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particularly is, then we proportionally restrict the
antecedent to an intelligent mind bent on the
accomplishment of that specitic end. But when in
the argument we make but a general recognition
in the consequent of some end or other, the con-
clusion is equally general of an intelligent mind
bent on the accomplishment of that some end or
other. All this might be provided for in the rea-
soning, by laying proper stress on the distinction
between the adaptation of parts for the end, and
the adaptation of parts for ax end. The latter,
in fact, is the only essential consequent to the
antecedent of a purposing mind—and from the
appearance of the latter we are entitled to infer
this antecedent. By taking this distinction along
with us, we come to perceive how far the argu-
ment of final causes may be legitimately extended.

24. We already understand then how on having
seen one watch made, we are entitled to infer a
maker for the second watch—though in many of
its accessaries it may differ most widely, and there-
fore differ most widely on the whole or as a compound
assemblage from the first. With all these con-
tingent variations in the two machines, there is
one thing which they have in common—adaptation
of parts for the end of measuring and indicating
time ; and this justifies the inference of a common
antecedent—even a purposing mind that had this
specific object in view. But we contend that, in
all sound logic, we are warranted to extend the
inference farther—not merely to a second watch
but to a second machine of any sort, though its use
or the end of its construction was wholly different
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