


DEPOSITED 

BY THE 0Ml'v1ITTEE 0~ 

<Brabuate Stubies. 

No... . ................ . 

umaru ot mcGill Universitg 
MONTREAL. 

Received ........ ...... .... .. .... . 





HE"'APHYSICAL P~OOFS FOR THE ~XIS~rEN08 OF GOD 

~Y D. 3. Roge~. 

McGILL rNIVERSITY, MONTREAL, .\rril • 1~·09. 



INTRODlJOTION 

The existence and nature 
of Go:-1 have ·Jeen t'i1e StJ.lject-nc:,_ttec fJr t :1e t:1ou;:::ht of men in :1ost 
a~es. For the demonstrati:Jn and the ex.pl:tnati·:~n _,f t~1es,?,Ti1eol:;gical 
and Phi L :.,so~ ~ll c ~i, 1. in--~- ters ~lave r vt for~·, cLrd :·:-~an~ and vary in;:: a tE.;U:Jents 1 

·)ut uri th a large r:rorortion Jf these vrri tin~s -:~:18 rresent r-al 8r ;_;ill 
not ·)e concPmed. It will c...,c.f.t.ile i·.,~ -~rea-cment to the three sreat 
i roofs around which t:"le Theisti.c~ and t~te Anti-t·:1eistic discussi~)n Jf 
the ~-::tSt I1as lar.c;-::1~ -;entree~ .. Arll1 in i:.~1e C:Y-Lsic~.-·rati~rrl of t~tE>Se 7 the 
r-~ rr-,ose will Je,n0t so ll1t:eh eit'1er to cive an historicc:.l account .:;f 
't~1::ir cevelor.ement, for ti1at '.·rill )(? ll!rstJec1 onl~: -to:.~the criticism. of 
Kant,or to Pxamine them with a vtew to· working out a new 1roof --a 
rt?st:-l Lr-'~'lent or a com-1ina tion Jf these rosi tions--, := s to eKamine hcnr 
far these "r roofs" are in reality t-roofs of what the~ purfort to 
demons~rate. This will necessitate that the ·)rief historical stat?­
ment .)e followed ·Jy a more ;)rief PXafl'1ination of the nature tJOth of the 
God) and of the existence of t·_)e God, whose eKistence t;_1ese r.-roofs 
have atte:·.-,1 ted t~ esta~)lish, and also· of the natttre of Proof. The 
result of ti1is examj_nation ':!fill justify some cri tic isms and discussion 
of the ~Pro.jfs"outlined, while the whole will concltJde ~:ri th a 
summn.ry st3,tement of t:1e results accomr-lished ·yy these a-:-,temr~ts and an 
indication of their real imfort. 
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'--ItSTORIOAL 

The Metap~ysica1 
~roofs or ~1e existenoe or God, as classifi~d ~Y Immanuel Kant, are 
not easily distinguish~d from one another 0ven in the writings of that 
thinker's ii!ll!lediat~ predeoessord,muoh less in the earlier develor-­
ment or Theistic thoug~t. Th~y are late stages in an evolution or 
thought 1vhich ')egan w-hen Philosot:hY w·as 'Jut emerging from Hyt~ology. 
T'l~ ~eligious conceptions ofth~ pre-[;hi losoy:hi c writers w·ere indeed 
vaguely expressed. Even in the literature oft '1e race from which the 
r:hilosor:hic thought 8ft he modern West~rn ''orld has co~e, the first 
attempt '.1as 'Jy no r.1eans an early one. In the works of Aristophanes 
and Hesiod nre ·find a naturalistic and r-antpeistic aoanagon:y: .in the 
~oems of Homer we reach an anthro~omor~hic intrefretation which makes 
Jur-i ter the ~ffiThs )At{u-fwfto whom all the forces of nature are su·Jjest. 
This is not very tar removed from ~heism. 3oth these ex{:lanations of 
the universe were o~r.osed )y Xeno~hanes,who first overtly insi~ted on 
the unity or God. He o~tained his Monotheistic belief trom reflection 
T:t'hich led h:!.m to 'le tie ehanrion azainst PoVtheism and the Anthropo­
morphism of the current religious ·Jeliefs. £;~ ~ w Jl. ~/_£1 Kot~ 

.:v&f~7T11tn u~,~Tvt' ?vn 1'£/~~c P'vlf7PtFir JH~:~ Jv?t vC:,,u(;\ /~'AA:.! 
~ L) ~ ~ • S" \ l :' 1".· l p \ .· .) / . _, ? 7 ' / . ~ . . .· t-
r} tJO"~s -:-z /'v~c. 0/fl~S of T C(v< cou ~arrc~-~ -~,./ ;TtJYo-to YrlcJ ·/ · ~c 

)~VTe~. Kf':_ ~~11tvu. Though Xenor-hanes is thought Jy Aristotle to :1ave 
given an a rriori ~roof of the unity Qf God, he cannot ~e thought of 
as having attem~ted in any way a demonstration or his existence or 
~eing. Nor can this ~e said of Anaxagor~s, who J~ ~ositing Vous as 
the firs·~ ~,:rincirle and unifying ground or the universe transformed 
the Panthei~ or Xenorhanes into Theism and laid the fouadation of 
the monotheistic concertion of that universe. That remained for one 
or later date."Socrates made the first arrlication of the Theistic 
~rinci~le in the sr.bere of the ada~t~tion or means to end in the 

1 organic world: He is considered the originator of the troor from 
~ final causes. And this attempt to prove the existence of God was no 

doubt suggested 1y the teaehing of the Sophists,es~ecially of 
P1thagoras. The latter has left a fragment in which he writes,~~;~~ # -.. !) } v .-. '> / n . . ~ LJ J r , ' , r ., ::./ , t ' , 
. ,f-wv OV~ T/~ ~vWol-(__, /111f7 ~ U6'1Y/ tltl~ JCV~ tn/K. ~r-JJI',. ).~~t:J... ~e 
T;;J. I/ .J ~ 2.. ~ / ~ ' ~ {i l / \. :>/ ~ ~? / ....._ , ""'fr,. ~V () )' J q Cl ~li (. , 1f 7( fA/fJ 1.t f\ P ?>, S I( ol t. fit tY/..u ~ UJ V ~ (CH'S j lJI} 

3 (}..V/)ftAJtnJ'P In this ~e is thou~ht )Y Professor Gomr:erz not to assail or 
call in question the Theological )elier," ·Jut the scientific or 
reasone.')le knowledge of the existence of the'' Gods". To correct this 

1 3alcwin Dictionary Vol 1 ~, 
~se, Janet and Seailles,Hist of t~e Pro)lems of Ph'ii.v~,:r:;,2$ 
3 Diog. L. 9: 51 
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tendency,~hich was devetored and accentuated in ~he later So~hists, 

and to vindicate the~~~ular jelief, nay have ~ecn the o~ject of the 
attemr:t of Socrates to ~rove the existence of God. Here then is to '.le 
round for the first tine,in cccidental Philosorhy at least,the attempt 
if so it I!la!T ·Je call et!, to demonstrate the ~Jfl!ing or existence of Ood . 
. ~nd from this ~oint 0n17ards in the rresent sketch the three rroofs as 
.distinguished ')y Kant, will, ~.s far as x:ossi ')le, ~e treated sct:arately 
for the sake of eo&nom~~ Gf discussion. ~he Teleological, Jeing, as 
l:lentioned a )Ove 1 first in historical order ''rill )e first outlined; then 
the Cosmological; and lastly the Ontologiaal. 

TELEOLOGICAL 

The r:hilosor:hioal stand­
roint of Socrates was that in his age when argumentative povrer vras so 
c:.veted, it ;-ras x:ossi 'Jle to contradict the results o'ltained~y the 
Sorhists and in the r:lace of ernr~rical egoistical su'Jjectivity to ~~t 
universal rational thought, thus)the very method ado~ted oy the So~hist 
s restoring the ·results formerly reached in unreasoned 'Jelief, ·Jut 
cenied a.nd ce3troyed 'Ty the Sor~hists. This ar.r:lies ofcocrse to his 
remarks on God. He concei,Ted of the un iv~rse as t~e rroduct of a 
~eneficient will,and thoLght of nature in a teleological manner. There 
was a rower which ~~s ris~osing all things for the ~est. Plato gave 
the conce~tions of Socrates a more scientific form. He universalized 
his rrincirle and thought of it in an ontological sense, identifying it 
with ~~e idea of the Good,thus maintainin~ transcendental design and 
r:urr.ose. This is called ·)-y 3aldwin the"Onto-teleologioal I!lethod of 
conceiving God in relation tothe world". In the Laws Flato writes:"If 
my friend ''e say that the whole r:ath atid bove~ent of the heavens, ani alll 
that is therein, is ,)Y nature akin to the movement, anc, revolution and 
calculation or mind, ~.:.nd proceeds ·)~7 kindred laws J t~en as is r: lain, 
we must say th~ the Jest soul takes care of the world and guides it 
along the good path". And again "he ( th 0 king) aontri vedso t:J piaoe eao h 
of the rarts that their ~osition might in the ~asiest and ~est manner 
proccre ~e viatory of the Good and the defeat of the Evil in the Vlhole ~ 
~nd this design enters into th~ small~st detail. "Let us not then deem 
~ •• that Goc.,t:~e ··risest •'"f~ v:ines, . rho is a'Jle to take care and is 
willing, is like a laz-:; Good-for-nothing ,Qr a co,:rn.rd who turns his "Jack 
on la'Jour and giv~s no thought to the smaller and easier matters )Ut to 
the grr.:'at only". Also in thePh ile~Jus he wri t~s," there is in the 
uni v~rse a cause of no n~an I-Ower w·hioh ord ~:rs and arranges years and 
months and may ·Je justl!- called Wisdom and Minrl" ~arid· .ret~rring to 

1 Gomr~rz, Greek Thinkers, r,44S 
2 se. Sohwegler; Hist of Phil. r,4? 
33aldwin Diet of Phil. and Pcych. Theism 
4 flto Laws,l0~04,904, ~02. 
5 Phi le 1vs sec. 30 r., 1?'7 



4 

Anqxagoras, ~oes on to say that the argument here reaches the same 
1 conelt;sion as"those ry-ho sa~- of old time that mind rules the universe"· 

"Plato's whole ~orld view ~as", Dr. Stirling claims," that of a sing~ 
teleologicr.l s~:stem ~·rit~ God alone as its heart, vrith the will of God 

3 alone ~s its Creator and Sot~l: 
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This order ~ne a~rangement in the universe is also recognisee 
:)~ Aristotle. All the l!latter is governed or eegulate~ 'Jy an Ide~. Th)s. 
is in !in~ wit~ his doctrine of fovr causes ana of 01/~'rJ.. 1S and f..Ytil,. l« 
' , \ ()) \ , / ' - - ._ ':) / 
~ttTr o f)( l d.! T, rJ..l r 2. 7 ;01./l~, JT£fc 7ia tr w v r tJ v 11 r L IC o u u O£..t 

