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ration of it. The two statements are distinet, the
one from the other—and there is surely no logical
necessity why because the first statement 1s true,
the second should be true also. Nevertheless,
and without reasoning, we are led from believing
by observation in the first, irresistibly to believe by
anticipation in the second. There is a harmony,
but it is a contingent harmony, between our strong
instinctive conviction that it shall be so, and the
unfailing universal accomplishment of it. The
very strongest among the principles of the human
understanding is faithfully responded to by the
very surest among the processes of external
nature ; and this adaptation, due to no will and to
no reasoning of ours, yet without which reasoning
would be left without a basis—is perhaps the most
striking proof which can be given, that man, even
when stalking in the pride of his intellectual great-
ness along the high walk of philosophy, is but the
creature of an instinct that should ever be leading
him astray—had not God made the laws and the
arrangements of his universe to correspond with it.

14. But while we thus advocate the indepen-
dence of the two laws on each other, that is, of
the mental or subjective law of man’s instinctive
faith in the constancy of nature, on the external
or objective law of nature’s actual constancy—it
should well be understood, that the view we are
now to give of Hume’s atheistical argument does
not rest on any metaphysical theory whatever, as
to the origin of this universal belief. ~Whether
it be distinct from experience or the fruit of expe-
rience, it is not upon this that we join issue with
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