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132 THE WORLD’S SUPPOSED ETERNITY.

he has laid out his giant force of intellect in clearing away the
rubbish and building a rampart of rock. His remarkable skill
in seizing upon and bringing out prominently the great prin-
ciples of a difficult subject, and turning them round and round
till they fill every eye, is here most happily exerted.

Let us now proceed, in the first place, to examine the argu-
ments that have been adduced to prove the non-eternity of
the world, independent of geology and revelation; and in the
second place, to derive from these two sources of evidence the
true ground on which that proposition rests.

The first supposed proof that the world has not eternally
existed is derived from what is called the a prior: argument
for the existence of the Deity, originally proposed by the monk
Anselmus, and afterwards more fully illustrated in England by
Dr. Samuel Clarke. Take the following brief summary of
this argument, as applied to the eternity of matter, in the
words of Dr. Crombie.

‘“ Whatever has existed from eternity, independent and
without any external cause, must be self-existent. Whatever
is self-existent must exist necessarily, by an absolute necessity
in the nature of the thing. This is also self-evident. It follows,
therefore, that unless the material world exist necessarily, by
an absolute necessity in its own nature, so that it must be a
contradiction to suppose it not to exist, it cannot be indepen-
dent and eternal. In order to disprove this absolute necessity,
he [Dr, Clarke] reasoned thus: If matter be supposed to exist
necessarily, then in that necessary existence is included the
power of gravitation, or it is not. If not, then in a world
merely material, and in which no intelligent being presides,
there never could have been any motion. But if the power of
gravitation be included in the pretended necessary existence of
matter, then it follows necessarily, that there must be a
vacuum; it follows, likewise,that matter is not a necessary being.
For if a vacuum actually be, then it is plainly more than pos-
sible for matter not to be.”

Is it not passing strange that such a dreamy argumentation
as this (and it is a fair sample of Dr. Clarke’s extended work
on the existence of the Deity) should have been regarded as
cound logic by many of the acutest minds, and that a majority
even of the ablest metaphysicians, up almost to the present
day, should have felt satisfied with it? A few minds, indeed,
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