/ ., ( f _ , n ' ~ ' .., ~ ~ ~ / /lJ \. \ 
~ ~ i7a£""r:x5J cL v~ t w v Tt> tJ tot r ~~«tlj owrr~ 'f'l/rt JC ~s f.}1,"~/ 
t'l} -' ~ ?c1s· T'- 0 K 1 v~ <f"<l\.V r d !v ~'vkd.." • "!IJ (/ rr t s tJZ 11.t 

il{ll1 V~ I 0 ~ I I V' -' c , I T ~ rl '? ~ t 
-r '1} I- (f /1 1/ \ ~ /--')~ c: ~ O rl k ~ 111 0 U f1' I Cl\ 

1 

/()V to t7 & £Qft 
If. I (P/1-t {)/1~)1'..~( •.• 'l:i'Cd~ 
' / ~ To f-?i rl ThS' Jt n. D~ 8 !'Referring ~o na,tural r.ro.cespes h,:; days •. 

r') 1 _ , 1~, r /,., A/ r ,_,. ~ ~ ~'( s f/Jf/ o-f.,( J <iA/o (.,(.,'lA/ rl K eO.: 
'f._{({ t/" trx. () " • v~ot ' .~. ' ' • • • / 
()ocrtY,• Moreover ,ne says 1n t.'rnat tn1ngs tnere 1s an end, for that 

enc is realized, as ~vell ,.r.\!at t=r ee~eds as tnhat follo\ATS, as is the action 
so is ~~e natu~~.an~ as:ts the nature so is the ac~ion,tn e~ch case if 
nothing oJstruet: 9.nd as the aciion iS for the sake of the end so also 
for t~e sa~e sake is the natur~ • The God who is immanent in nature is 
cat:stng it to develore ·Jy a uniforn series of causes. The au;tJ.ll tsis 

.;) , /-
tending to Jeoone£Y1q~,~ :all the imrerfections or natur~ are striving 
tot;Afards :- errection :God is al'f1ays ~orkin~ for an end. "iJ (i}f:# b(fll't elf 

~frttS Jo& ,~,~/;'Ltv /7nPIJvtv". W t/t;i-1~ ~ ;rzrru rtJv 

i:vJt,f. ~.tl'lh-11?' /b /~n~/b: ~· Jet there is a transiti:Jn here rrom 
Flato's view; there is08~and~(t/vd'IS,ie.~,a dtl!llism in the universe. 

In ot:rosition t~ this dualism of the Arist-~ teli.an s~~->tc_,rn. 

t3e Stoic Physics aims at Monism. It is realistic~ and materialistic ~-et 
evr?r~- thing in theworld was the '~TOrk of reason. ;hei!' system develor.e d 

"\ 

t~1c theory of Herodi.tus JY conceiving of ai'V~oJJ.o~.- ~.1hich ~.vas a material 
st: ·Jstance of !iery a'ir or fiery "lreath pervadine and anii!latinr; the 
universe, g,nd this1Tv0/.t<P< or sot~! of the universe callec_ "Rational or 
~rtistic Fir~( 770! liP~ V.) 1r? ~lit J{' ()V- ~- )all-r~net!'~tin: Air-
Sr-irit, Reas9n, Natcra, Providence, Destin~~, La~T, Necessity, The Ruling 

8 Frincirle(t~ tJtd£p,uvtJ(tv) •.• • anc the Generatine Reetson Lo1os. triic,fU:TtKM 
goY erns ~11 th in~s for the ·lest ends an c. mak~s each rart of the \AThole' 
s~~re for the good of the whole, for all th~ ~dartatiJn of the world 

1 La~s 10, 904 
? Stirline:Phi~. and Religi~n,r, 11~ 
3 AristotlP- :Physics,(Zll:l03~ ;Ale. Jekker text. 
4 A • i '~ i d ~ : ~ t a • : D , 4 , 10 15 ; A":" , r: , 8 '7 i 'J id 
5 
e Physics ,quoted in Stirling p,l31. 

De r.~~ T JA,_,,...., _ 3~ 
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ean onl-p !l:.v<?. cooc froo a thinl{ine r:1irtd anc r:-ro~es t~ere~orc. ;he exist­
~nc~ o~ Dei t~r. Cle·-_nthes in his hymn to Zeus wr1 tes: Z £. v, ([/rfA.QS 

