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perimental evidence for the being of a God—and
that simply because we have not any experience in
the making of worlds. Had we observed once or
oftener the sequence of two terms A and B—then
afterwards on our observing B though alone we
might have inferred A. Had we observed though
only once, a God employed in making a world—
then when another world was presented to our
notice we might have inferred a God. But we
have never had the benefit of such observation ; and
hence the conclusion of Mr. Hume is, that the
reasoning for a God is not founded on the basis of
experience. Now how is this met both by Reid
and Stuart >—by conceding that the argument for ,
a God is not an experimental one at all—the
inference of design from its effects being a result
neither of reasoning nor of experience. When the .
question is put, on what then 1s the inference
grounded ?—the never-failing reply in a difficulty of
this sort, and in which more than once these philo-
sophers have taken convenient refuge 1s, that it is
grounded on an intuitive judgment of the mind.

9. Our own opinion of this evasion is that to
say the least it was unmecessary—and we think
that without recurring to any separate principle
on the subject, Mr. Hume’s argument might be
satisfactorily disposed of, though we had no other
ground for the inference of a designing cause,
than that upon which we reason from like conse-
quents to the like antecedents that went before
them.

10. It appears to us that these philosophers
have most unnecessarily mystified the argument
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