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from that of a watch. If, for example, instead of

a mechanism which served to mark a succession of

hours, there were presented a mechanism which

served to evolve a succession of musical harmonies,

we should just as confidently infer an intelligent

artist in the one case as in the other, although we

had only seen the making of a watch, and never

seen the making of an harmonicon. The truth is

that it is not the particular end either of the one

machine or the other, which leads to the inference

of an intelligent maker-but the inference rests

nakedly and essentially on this, that there is

adaptation of parts for any end at all. Between

one watch and another there is this common conse

quent-adaptation of parts for the end; and on this

we ground the conclusion of there having been

design and a 'designer in the fabrication of each of

them. But between the watch and the musical

apparatus there is also a common consequent

not adaptation of parts for the end, but still

adaptation for an end; and on this we are equally

warranted to ground the conclusion of design

having been employed in the formation of each of

them. The definite article is always compre

hensive of the indefinite, so that whenever there

is the end, there is always an end. But the

indefinite is not also in the same way comprehensive

of the definite, so that in the case of an adaptation

having an end, it may not be the end which we

have ever witnessed in the putting together of any

former adaptation. Still it matters not. The infer

ence, not of a mind purposing the specific thing for

which we have formerly observed both a contrivance
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