J~~ }(-'_ V_q;.<ot:'_ ~~~ ~'V!;' Ku_!J:f~Wv r _ ;., _ _ . 

~~~f/ Tc_ if)v~t _i(J~v ~c~~~(f~ll 'JJY.a. _J~ucrv 
_ - - - - -· · K ~ Jt p ~., tS ~ o<. vt t> ~ "" - -:> -~ -, ,- - ~ ") 

c:'n.Fl \~f ~s .~ ~ Ql.7rav-ra.··-trvvv:x/ ~01S £If 1\~ ~c~..a<trtotv 
b/. '} 0 c / / \. / ,:1 c- / . ) _) 

1 en (T~ ~~ l \ ~· ~~u-hi /Jd... I/ 7 kJ 1-ll'}bv dt £Y &<JV lo...~ ,show·ing 
t~at ~1e eoncei 'T~r· of the world as orderetl 'l~T a r:owerful Zeus and as 
harmonious."Zeno enim",writes Cicero," ita concludit quod ration:; t:titu 
melius es~,quam id,quo0 ratione non utitur.Nihil ~utem nundo melius est 

.., Ratione igi tur mundus uti tur~ Dio~enes says that Chrysirr:us, Ar=-rolodo:il s 
-- and Posidonius agree t~at the 1vorld:· is" ~~,t lfo• AP(' x/v KrJ.'( /d !j'v'I.AJv 
3 ~~a', j/pf f /··: Tht? strongest rroof given ~Y cleanthes, according to Cmcero , 

~s that from the distinctness, variety and ~eauty of the arrangement of 
the sun/coon and stars and all the ordered movements of the heavens. 

4 1Quaru:n rerul!1 asr:ectus satis indieat non esse ea fortuita~ "As vre enter 
I a house or scho:l or court",writes IJicero,"and o~serve the exavt order 
!tn~ ~iseirlin~ an~ l!let~cxl o"! i~,~~ cannot surr,ose that it is so regulat­
. ed ~.vi t.'loct a cause, ·lut must conclude that there is sor.leone who 
oo~ands and tb whom o)edience is ~aid: it is inr-ossi1le for us to 
'avoid thinking that the wonderful notions, revolutiond and order of 
i these great 'ladies, no rart of ''hi oh is imr:aired 'ly the infinite 
,succession of ages, must )e ~overned )~ some superior Tntelligent 

5 ! 3einz~ ~he Stoics d"'el t also Jn t3~ adar:te1 ti 8n of the rarts of the 
nlqnts and 2niMals, On instinct, rerroduction, nourish~ent, and rreser­
~ation of the yot~ne, etc., in fact on all the more ari~arent features 
insist~a on 'ly the r.lof~rn lvolutionists,a~d on these as manifestini 
the ~resence of lniv~rsal Reason. Thus God is the ~eason of the world 

! 

a.nd the unal tera'Jle law that is in the world is r:roduced ·ly hin ·?rho 
ccbntains in hii!lSel:- the gems of evrythine. 

This method of conceiving of the universe to ~ .. r!1 ich so 
large a rlace rnlS given ·)y the Stoics '.vas entire!~· contradieted ·ly the 

syste~ ot the Ericu:eans. They found in the atomic theory of DeMocrates 
·'Thich they slightly modified, a view 8f the cosmos w·hich offerett a 
co· .. :-:lf.:lt~l~T l!lechanicql exrlanation and rendered the argument from 
!Teleology sur:erflt~ous. Ator:1s and the void ~~ri th the infini tisimal 
~e~riations of the orir;inal atoms accovnt well enough for the ·leau~~., 
!and all the ad~~ta-+;ion a~r'lrent in the universe. Ericurus and his 
·school had as their aic "to put for-·ard· .such avie,~r of nature as ~·rould 

~ Aristotle: De Cael.A,3~. 
8 Mayor, T.l. Anci~n~ Philosorhers, r,154 
1 Prof. tcfJerweg: Hist of Phil. ,V ,l,r ,19f. 
'?. Natur~. Deorum, 1111·9,~~. 3Zeller; Stoicism Er cureanism ~nd Scerticism,r,l39, note. 
1 De Natura Deorum,II,5 
5 I ·lid trans. in Janet and ~eaillesV~, r:, 410. 
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c~ a,:ra"t- ~i th the nPcessi ty of svr.:ernatural int,')rvention, iV'i t~out at the 
san~ tirn~ reetending to offer a s~fficient solution of the ~ro1lems 

1 raisec'l jy science~"It ::-,ust not 'Je sur:r =se~" ,sa.~s. Er--: icuru~, tha ~ the 
Motions of th~ stars,t~ei~ rising and ~~e1r sett1ng, the1r ~cltrses 
and the like are effecte~ and regulated, or that the~ have once for all 
·Jeen ~egulated ·J!. a 3ein~ r:osses -~ing at the same tir.1e ·Jlessedness and 
incortalit~; fo~ lajour and care and favour are not cornr:ati)le w~th 

~har riness anc self-sufficienc!'." The Sceptics also or.~- osec the v1ew of 
t·~e Stoics and crenl y contradicted it. '!'he ingenui t:- of Carneades 
so:n ~xrose~ the weak roints or their theory.He asked for the marks cf 
desizn in '"the universe m. which there vras so !!lnch ihjurtot1s and 
detrimental to man.He scorns the ide:::l of design. In ansvter to 
bhrysirrus• ~sse~tion that t!1e final caus0 of a r:i2: is to 'Je killed, 

3Carne~·0~s a~gues~" a :· ig ther~rore ·J!~ 'J~inz killed r.1ust attain~the 
o'Jjec~ fo~ which it was destined; it is al'.Va!s 'Jeneficial for a th-ing 
to 9.ttain i ~s o 'Jjaet--t!lerefore it is 'Jeneficic.l for a r: ig ·~o ·Je kill-

4ed and eaten." 3vt even adrn.itting the :r:resence of design, he, as a 
fair ret:resentative ;:;f his school argues: Why isi t inconceiva'Jle that 
nature shovl have formed the world as 'Jeautift11 and good as r-ossi.Jle, 

shccording to natural laws without the intervention of Goc? 
Th~ NeO-Pl~toniSM of the Al~K~ndri~B School,on the other 

band, in a degre~ restored the Yie·-rof t~1e r.resence of design in the 
universe. This syste~ ~nelv~ed God as~the a·~alute ~nit of ~horn or 
w~ich the ,rorld ~as ~ne or a series of effluences or eradiations, each 
of ~ich possessed l~ss r-e~fecti:·n t!lan the one w-hich :· receeded it. The 
thought of the vastness, the r.t3.gnificience and ~verlasting harnonious 
motion of the world natural!~ leads t0 the thou~~t 0f its archet!re 
an~ the recognition o~ Intelligen·;e as their ori~inato~ an~ r::~eserver. 

It was not however until! the:-:mtdC:le·:~ges that this 
I roof is a~~ in 0efini tel:· rt:t for,~r-::rr. rnder the influence of Plato and 
Aristotle t~c Scholasti~s of this rerio~ restate the aegurnent with 
:Ferhar-s greater acumen-+ than 'Jefore. "Now ~lrho can dou'rJt" -;"Tri tes Anselm, 
th-at, that throu~h ~vhich things are good is the Sut:reme Good? It is , 
therefore,necessar, that there exists a 3einz supreme!~ gr~2t and 
surre!!lelr good, that is to sa~' ,the ~ur.unt.n or all existing things, 

€ maxirnu~ et ortinum' id est St!ffii!lUr.l OMnium quae sunt ... Al Jert Magnus also 
claims," all cr0r·.tures cr!J ot:t to us that there is a God, for the ·Jeau t· 
ies of the w-orld ·Jear witness to a supreme 'Jeauty, its sweets to a 
s~1eetness, t'rhat is high~st to sooethine high er than all, wha~ is rure 

7to purit~ itself". Thomas Aquinas also ~aintains,"that some things 
'fhich have no powe:- or knowing, such as nautral ·lodies, work for ends, 
as is manifest fror.t their costantly 7 or at lea?t freq1·ent ly , vrorkin g 
~n t~1e same w·a:· f:r t1lea'ttai~n~t. ~ tbat Wlii:Oh~Jest, ~:rhich ShOVlS th3.t 

1 Zeller: Stoicism Ericureanism anc Scerticisn r,410 
'"'. Diogenes L. X '7€ : r·Jerweg; r~ist of Ph11. r, ~0'7 
3Plut • s Porr.lYyr:, ~e Asst. 888, ~o. 
4 Zeller: Stolc.Sric.ane Sce~t. r,513,note 
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that they arrive at t~eir end not fro~ chance jut fron intention. No~ 
suc~1 things a.s hav~ no ro~7er of knowing do not tenc" towards an end 
'unless the~- are direc-ted JS some ·Jeing ~rhich 11as 1<:·-:owledge and 
intellitence as an ~rro~ is ~irected )y an archer. ~here is therefor~ 
sor:1e intelligent ·Jein:'"': 'Jy ~'Thich all thines of nature a:-e directed 
to~1ards ends"; and ~gain, "Everything 17!1ich aims at an end in a fixed 
;·r:1.~, , either rrescri ·)es to itself th ::tt ~bd or fiads that end r:rcscri ·Jed 
to )it ·J~r something else;other~'Tise it ,.,.ot1ld not ai!:l at t!1is end rat:1er 
t~~n t~et •.• ~ince therefore t~ings do not rrescri1e to the~selves 
an end, the end oust Je set Jefor.:: them ·Jy another vrho is t~1e found er 
of nature. 3t;t this( ••. ) is h~ who gives 'Jeing to 2-ll things an··, is of 
Hi:wself necessary 1eing wh -=>n ~·re call God" 

Froi!l the ~cholastics of the mid·~ le Ages, this 2-rgument '•re.s 
t2~ken over in its enti ~ety ·J-y the early nod ern Orthodox Fl!heists T7l1o 

had to fiefenf it againstrationalistic and Deistic tenden0ies.Descart~s 
~rho r:sec t~e other two scplrlstic argt:men~-; as the touc~1-stone :ror his 
rroofs •'Tas unq ·Jl~ to nak~ an~r use of it ·Jecause he required to r:rove 
God's existence in crder to rrove t~e existence of the world and all 
!"''1t"'~i~l -f:l.'li.n~s. ~ri_noza,thol"~eh he does not emr-loy the :r::roof, does 
recognise therresence of design in the universe. Lei'Jnitz d~duced it 
fron the rreesta )lishl?c ~1.mJny of t'1e at-~~i 'Jutes of Go~~ extension 
and thot~zht. Tl1is r~ys{o-tAleolcgical ~rgum~nt of Lei'Jnitz was that 
t~e ha~ony ~f ~11 t~0. ~Qnads could :nly de~end on a oo~mon cause,ie, 
the order of the 1:nivers~ is dui? to a ~'Tise anc skillft.l crec.tor and 
director. Lock~ ~ernarts only that" t~~ visi~l0 marks af extraordinary 
-1isdo~ and :r::o~er ar~e~r so rl~inly in al~ the works of t~e c~eaticn 
that a rational creatt.rP,,.fh:J will ·Jut seri.:.t;Sl4- reflect on then cann:>t 
niss ~~H~ r"!isctivery of a Deity .•. a St!reri::::r,~rise,r:.ow·erfr:l and in'_'isitlle 
jein~." In Hume's Dialogues t~e ~ain theme is t~0 criticism of this 
r::roof, the othPr t··ro )eing onl~1 indidentr,.l. His r:osi tion seens to )e 
"t~at th~ cause or ~he aauses of oreer in the universe pro)a)ly have 
soi:l': -cnote analozy to human intel ~. igence", ·1r:t thc:.t this simrle 
thot .. V~ ng,J!l.)iguovs" n.nd "vndefined r.::roro:;;ition"is not sufficient for 
logical eert:-tinty. mhis he show·s in the areumen-~ of Philo; th'"lt the 
~rizJ-.:2 of "She ·"mole can hardl·y ·)e concluded from the oreraticn of .._,He 
r~_rt :.P natt1~~ on 4:,•P. othAr,rnuch l~ss from th~ littlP. ~-~itation c~f the 
)rqin ~e call thou~ht";that t~e anini mundi argumont is as vilid as 
that from design:anc th~t ev~n 1y extendimg and wniversalizing the 

S~chw~gler ;qist of ~~il,r,l4~ 
re Ansclm Monolog C.l 

? Al.Jert r.~qgnus; Comrendia Theologia 'Verit3.ti Cl. 
1 Qu6t~d in C~ld~cott and }1qckintosh~ Sel0n,tions from ThGism 

r. 2? fr~mSumr1:: Theo 1. Pt. 1 Qt~aest. 3, -~n De us Sit? A3. 
~ SL~~q Contra Gentiles ~.44. 
~ ~rinoza Ethic~, Pror ~9. 
4 Ess~y on Human Vnd~rst~n~in~ lk.l,04,~ec ~,10 
5 H~mes Dialogues Concernin2 Natural Religion)2~39€. 
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terms so ~h~t the argunent im~lies a divinr mind whose ideas 
oorresr..:ond to t1e Yisi Jl<? vni verse, t~1e ciffioul ty is not overcome 
