work of human art, we find a posterior
term common to both-not adaptation for the end,
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