for t 11e ideal S"!]ater.l is as inexrlica'Jle as the univ~?rse \'those cot:nter­
r-art it is. Philo lays str~s:J on th0 ''Te~,knes·· r;f the analogical infer.:;.;. 
enee fron ,7orks of art and t:·oints oLt that the argvment from design 
can~ot warrant th~ inference of a perfec~ or ~n infinite ~r even a 
single Dei t~~ and that the a.rrarent r.1arl~s of .design in the anit1als' 
structure ~~e only results from the conditions of t~eir actual exist­
ence so th~t the ultimat~ conclusi:n of Hume is t1qt"t!1e more clearl-:,~ 
,1c scrutinise this irnrosing arg~r.lent, the less we can trust it. It 
rroves too nuch or too little. rt leads us into downright anthr~~o­
rnorrhisr.t, or it leaves us with nothing 'Jut a vague doctrine. We 
admit that the r~asoning is co~tpati hle ~1i th the orthodox theory, '·re 

1 cannot hold t~1at it r:roves it~ So far ss this argument goes the only 
safe ~ay an~ r:osi tion :bs the entire susr-ension of juc gment. ~,.et in 
sri tP of -:he cri tic is~ againSt it, t~e vie~~r he le ')~' the rersonage of 
~ialogues who a~~ears on clos0 examination .to ex~ress ~ore clearly 
th~n any ot~er the author's vie~s, was strongly teleological ana 
monistic. "The order and arranger.1ent of nature" ,says Cleanthes, t:1e 
cnrio~s adjustment of final causes, the r:lain use ~nd intention of 
~v~r!r r~art ~.nn ore;an ....... all these 'Jespeak in the clea:rr:st language 
an intelligent cause o~ author. ~~eHeavens and t~1e Eartfi join in the 
same testimony: the ~hole chort·s of natur~ raises one hymr of r.raise 

8 to its C!'~g,t~r." Ho~eovcr -.,hi le t··~rt? is uncertaint~ in the Dialogt:es 
r~gardinz -:he author's views, th~r~? is none ,,.,hen he ~1ri tes thus :-••vre!"' e 
men led into the arrr~hension of invisi'1le intelligent rower )'Y the 
contei!lr lation of the warts of n~-tu-r~, t~ey oot;lf never rossi ·Jl y 
entt?rta.in an!' concettion 'lt:t of one single 'Jeinr:, w'ho ·Jestoi'rea exist­
~nct? on this vast machine and adjLsted alli ts r-arts acc:.,rdin: to ono 
r~gular rlan or oonneotec syste~ •.• All things in the mniverse are 
evidently of a riece, ~verythin3 is adjusted to everything. One design 
rrev~ils thr:.t.zh th~ whole, anr-1 this tTtiformi t!· leads the mind to 

3 ~cknowledge one Author: 1acon ~lai~ed~that he "had rather )elieve all 
the fa'Jles in the "Legend" and t~e T:1lmud, anc the Alcoran t:1an that 
this~niversal frame is ~itho~t ~ind~ Reid has said of the Tele~logical 
argui:'ten~ :~at it "h~.s this reculiar advantage,th(~t it eathers strenet:h 
;:,,~~ !nit?r-tn l<no,_~rlP.d~e r-1.dvances anc, is more convincing at r_;resent t~H1.n it 

4 ··r-::s se-.,.,"' ~ 0'Ytnri~s a~o~ c;; r TsFtR~ NAwtrJn concludes his Princirin 
'.7i th the general o')serv:~tion that" the whole diversity of natural 

5 things can have arisen from nothing )ut the idea ·and will of one 

1 Lesli0 Sterlhen-English Thoue~t in~~~ loth.Ccnt,V.E,r,3~? 
"' J 

3 Naturai Hist, of Rel. Sec.l,~.sc Stirlin~ fhil.an~ Rel. 1 ~, 
4 
5 Ward-Naturalism and Agnostic is~ V .1 ,~ ,3 quot~d fro~-:l Prin. I 



n~ces:~1.ril~- ....... xistin.: ·)ei'lC: '\T~1o is al·'Ta:·s an~ ever~Hr:1ereJGor St-rrem8, 

Infini t0, Omn t:.ot~nt, Onniscient and A·JSol u-';el ~-Perfect", and ·~rr·i tAs :;_lso 

at th~ en~ of his 6rtics,t~at the variJus rortions of ~~e ~orld, 
oreani~ and i.noreanic, "can 11'? t'u~ ~ffect of not:1in3: els~ t 11:::n the 
·.visdoM 8-'H~ skill of a f-Ol_~rerfl;l and everlivtn~ Jeing who, ')f3ing in all 
rlaces' is nore a 'Jle ')y his will to move th~·: ,odies nri thi.n his J::unc­

less uniforo sensorium and there to fom and reform t~v~~ facts of -:.he 
1 univers~ th1.n ,.,.~ are ')~-r a: r will to move th~ rarts of ot·r o~m -1odies." 

Sa!!l1Jt?.l t;lark~ t•rrit~s, "Th~ oth~r argument to 1Yhic'1 the greatPst r art of 

t~,~ rroof for t~e 'Jeing of God r.1a:; 'Je reduced, is the order a d t'10 

)eaut·!r of the vrorld :that eKquisi te harmon~: of nature, )~- 14Thich t!1e 
invisi'Jl~ things of Gor froM th~ areation of th0 w·orld are clearl~; 

seen, 'J~ing und0rst::'c'r lJ t:-te things w'hieh a_re r.1ade •.• ~Those povrer was 
it.. taht former these }vast and nui!l;Jerless or,Js of Heaven and disrosc d 

then in such regular and uniform rnotions? .. that framed with exqcisite 
~orkl!lanship the ey~ for seeing •• endued t~1e soul ::;f man 1ATith und~r-

2 st~nd in.:: jvd~ment and w·i 11 ?" ThesG are not tho ·)c ascri ')ed to secondar~: 
an:: natur'Rl causes for they are ei ther·1:the" inanimate motions of sens;;­

les~ ~atter 1 or the voluntary ~otiJns of defendent creatures,anf ~1at 
~r'"' -:;""S" '1'·~,-::''1" ~:f' +~P~ 1 t"'l 0 nirPCt orPration, :::1.np the Other, only 

t!1~c>rrecc·-t·crci§si::,n of 'Hla ~rho, ruleth over all". "!o evade t~1is 
1.rgt·~~nt thE'Y'~ is no roq~i. ')l~ r"T'ay ')tJt to ::.tffirm tl1at all t!-lines -'T~rc 

r:roC.ucea 'j~ ehanee ,. or that··~hey are 311 eternal necessaril·y of t:1em­
selves." Chance is a I!lere 1.-tord: "i.t is not11ine qnc can do nothing. On 

t~1e ot!11'lr hand •. if t!"ley tJt:tl affirm t1at all t!1ings are eternal; yet 
the argument ~olds as strong as )eforn ~~at things whibh cannot f2~ 
any time ~x.ist ~fi t'1ot;t a cause, can mnc;, less exist wi thot: t a cause 

through all time,vhless ·they affir::t that all things exist ·)lr an 
int~rnal 8.'Jsolut~ rrecessity of th49ir own nattJre, ":'rhic'1 that -:hey d.o not 

is evid~nt fron hence; tha~ t~eee exists in thP ~orlrl an infinite 
3 diversit~· of things wher0as Necessit:· is uniform and wi~hot:t vari~1tmon': 

3erkeley, ~·r:1o causes one of his rersonages to sa~ , "I am not ·to ·Je 

4 rersuaded 'Jy the ••• a)surdi~~, of an infinite r-rogPession of causes" ,r:ujs 

t,e argument on the 'Jasis of the recognition of the ~xistence of a 
thinking Man 1:' means o~ kis manifest rarts and actionS, And against 

the o~r.onent 'Who clail!ls that he really kno\•IS"~a rational man not ·Jecause 
~1~ s~l":\s him 'Jut 'Jecause ;~?is found to 'Je a'Jle to sr:eak to ~ir.1, he 
t:rges, that t,e same is true of God "wh) sr~aks to men ')y t~1e intervent­
ion of and the t~se of ar'litra~J » outw·artr sensi'll·~ siens ~.,:lich have no 

5 .sii!Iilitude '~"arith the thin~s signified", Jut are so comroundec and eo 
disroeed ·as to sug~est and ~x!'li 1i t~n en0.1P.ss varietr of o·)jects•: "This 

1 ~ard- Naturalism na~ Agnosticism V~lr.44. 
~ Samv 0l Cl a rke-VTorks V. 1, r. 5 ( Y.na}- t ..;n) 
3 I -)i o • • ......••.• r . c 
4 1erl{eley Alcir~hron ~. 

5 r ·)in. . . . • . • . 7 » 1 ~. 
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(or ti ~J) 1 angua~8 hat!'l a n~cess ""'3ary connection 1.'Ti t~1 knowledge, ··:is con 
and Goodness. It is '?JCivalent to a constant C!"'eation, )etol~enin: an 
i!!ll!lediat~ act of fO"tVer .. J_nd rrovidence•. "Thi~> instantanious r-rocuctioa 
an~ rerrodu 0 tion of so ~an~ siens com)ined,dissolved, transposed, 
diversifed ~n~ ~da~t~d to duch an endl~ss variety of r-urroses, ever 
shifting ,.rit!1 the occasion ~n~ suited to them, )~··ing utt0rlj ineKrJlie­
a 'Jle and unaccotJnta ·ll~ )~~ the lavrs of motion, 'Jy chance, ·J·y fatt, or 
the like llind princirl~s, doth set forth an~, te~3tify t:v~ inmedia.te 
or~erati.:;n ·Jr a Sr:irit or a thinkin~ 'Jeine •• whiah directs, and rules 
and governs t!1e w·orld." Many ho~Y"~ver of th~ early modern Philosophers 
neglect this arguMent, some,eg. ,MaltfJraniOhe,rerhar-s "1ec3.use it was 
unn~c0ssary for their system. others, sg. ,Ho"J'Jcs, !10 doc'Jt ·Jecc.use 
they ~.,~re una'lle to recognise genuine marks of desien in the universe. 
It rernn.ine~ the vr<Drk of Ka.nt to ·lrine it again into rrom in~nce, not 
ho·\are-eer 'ly devel-jr- in-3 it 'lut ·ly cri ticisine i -:s validity. ijer0 it is 
r~rhaps !!lOSt accurate!~: stat~d. "The world around us opens ·1efore our 
vie•:r so !:lagnificient 3. spectacle ·:Jf order, variety, 'Jeauty and conforo-

i t~T to ~rtds J th~t w-hether 1-re r.ursue our O~Jsevations into the infini t·~, 
of space in th~ one direetion, or into the illimit?.1le civisions of it 

)n the other, ~hethe:r ~ve P.egard the ,.,orlc~ in its fr!"e~.~test or its least 
'.18-nif~stations- even after :·re ha ye attainen to the highest surnmi t of 
knowled0 ge tvh ioh OtJ!' ~~reak I!linds cah rea. eh- we find language in -the 
r:res~nc., of l:Y'Onders so inconceiva 'Jle has lost its fore~ and nvm"ler its 

po~er to reckonJ nar evPn thoueht fails to conceieve adequate~y and our 
concer.-tion or th~ 11hole dissolves into an astonis!'lment without the 
r:o,"Ter of expression. . :lll the I!l''Jre el:Jquent tha-: it is dum'J. ""T'!\e 
ehief rnomenta in the r-hysico~teleologioA-1 argul!lent" ,.,hich is " the 
olcest, the clearest, ~nd th~t most in conformity ~ith the common 
reason of huac..nity" are 3.S follo~rn:-"1 'f'Jn o,Jserve in the vrorld. _ · 
manifest signs o~ an arrangement full of fLr[oS0, ex~cut~d ~ith gre~t 

wisc1om and existin~ in a whole of eontent indescri la ~Jl y v ::.roi us a.nd of 
an ext~nt r-ri thaut lini. ts. ~ This arrangem~nt of me::tns and ends is 

~ntir~ly foreign to the things existine in the world--it ~elongs to 
them merely as a contingent attri 'JutP.; in other words, tbe nature:- of 
differ .. ent things could not of itself, whatevGr,·· me3.ns were enr::loyed 
harmoniovsl:r tend towards certairJ. pvrposes ,.•tere the~ not chosen anc 
directed for t~ese rcrr::..oses ·)y a rational and disr.osing princirle in 
~~cordance \fith certain fundamental ideas. 3 mhere exists, therefore,a 
st:')lirne and t!rise cause( or se"tleral), which is not merely a ')lind all­
ro~·rer:!:ul 'latu!""C r:!'oc"tl'Jin.: "':;~ 'J~i~~~ ~n~ ~vonts 1Jhie11 fmll tl-le vrorlc 
in unconscious f0cundity, )ut a free and intelligent cause of the 
world. 4 The unity or this cause may ~~ inferred from the unity of the 

1 3erkele~- Alcirhron 14. 
~ Critique of Pure Reason: Transcendental Dialectic Jk.~ a.4 

Se:;.3,1,5. 
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recir rocal relati~Jns 8Kistinz 'iJ,?t''rr?en the rarts of the world, as 
DJortions of an ::trtistic t?dific~ -an inf'?rt?n00 ~hich all ot:r a·:lSeryat­

ion favours and all rrirtcirles of analoe~ su:fort~ Previ~us to this 
K1.nt writes "Al t'1ot,.='·1 ,.,~. !lave nothine to O~)ject to the reasona·)leness 

·anc utilit~T Jf t1?rrocer:>dur~ 'lt:t !1a.ve rather to co~end and encJt-rage 
it i wr'j cannot arrro,re of the clai~ Hrhicl1 this r:irgunent adyances to 
de~onstnative cert~inty, and to a r~ception on its o~n rnerits,~rart 
fror:1 favour and surrort f!"orn. ot!1er argm.'!.V~nts~ He holds t~8.t it does 
n~~ r.rove the existencr:. of !"'\n All-sutficient 3eine and for this reason 

:- "Sine~ the evidence of design in the world imr-lies only the 
c8ntingency Jf the form J~ t!1e ·w·orltr anc not of the 11atter, t~e rroof 
can at the most demonstrate the existence of an archi teat of t 11e "fOrl :'. 

~ose efforts ~re limited '):- the c~r-a·Jili ties o: t~1e material ·:ri th 
which he works, ')t;t not of 4)10 Creator of t:1e ''orlc1 to i.'-fhom all t~1 ings 

' . + T. 1 ..... , •• + . ...;!, + + -,....1,, • .Pr. . t f +1 · + · k c.re su )JeC ~· rn.s ~lltS argumGn.., 1~ u V ve, ,j lnsu ... _lClen or v.1e vas 
lefarre us- t'1e demonstration of an All-stJfficient 'leine•: T:1811 fcrt:12 r 
i: only r;ives a cat~se that is r-rororti:)nate to t~e num ler and value of 
the indicqtions of design in the universe and accordingly lAads us to 
inf~: acau3e !!lost 1lris~ Jut not ~n a"JSolutel:· rArise cauS·?, sin~e t~C? 

"attainnent of t~e a)solut~ totality is comrletel~ imr8ssi)l0 in the 
r:ath o~ er!lf.iricisn~' '!n 3.not~v~r' r.lac(-) ~1e adds an&ther consic.eration . 
Admi ttinz ~~1~~-t t~1e in08. of cesi~n is essenti~l to ot:r ~ornrre'1en -;ion of 
t~e ~1orld, it :::a~- ·le not o·ljecti\re or "consti -r:l:·!~_i-.,~" ·n~t cnl~l su lject-

iYe ~nd re~t.la-tiv~ or o,:r r;erce~ tions. I~ :18-~T 'Je onl:- ?. :-rorkin.z 
"'I "[ ~.+~ll':!ls"'s ,-eo ~.Pt·l f'·yr +'1~ + 1. m"" So ~-~1 is "::t Y"r1tJ·m,..,.n+ "::t n ... -,yod 1. n ('f' to TTant 1. s -".,.,---''J""'- L _ ... :J ____ --'" ., _, 1w1 'V•'"' ..~ ... - ,. ..... L~-' .. lV "-'» :....J..·.J ,.) ... ~s I\ , 

,_~se:r,:l ~"s q surr-lel!l~nt t"J the Cosrn,Jlogical or ·st1e Ontological 2r )Oth 
or sorje other- r"raof car;a.lle of cemonstrating J.:he existence of Goc. 
~'!hen God's existence is 3.SStH' .. t3d t!'lis ·argument is t:seful in lea ring to 
t~H~ thoce:1t t~1~1t he is intellie~nt. ThP."Ph-ysico-Theological failing in 
its undertaking recurs in its em·Jarrassment t8 -~.:he eosmological 
argu~Ant; and as this is merely the Ontologiaal in disguise, it exccu~ 
cs its desi~n solel:' ·)~~ the aiC. of rr:re reason, alt1o,·g1 it,at first, 
;.rofesst?d to have nQ connecti·:>n with this faculty and to ·)ase its 
entire rroce~dur~ on exrerience alone." 

This sane reasoning is largely followed ~Y Ficht0 in 
~is " On T~- 1~li~f in a Divin~ Governnent of the World ." And general 
1:- since Kant, the 'l'el~::~logical argvnent ;as, ex:ce~t in a fe~~~ isolated 
cases, ·leen considered, ~s ·~e insist~d i.t sh:·1ld, as :--~n e1id to jhe 
~enJnstration of t~~ nature of God ~s intelligent ar personal~T\e 
~~l~ol~gical ar:vn~n~ is nJ~ no longer ~ad~ to carr~ ~ jurden er8ater 
th~n it can )ear~as in t~~ days when,as a singl~ arzvmcnt , it ~as, 
accordinx to Kant;s re~resent~tions exp~cte~ to yield a direct an~ 

entir~ o··l')::;nstratti.on cf God •.. No·:r •• the TP-leological argument ··lut infers 

1 Rant Oritiqu~ of Pure RPason [,350.551. 
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infe:s t'-11.-:. -:·10 nl?.~essary v~ing of the r';osn::logical r,r08f is r os::;essc c 
o~ large intelli~snce--so large indeee t~~t in t~e a friori Gntclogical 

~ r.roof it SP.'''!~<s t::; 1P infinite~ In this attemr.tec, cr:nonstration of t:10 

intcll ignnc~~ o!: -1_:1(' vnivt~rs(-1 2. zr 0 2+ infl~ ~nee h~s >~en e).::-rt·~d ')y t'~ ~ 

dcctrin0 of :Svoll·tion. r:'~.-;t!-Ioerie-~ of Evolution art? v~.riant. Lar1ark's 
t~eorr r~sts,as ~e ~ims~If says, "on t~~ t~o essential and regvlative 
'):tses of o'JS~""rved facts ano trt:e zo:::;lor;ical rrincir l8s -nc:.Mr?ly, fi ~; t 
::n the ro,,rt?r of life, the rt?sults of whiah are the increased c_:;r'ttlicatr: 
of arzaniSI!l, an C. conseqrentl!· t11e r-ror:ress Mention~c; Sl"'condly, on the 
-~::,dif~ing caus~, t1t? r:roclmcts of ~·r1ich ere 1nterrurtions, vJrious anc~ 

ir~e~t~lar deviations in the rower of life. It follo,•rs fror.1 these t'.'TO 

essenti · ~1 ')ases- first, t!'la t there exists a real r:-rogression in t:1 P 

.co~rosition ~f the organisM ~f animals, w~ich the ~edifying cause has 
:not ')een a')le to r~revent! t~1en tha~ there is no srst::~inec and regular 
:rrogression in the distri)ution of the races of animailis, )ecause the 
r.1oc i!ying aause has alr.1ost every,1here varicC' what nature vrould l1ave 

1 forr.1ed regular!~·, if that ncdif:-ing aause had not acted". The doctrine 
of Darwin w::s that o,_ ... natural selection 1.c0ordine -'-o which the animc.l 
I\ing~o;) ig t10 r-~sPl t of thP. or:erations of a fevr agwncies act ins on 
one or o:;re living rri::i"tiv::? forms and rroducing from ;hem t'1e numerous 
!sre~i 0 s as ,·rell as t,~e varieties of the srecies. This t:1eor] th<Dugh 
:c~rajle cf Jeing emrloyc~ eith-r !~~ or ~gainst Theistic denons~ratiJn 
-·-~-s t.sed ~efinitcl~' for n~it'hcr ~J~ Dar-·rin hiMself. ""'r1fn this wri~er 
to~c~es on th~ relation of ~he ~vol,tionist Hyrothesis an~ Teleology, 
his a.ttitud~ ist -::she hims~lf states it," I am lee to f;.tce a great 
ciffict:lt:;,in allt;din~ to which I a!!l ==tware t~1a.t I ~m travelline '·H:>~-ond 

3 :'"': r ror er rrovincP~ 3t;t '!7her he does t1us overster: thC" ~Joundarics of 
sciencP he sa~rs negatively, "I have hitherto sroken as if the variat-, 
ions •. so corooon and r-:tltiform with organic ·Jeings under doJ:lestication 
and~ in a lesser degree,~it~ those in nature •. had )een due to chance. 
This ofcoursP. is 1. wholl:- incorrect exr:ressi:Jn: ')et it ser·res to 

4 qck·-owledge our ignorance of the cause of each r:artiaular variati:n." 
~ton t~e o~her han~ he says ~ositively,"An o~niscient Creator must 
~ave forese'"'n every conseqLence whic results frcm the laws imrosed ·ys 
him: )Lt can it '=>e reasona')ly maintained that t~0 Creator intentional­
!:~ O!"~~.,...r'IM ••• t~1at cer~ain fragments of rock asscrne certain shar:es,so 
that t~~ )uild0r ~ieht erect his edifice?" He holes.that t~c variat­

ions are not alon~ lines 'Jenefici~~ll for I!lan, -)l:t rlo.n ::1.nd foresis!1t 
are evr?r!r-·1ere rresent.In this forr.1 no l~ss t11~n in its" ·)roadest f:.:.,ru . 
• . in whic~1 the net~rorl-\ of gen~?tic car·sation is stretc,_-.ea over c.ll 
for~s, ~·rhet1er livins or 1 ifeless, as far 'Jack as ne')t:lot:s var:our •• it 
gives ~n~ rretends to give no exrlanation, either 2f the origin of ~le 
as a l,'fhol~ ,or of -s:.,e order and ac,.ar-tation t'1at characterise it'! Svolt: t 
ion as 1 r~~sical science,or rather as e scientific h:rothesis ha3 to 

do onl-y ,.vith -she :1oi~r and not the why of r.henomena. So that Evolution as 
1 La~arl·~ :Hist. des .a."~ii!l'"H; K sc.ns verte'-JrPs, tl. quoter'l in Janet: 
~ Linds~y: ftecent ~dvances,r,l?€. Final nauses I ,~35 

3 Dar~tn Animals ~n~ rlants ~ ~ ~ 4 . ·--· · - . t;nl·er L:.::>1-r0stication , ~, '3l 
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evolttion coes not orpose t~e Physico-teleological argument. Professor 
Huxley held th~t they are com~ata~ile: "The Teleol~gic~l an~ th 0 

Mechanic~! vie.,rs of natt.re are not necessaril-y mutually exclusive. On 
the eontrary, the more purely a mechanist the sreculator t'is, the 
more firml~ does he affirm primordial ne)ular arrangement, of which all 
ther;henomena of the t;niverse are consequences, the more comJ:letely is 
he there~s at the mercy or the teleologist, who can always defy him to 
dis~rove that this rrirnordial ne)ular arra&gement was not intended to 

1 evolve the phenomena of ~he universe." It was Her1ert Spencer who gave 
the doctrine of evolt;tion a general form in whieh it embraced the 
r-heno~ena and the genesis oft the Whole universe. ~ith S~encer Evol~t­
ionism emerges from "Transformism" and oecomes a philosor:;ilic and meta-

~hysical doctrine. This greatly influences t:1e task in hand and an out­
line of t"le doctrine must 'Je made here as suc~intl} as t:ossible. His 
view on 3iol~gy is very similar to the preceeding doctrines. For the 
"~ower of life"and the "modifying cause" of Lamark anc the"natural 
selection" and "struggle for life" of Darwin ,Srencer st::sstitu'ted co­
or~iaation or actions and corresrondence with the medium. This does 
not oprose teleology but Finality is altogether foreign to his doctri n·~ 

Hle states all t~e facts very justly )et he finds in them only "the 
~evclorem~nt or mechanic~! forces, the corollaries of that fundamental 

~ law, the conservation of force~ "This ascrir.ticn of organic evolution 
to some artitude naturally rossessed by the organism, or miraculously 

• · · .:a th " h . + " . 't • 1 h . 1 I ' . f th . 1mr.osev. on .. e:n, . e ··r-:-"J. .,es, 1s unr n 1 osop .. 1ca • • • n :Jrle , 1s · 
assumrtion or a ~ersistent formative power, inherent in organisms, ~nd 
:naking thei!l unfold into higher forms, is an assum:r:-tiJn no more tena')l e 
t 11an the assumrtion of special creations, of which indeed, it is but 
a moeification, differin:" mnly by the fusion of serjarate unknown 

3 ~roces es into a continuous unknown rrocess." He defines genetic 
evolution as " an integrati~n of matter and the di~si~ tion of mcti.:;n 

d)Jring which the matter rasses from an inC.efinite incoherent hom:)­
geneity to a definite aohe~ent heterogenity ane durins which the 
retained motion undergoes· a ~ar~rllel transformation." Nature tenc_s to 
r~roceec1 frorl the homoeeneous to the heterogeneot~s J from the indefinite 
to-· the clefinite. "The r-rogress from ~he sim1~le to the C·omplex across a 
3erics of st1~cessive series of differentiations, is $hO~rn in the first 
~hangt?s af th ~ tln i v~?rsr-- to ,..rh i c!'l !'e'lson ir1: 1 eads vs and in all the r · 
~irst chanees that can )e inductively proved ••. From the most remo~e 

4 Origin Of Species: r,137 
5 G. Fisher: Grovnds of Theistic 3elief. p,53. 
, C ·~· ~or, ~ ri~lques r,~ (. 
~ Janet: Final Causes r,2€?. 
3 1iology: Pt. 3,C8. 
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~ast t0 the novelties of yesterday, the essential feature is the trans­
formation of the homogeneous into the heterogeneous." This transform­
ation is effected according fu the laws of the "instajility of the 
homogeneous"anc of the "mtJltir~lication of! effea,ts ". ~'n1ile the evolut­
ion from the indefinite to the definite,ie.of t;1e harmonious hetero-

gekity of nature is ':>f the 1~1i'T of"segregation", ·which is thrtt"if an"¥ 
t:eregate com~osed of dissimilar units is su '1jected to the action of a 
force exerted indifferently on all t~ese units 1 the~ se~arate from each 
o-'v;Jer and from smaller aggregates, eac~ composed of units similar 
for each aggregate and dissimilar from those of the others." Thus the · 
unsta~1le homogeneity is trans formed ti1rough the influences of ex.ternr. 1 
and ~nteraal causes, to a definite heterogeneity whiah tends to ·)ecome 
more and more coherent. In all this there is no admission of an 
intellectual element, external or internal, rational or instinctive. 
For Prof. Huxley much the same view was satisfactory. In 18S? he vrrotE' 
"That there is no evidence of t~e existence of such a being as t~e Goe 
of the Theologians is true enoueh",yet he would hold. that,"Atheism on 
rurely :r-hilosophical grounds is untena~)le'! 3ut his systen imr.lied 
nothing more and his theism never really advanced :)eyond the recognit~ 
ion of t~0 "r J . .ssionless imr:ersonal i ty of the unknown and the unknovra Jl e 
~Yhich science shorR's everyw·here underl·ying the thin veil of phenomena." ' 

Doctrines and scientific t~eories such as these, indererident 
in themselves of the r:hysico-tlieological argument, are capa:)le of) and 
have ':leen different!~"' arr lied ::>y Theistic and Anti-theistic writers, Q f 
the succes:;i 're writers onlj· a fevr may here Je noticed. 

Hermann Lotze maintains in t:1e first r.:lace, "that the mechani­
cal ~recesses themselves cannot be understood exce~t oy the helr: of 
ideas resr.:ecting the ::-'eal int~rnal nature of the elements concerned." 
This internal nature is life and all parts of matter have fe;;ling."In 
this internal activity Lotze finds a teleological element,namel~~, a 
strivine tovrards self rPservation and eevelor.-ement. This idea he seeks 
to ·Jlend ~-ri th that of mechanical relati:Jns among the elements so as to 
make the whole ur-ward p:Cocesses of the r:h~'sical the r~roduct of the 
furposeful imrulses." "In addition to this he looks at the world pro­
cess ~s the ~radual unfoldin~ of a great s~iritual creative ~rincirle 
which he sometimes figuati vely descri·~es as the world soul, ::1ore collliJv n 
lr as the infinite su~stance. This assumr:tion, he says,is necessitated 
.)1 the vers r:-rocess of cosmic evolution, the a·"Jsolute ')eginning and end 

1 First Frincirles Pt.2J Cl4. 
~ i )id • • c ~1. 
3 Life :~; 1€~ 

4 Life :1;~39 (Ency. Jtit. Vol ~9,r,37~ 
5 Ency. 3ri t. Vol.8, I· ,7C8. 
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of which we are wholl~T una'Jle to conjecture .•. there must ~le always a 
certain order to be accounted for, and science is wholly inadequate to 
e(fect this explanation. This conducts to a teleological view of the 
world rrocesses as directed ':Jy mind directed towards some aad which we 
cannot distinctly recognise." However, of the teleological ~roof,he 
says that"in order to :)e convincing it would have strictly to fulfill 
several requirements, with regard to which ••. ~ve have seen, that it can 
satisfy them only with various degerees of I-ro'Ja~)ili ty. It would first 
have to sho'' that there is in the world a purposive conr;ection which 
cannot result from an undesigned co-o~eration or forces, but must have 
~een designe~ ':Jy some intelligence. 3ut .•• , though it may ·Je in a high 

_]degree impro'.la'Jle, it -yet remains r-ossi ble, that a course of nature 
djestitute of design may of itself have taken all the steps, which in 

:::>rder to realize a f.l.Jrpose, must have ')een taken under the guidance of 
design: and therefore this first requirement cannot 'Je fulfilled. And 

vre do not st;cceed ·letter in fulfilling the second requirement -- in 
show·ing that r-ur1:.osiveness rervades the whole world harmoniously and' 
witho?t excer-tion so that not merely do intelligent actims occur in it 
jut t'_le whole is em~Jraced in the unit~ of one stq:.rerne design. "Em:r:-irica 1 
knowledge of the purpose in the world, taken alone~ .. would •. rroduce 
the r-olytheistic intuition of a ~iurality of divine jeings. 

A somewhat different view of this is r--Lt forward -)'J another 
w-riterof aJility-- Paul Janet. Concluding his charter._on Evolution, he 
writes:" Transforrnism,then, under whatever form it is ~resented, shakes 

one of the reasons •. in favour of finality: for on the one hand it is 
ot irrec~nciliJle with it, and on the other, it is inexplicajle witl~ 
ut it." He accepts the. r.esul ts of Danrin and Lamark in the develofed 
arm of Sr.enoer as favotJring and estaJlishing defini tel~ finali t·11 in 
ature. 3ut this ms only the minor ~remise of the sy.f!ogism which from 
ts major premise, •That all adai~tation of means to an! end Sufr-oses an· 
ntelligence", establi.sli.·?S the conclusion that the existence of ends in 
ature is "equivalent to~the existence of a su1-reme cause,external to 
nature and ~ursuine these ends consciously and with reflection." Then 

t
n a series of char~ters, followine an a·Jle cri tic ism of Kant • s trc:at-

e~t of th~ .Phy~ico-~h e.:; logical ~ro -_;f,, Janet shows that"finali ts not 
e1ne a su~Jectlve v1ew of our m1nd, ~ut a real law of nature, demands 
real cause: that the finaliti of nature, jeing asKant has said, an 
internal finali t~· and in that sense immanent 11 and "that this relative 
i~anenae of natural finali~does not in~ly an ajsolute immanence, and 
on the contrary, can only :le comrrehended ·)l/ its relation to a trans-

1 Enc~. 3rit.Vol.8 ~,?70. 
2 Lotze Microcosmos Vol.~ r,€€? ( T.& T. clarke) 
3 Janet : Fina 1 Causes I-, 28~. 
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transcendent terminus," and that " the doctrine of V'fiVS or of intent­
ional finality, has for ms no other meaning than this, that intellig-
ence is the highest and most a1~r...~roxima te cause v-re can conceive of a 
world o~ order." "AlL ~ther causes, chance, laws of nature, ~lind force 
instinct, as the sym'.Jolic representations, are beneath the truth." 

This same vievr had largely ')een accer:ted freviously by 
Prof. Flint and others. This last mentiGned Theist finds in Physics, 
in Astronomy,in the mathematical relations of the universe, in Chemist­
ry, in Geology, Palaeontology, and in all the saiences, ~hysical and 
moral,the presence of"order and adartation,r.ror--ortion and co-ordination 
If we deny that there is suck order •• we pronounce science to ~e from 
jeginning to end a delusion and a lie~ What was .later called the minor 
r.remise, with thcr'--su~)sti tuti:,n of "order" for "finali t.y", wa·s thus 
readily accepted oy Prof. Flint as the indisfutable result of Science. 
The Theistic quetion is, whether this"order ,the rr-oof of which is the 
grand achievement of science,universally im~lies mind,"that is,whether· 
the order in thetuniverse is the result of design. The writer accepts 
the results of the Scientific ij~~othesis of EVolution. "Instead of 
excludi'ng" the theories of evolution," must imply a belief in an all­
originating, all-foreseeing ,all-foreordi-J.ining 1 all-regulative intellig-, 
ence." He welcomes the criticism of the statement of the ~roof in the 
"faulty form-:-Design implies a Designer:the universe abounds in design; 
therefore, the uni~erse so far as it abounds in, design implies a 
Designer--", yet he holds that the argument is valid:,"~f we den~ that 
such order imr:lies the agency of a sur-reme intelligence, we contradict 
no exf;ress declaration of any of the sciences; we m:ay acce~t all they 

have to tell us about order,and they can tell us a~out nothing else,jut 
.• it is far more ressona~)le , far less absurd, to deny that there is 
order in the universe, than to admit it and to den~ that its ultimate 
aau~e is an Intelligence." 

These three last ovtlined views were largely formulated 

r,
nder the inflilence of the Evolution theor~ and of Hegelianism,f0r 
egel had said ofTeleoloe~,"Jy Aim or End we must not at once, nor mDst 

re ever, merel!· think of the form vr:1ich it has i:o. Consciot:sness as a 
ategor~ found in OLr ~icture thinking. 3~ means of the notion of inner 
esign Kant has resuscitated the idea in general and the idea of life 

_articularly. Aristot~e's definition of life virtuall~ im~lies inner 
esign and is thus far in advance·or the notion ~f design in modern 
eleology, which had in, view finite and Ot;tward design onl~·." 

1 Janet: Final Causes, p.345. & p. 385 
2 Flint : Theism, p.l52,153,& p. 53. 
3 The Logic of Hegel:r .• 298 (Wallace Trans) 
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COSMOLOGICAL 

The Cosmological 
demonstration like the Physico-theological was Jegun 'Jy S~cirates and 
Plato. In the Fhaedo Socrates exclaims," I wonder that they ca~not 
distingl1ish the cause from the condition", in which is im~lied a 
distinction between the first cause and the secondary causes,as ~lata 
definitely states in the Timeas,"the second and cO-oferative capses 
are thought J~ most men to ~e not the second jut t~e ~rime 6auses of 
all things.. :Jut they are not so for t:1e~ are not ca:r.a3le ~f reason 
andintelligence. "ThtJS Mind or God is t ~e first cause. Also he is a 
first Mover. There is amotion a:lle to move other things :)ut not itself 
that is one kind: and there is an 9ther kind which can move itself a~ 
well as other things •.. ""I must sas that the motion which is aJle 
to move' itself is ten thousand times suferi::.;r to all the others." That 
First Mover is Wisdom or Mind. ·while these are largel1 teleo-logical 
considerations he also argues that since m~ ':Jod1 has .:a soul and the 
~oc:- comes fr-:n t~e mc..terial or t'!-le ·1:d-:T of t~e universe so my soul 
mLst come from the soul of the universe. "Socrates --Ma~ our -)Od~ )e 
said to have soul? •. So era tes-And whence comes that soul. . unless -' 
t:1e ')od: of the universe ~!rhich contains elements similar and fairer 

3 f;:::,r than it, ~H~c~ ~~Is_: a su1:l? Pr:Jt:_:~.:Jras-- •• that is the only source~• 
This God of Pl3.to if it is to ·)e identified with the .. Go .. H3"';is of such 
rower and beaut: that it is~ .• the source of )einz and of t~uth. for 

4 everythine that is an O)ject of science." .. The Good may 1e said to je 

not onl~- the author of knowledge in al.l beings known, ')ut of their Je-
4 in,.c and essence. " 

The idea of God as the First Cause of motion is develor.ed )-y 
Aristotle into his theory of a Divine Mover. He not only taught the 
eterni t~- of the vrorld and the eterni t~ of the motion jut seeks the 

5 cause of the eternit!r of motion in"7o n-(wrov J{_1trouv J.K(v"'tTov-:-

6 This eternal r~rincirle of ;notion is God- a conclusion which he gets 
from his doctrine of lvtt:ft~ol and J11~•s and actualit~ arid l~otentialit~r· 
The actual is earl fer than the r--oteritial joth in notion and in time, · 
and notion 'Jeing a causal series is, t:1erefore only r:ossi 'Jle if a 
~rincirle of motion r-re-exists •. Thus all ·Jecoming fOStulates an eternal· 
u:l')ecoming ·Jeing,who is,though unm.oved himS.elf,the r-rin-cir-le of move-

1 Timeas: Sec.1£. 
2 Laws :X , r, • 40 4 , 5 • 
3 Philebus: Sec.30. 

4 Re~u~lic: VI,S0€,509. 
5 Arist. Physics.:B.€;258~ 
£ Se. Jald;in Di~tionar~: Motion. 
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3~ this is meant that the materia ~rima of the universe with all its 
harmony and order is due to the r~ure Aatuali ty, the absolute Perfect-

;J' ~ / f , ,. s " 
ion, to God. This God who is the ~rime Mover'~<rr,v 4t YP'lf"'t "'"'trlws f.IJ,. 

1 

He is not only the Actuality that jrings into eKistence the Potential~ 
i ty, :Jut is an immanent cosmic princir::le, the Thought that animates and 
insfires and at the same time comr-rehends the entire universe. This is 
called, :J~' Janet and Seailles, "the first com1.lete and scientific rroof 
of the existence of God". 

Simi.lar to the Cosmological ~roof of Aristotle is tl1a t of th ~. 
Stoics. 3oth are concerned with the origin of ordered diversity in the 
universe. As in reviewing the Teleological argument of the lat~er,it 
has been noted that the order of the universe was attributed to God's 
direction so here in the Cosmological it ought tci be noticed that the 
Teleological was but a r~hase or develo1 .. ement of the Cosmological. The 
harmony of t:1e, present war ld is :Jut a develo:r-ement of the order latent 
in that wor~d in its earlier stages or earliest stage, which world .in 
that earliest stage con~ainedwithin itself its own cause,ie.,God."Since 
the world contains parts endowed with self-consciot..~sness, the ~~rorld as 1 

a whole, which must ~)e more r-erfect than any of its r. arts cannot :Je 
unconscious; the consciousness whic6 jelongs to the universe is Deity~ 
When the ideal and the material are comr-ared it ~Jecomes clear that -
there is no difference ~etween God and original matter. "3oth are 
one and the same :Jeing which when conceived of asuniver:s al su;lject 
matter, is known as inert matter, and when conceived of'as acting force 
is called the soul of the world •• God." Thus §od is everything and the 
cause of everythine m0terial in the world:He is producing all things 

1 Physics:VIII;6,258j. 
2 Meta1.hysics XI;?.: L; 7, Text of 3ekker ,J;.. , 230, 23m. 
3 Janet and Seailles, Hist.of Pro~)lems of Phil. Vol.2, r.2€3 
4 re~lenreg: Hist, of Phil. J;-,194. 
5 Zeller :Stoic ism Er;icureanism &S:;er.tiaism 1 .148. 
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accordins:r tJ his own reason. T:1ps the harmonious universe whic~~ has 
develor.ed according to unalteraJle law from an original harmcnLovs 
state must have had an original cause itself eternal and must alsv .~.lave 
had a 1_rime Mouer, which cause of the original harmony, arising throu~h 
ordered motion, was Go<:}. He is an organising fire which .. 1.roceeds"' 
methodically to _production" a!Jd the, manifeStation ?r. itself:~' fi d~ , 
TOI._IItKfn/ rfZ"( ;~!,Jov u-s ~~~"'~_The ong~n~l matce: ~itnout 
this inherent ~o~er, would ~e ent1rely ~ass1ve and w1tnout def1n1te 
attributes so that the inherent active vower is tbe real cause to .I.aicr 
av_erJ thing owes its eKistence and to which ever-ything must ~le refered · 
"Sed nos nunc r-rimam et generalem quaerimus causam. Haec simrlex esse 

t
eoet,nam et materia simr.leK est. Quaerimus quae sit causa, rati0 
cilioet faciens, id est Deus. Ita enim,quaeoumque retulistis non sunt 
t:ltae et singulae causae, sed eK una r:endent,ex ea, quae faciet.';vrite~ 
eneca. Again, the v1orld contains conscious beings and what is in the 
ffect must be in the cause. The world canoot r.·roduce beings i assessed 
f consciousness and endowed with a soul and reason unless it were it­
elf endowed with a soul and reason and were conscious. cicero writes, 
hat Zeno affirms,"nullius sensu caeentis pars aliqua :potest esse 
entiens. Mundi autem ~artes sentientes sunt. Non igitur caret sensu 
undus." "If the Plane tree could produce harmonious lutes, sur·ely ·you 

·nrer that music was embalmed in the rJlane tree. 1:'r1y, then, should vre 
at Jelieve that the world is a living and wise ~eing since it froduces 
iving and wise ·)eings out of itself." Also there are effec:~s in the 
orld greater than a man can accomr.lish, so a povrer exists greater than 
uman r:;ower."rs(Chrysiprus) igitur; si aliquid est,inquit, quod homo 

~
fficere non 1-0ssit, qui id efficit melior est homine. Homo autem, haec,, 
uae in mundo sunt, efficere non l-atest. Qui poteri t igi tur, is :fraesta t 
omini. Homini autem ~raestare quis r.ossi t, nisi neus. Est iei tur Deus. "' 

there must )e a Highest oeing vrhose intellect, wisdom and :r:ower a.re un­
kurr.assa ·Jle. 

All these Cosmological Fro~fs,as well as the Telological, of 
he Stoics are denied validit~ by the E~icureans. The latter claimed to 
cc _unt for all the f;henomena of the universe and of life in a :t-urel·~ 
echanical way. Th~ cause of the material world need not ~e sought,for 
he g_toms and the void are eternal. Ev~ything is composed of material 
toms, so that the soul and conscious life need no Sfecial exr.lanation. 
n all their prof"eessed eKI-lanations of natural science, if there was not 
s is clcvimed ;ly Zeller and others,extreme indifference, there was at 
least a failure to r:enetrate the inmost r.ro:llems arising in any attemr.t-
ed explanation or the-universe. The attit~te of the Seer-tics on the 
other hand was_not one of indifference ~ut of direct Oi~osition .. The 

1 D1og. L. VII,l5C. (Janet and Seailles,II,l-·2€5. 
2 Z~ller: Stoicism Er.icureanism and Scer.ticism·f.13?,note. 
3 C1cero:De Natura Deorum;II,8,22,Sc.also II,3i,?9;E 18 
4 i~id... .. II,8 ( Janet and Seail~es·r ~ee 
5 ijid ... ..111,10,25( Zeller,:r-.139) '··~-~ · 
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world need not ·Je exrlained cs the result. of a first cause 'Jut may have 
been formed from ~urely natural causes: its first cause was itself. 
against Zeno's argument,~hat consclouness in man can ~e r.roduced onlJ' 
'Jy a conscious cause, the Academician argues, "wh ~ must there (Je a soul 

1 in nature to t-roduc e a soul" Then again or:~ osing Chrysir-r~us, the~· claim 
that, even as ~'ras evident there are effects in the world 3eyond the 
rower of man's :producticn this does not necessaril~· involve a supreme 
rational man-like ·-leing ,Jut only a power greater than man which might 
·le nature herself. 

From this time of or.1:osi ti jn to the Middle Ages, these Cosmo 
logical arguments are not emphaticallJ asserted ar accuratel~ stated. 
The chief th Jught of the time was· the develof;emen·::. of precise and 
definite views af the nature and characteristics of God. Yet the 
Alexandrian school ascri".led the develor.ment of the universe to the 
Divine essence and nature of -':hings,whiJ.e Christian theolog-y, which 
t:> a la.ree degree sel~ar•;:>,t.ed God fro~ ~the vrorld in the doctrine of the 
creation ex nihilo, involved the ~roof from a ~irst cause. 3asing 
their doctrine on Hebrew Scriptures and esr..ecially on,"In the 'Jeginn­
ing God created the Heavens and the Earth", the Christians were led to 
such exfressions as that of the Ar:-ocalypse,"3y thy Will they were and 

2 were crec~ted" ,and that of Augustine, "God made all thines by His \lord", 
or again in "The Confessions", "Ho~«r 0icst Thou make heaven anr~ earth?" 
"Thou didst sr-eak and the~. were made andin Th~ Word Thou madest t:1ese 

3 things". Thus the exflanation of the ~hysical universe necessitated the 
existence of an Eternal Infinite and Perfect God. 

It was not until the Middle Ages that this proof comes for­
ward again. 3y the Scholastics it was put forward in nearly every 
fOSSi3le· fhase. There must oe a First Cause$for an infinite chain of 
causes is imi--OSSi.)lG. " Given a thing which is caused,it must have 'Jeen 
caused either 'Jy nothing, or by itself, or ~Y some other thing' •.•. Jut 
an infinite regression is im1~ossi )10, therefore t:1ere must .Je a first 
necessary cause, which having no antecedant, can at no time ~e 

4 post~rior to itself.~ Again," there is no infinite frogression in rre­
servlng causes, for lf it is r-ossi )le to conceive 1-roducing causes as 
not ~eing actually infinite, one cannot conce.ive r:reserving causes with 

5 out actual infinitude~ Regarding this First Cause,Hugh of St.Victor 
writes," what ·is mutable cannot have existed alwa-ys, for wha'!; could not 

1 Se. Cicero: De Nat.Deortlm III ,8,21;X,26;XI,27. 
2 Civitate Dei: IX

1
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3 Confessions ) XI 5. 
4 Duns Scotus: Sentetia I,Dist.2q2. 
5 ibid Dist.2,q.2.(Janet & Seailles p.279. 
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remain fixed as long as it was r~resent, shows that the momen-~ 'Jefore it 
was, it ~'ras not. It is thus that nature r-roclaims her Uaker~ Thomas 
Aquinas als J definitel-y state:; this argument; "In things of sense we 
find an or~er of efficient causes; )ut it is not found,nor is it ~ass, 
iole that an~ .hing is the cause ~.~f itself, for this would mean thc.t it 
is rrior to itself, vThich is imr;ossi ·Jle. Finally it is not 1-ossi .)le in 
efficient causes to go back to infinit~, for in all series of.effici@ 
ent causes, first comes the cause of the intermediate and the inter­
mediate is the cause of the last •.. If then the cause is removed so is 
the effect. Therefore, if there have not ~een a first among the effic­
ient causes neither will there ';)e a last nor an intermediate~ 3ut if 
we 1-roceed. with efficien-t causes in infinity, there will -.)e no first 
efficient cause and so no last effect, nor any intermediate efficient 
cause: which is l-lainly false. We must therefore, posit some effictent 

2 first cause and all men call this God." The same argument regarding 
necessi t~; and f.ossi )ili t1· gives the similar conclusion: "We must there~: 
fore,posit something which has tts necessity, not from some other 
quarter,~ut ~er se; and which is itself a cause of necessit~ to other 

3 things. And this all nen call God." The argument from the existence of 
effects which man through imr-erfection cannot produce and from man's 
consciousness of himself and his own i~perfection also appear in their 

4 writings es1~ecially those of Gerson. Nor is the argt:Jment from motion 
ignored,in fact, Thomas Aquinas in ~efending the creatio ex nihilo 
re~eats the demonstration of Aristmtle almost word for word:" It is 
certain and agrees with what our senses inform us, that in this world 
some things are in motion. 3ut anything which is moved, is moved JY 
some other thing; for nothing is moved exce~t in so far as the former 
is in actuality, for to move is nothing else than to draw anything ·rrom~ 
~otentialit~ t9 actuality. 3ut nothing can )e ~rought from ~otentiality 
into actuality excer~t )y means of something which is already in actua­
lity... We cannot here ,r.roceed to infinity for in that wa~ there would, 
'Je no first source of movement: ..• ·.1e must then arrive at some first 
source of motion which is moved )y nothing else,and such a source all 

5 men understand to ~Je God." · 
The Modern Philoso~hers also use the argument. In His new 

method Descartes ,)egins with the one oertaint~i, thl t of his own exist­
ence,and from it endeavours to prove the existence of God. In this 

e attempt he assumes withplJt question the Scholastic view of Causati~n. 
1 De ~acramen.:Pars.III,l 0.9 
~ Suruna.~~eol., Pt. I,Qll,An Deus sit? Art.3 (J &S) csh) 

i01d.... ~26 •. (Caldecott &Mackints 
4 Se. Works: 1728, I ~.1C4. 
5 Summa Theol. Pt. I,Q2 ·An Deus Sit? Art.3. 

( Caldecott ~ Mackintosh,r.23-4. 
e Medit~tion Ill ~.49. 
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His Cosmolo~ical Pro~f defends on this assunftion and on his Psycholog 
ical theor~oof ideas. Ideas are innate, adventitivLS and factiticus.Of 
these the adventitious alone cannot je ex~lained ~Y the nature of the 
ego and even of t~e adventitijus ~11 ma~ je exf!ained )y the_self.~ut 
the idea of.God. "There remain::;, therefore :th~ 1.dea of,God, 1n vrg1.ch 
I must cons1.der whether there 1s anyth 1ng tn a~ can~ a~ ~le S'l;lP 1. 9SC?a to

11 originate with myself. 3y the name God I mean a su )S ~ance 1nr 1n1 te, a -
knowing, all-r.owerful, (eternal, imnnJta ·.)le) inder.enC! ent, and ·0y which I 
myself and all other things that exist~ if an!i such there :)e, were . 
created. 3ut these rtor;erties are so great and excellent, that t le more 
attentively I consicer them the less I feel r-ersuaded that the idea I 
have-of them owes its origin to myself alone. And thus it ip a.)solute­
ly necessary to conclude from all I have 'lef0re said, that God Exists: 
for t hout:h the idea of su~:stance 1e in my mind ovring to this that I am 
In1'S.elf a su-:lstance, I should not, however, have the idea of an infinite 
suostance,seeing I am a Finite ~)eing, l.!nless it were given me -.. Ty some 
su';Jstance in reali t~ infinite." This idea of God 1-ossesses more o-jj~ct­
ive reality than any other·- and so God I-OSSess more formal or essent1al 
realit~. This rroof is defended ~~ Descartes against three other ex~la~ 
ations,Negatioc:, Multirlicajion and Infinite Addition (a) He maintains 
tbat.the idea of the infinite is a true idea, since"there is more real-
it~ in the infinite substance than in the finite" and that he rossesses 
"the rercer.tion of the infinite,ie. the rercer.tion of God, ·)efore that 
of (himself)", else how could he doult.(~) Then also this idea of an 
infinite rerfect 'Jeing co1.1lc not '.le derived from the simultaneous co­
oreration of iaany causes for idea of the unit~) of these r.erfections 
could not Je the result of man~ causes. (c) Then once more, ~erha~s all 
these I~erfections exist rotentiall~· in myself and I r a~' in time r.ossess 
all the terfections of Goc in a develor_.ed form. Descartes answers to 
this ~:1a t it is a mark 0f imx;;erfection t-hat my knowledge increases : 
while God is infini tel1T I<erfect and the" o Jjecti ve -.Jeing of an idea. 
ca~not 1e ~reduced ~Y a ~eing that is merely ~otentially existent." His 
other argument which also assumes causality is an ansvrer to the quest­
ion, "'l1hether I vrho 1-ossess this idea or- God,coulc1 exist sur-r ~sin9' there 

G ? " "I ~ was no od. • cannot der.end on myself else I would have arisen out of 
nothing and created m¥self r-erfect. Nor again have I any knovrledge of 
m·~ OWfl rovrer to conserve myself. Jut if not derendent on m~ self ,r.~rhai~ ~ 
on m~ rarents. Yet the! cannot conserve me. Perhars then I derend on 
other things less rerfer~t than God. Thi~ is im1.ossi~le for they in turn 
nust derJend on somethine which ~r-ossess in itself the idea and all the 
~erfections I attri~ute to Deity." This infinite regress extends to the 

1 Meditation II,4e. 
2 ...•• III [.54. 
3 • . • • . . . • • • • r.· J €0 J 56-? J 5? J 59 
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cause which is self-existent. This is God, who alone as a. rreserving 
cause ex1lains m~ actual existence. 

. Again$t the.fundamental ~osition of Descart~s .Gas~endi 
':Jr1nes an o.JJectlon vrh1ch affects 1ils acce1 .. tance of causat1on: qua 
arte,qua methodo,dicernere? Liceat,ita nos hajere clarum distinctaaque 

1 intelligentiam, t·t ea vera sit, nee fieri 1 ossit ut fallamur." Hob')es 
:1.ad also r.ointed out· that we might claim to have no such an idea of a 
1-erfeot ~eing. Jut Geulinc x again takes it ur anc', similarl-y, jeginn­
ing with doubt, derives a similar idea of God. ~e dou')ts 0oncernine 
ever~thing and finds, that since we make mistakes,i·~ is impossi'.)le for 
us to ·)e certain that there is not some higher power or facult~ judged 

l·y which ~e r. easo~ ~s f~ll of errors. ~et there must Je ~omething true 
or dogmat1c sce~t1cssm 1s self~ontrad1ctor~. The Sovere1gn truth he 
inds in God who is ~1e mind of the universe, for "mentes creati non 

2 ~entes ~unt~sed aliquid ment~s~ "~ultae sunt i~ me q~ae a ~e non_de~end 
'nt,cog1tat1ones", )ecause "1m~oss1ble est, ut 1s fac1at qu1 nesc1t quo-

2 $Odo fiat .. , hence they depend on something outside of me. The~7 aee 
4eriv~d from God who "cogitationes illas in me suscitat interventu 
~or~0ris cujusdam." 

From the- view· or Geulincx that •qt:i or.eratur cognosci t modum 
tucmodo fiat" there is an easy transition to Male)ranche's view that no 
!finite 'Jeing can be an a'.:>solute cause, ltrhich vievr,since neither the 

soul,which according to Malejranche is limited, ean ':le the cause of 
ideas nor can ojjeots for they are material and the soul is. immateria 1 
~i , .. es as a result that God is ~-'he on.l~ cause. This is ;_,, furtlt<~r d.ev(•lu1 -

ment \_;;f the occas5 . ..::t:alif>;;-~ uf Desear:~~~~~ ::tnd Geulincx. Thus vre see all 

f11ings in God, theinfini tely r~erfect ·)eine: the idea of the infinite and 
Qf God is one and the same thing. God is "the universal ')eing, the )eing 
'of 'JeingB, the sole intel.i.igent jeing, the sole cause." 

These ~roofs of Descartes are again dealt wit~ jy Srinoza~ 
]from the definition of God as the Absolute given in the Ethics I;€, he 

goes on to argue from the I-'otentialj. t~ ·of existence as ~ower, thus:-" I f · 
I finite thin·gs are the onl~- ones, the-y are more r~ovrerful than the infin-. 
ite. This is a·~urd. Therefore, either nothing exists or else a )eing 

J
·absolutel~ infinite necessarily exists. We do exist, therefore,infinite 

3 eing exists." He also argjles that Goc must exist unless a cause for 
is non-existence can be given and such a cause, must be either external 

lo: dr~wn from hi~elf. 3ut a su·)stance of another nature can have no-· 
~h1ng 1n comoon w1th God and hen~e not a cause. It cannot Je from Qod's 

own nature for that would ~)e a contradiction. Hence there is no cause 
1 Descartes :Qjjectiones 4,4 
2 Pars III,2; 11,5. 
3 Ethica I, Pro~. 6fff. 
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of His non-eKistence. Therefore he exists. Or a~a~n he writes 1as_q~ot­eo ·)'7 Dr. Stirling, "God is the first cause of ~h1ngs; for al f1n1 te 
things, as all that we see and know_, are contingent, and have in them­
selves nothing tha~ makes their existence necessary: ... We must, there-
fore, look for the cause of the existence of this world, ~:rhich is a 

collection of things merely contingent, tlnly in such su',)Stance :as has 
the cause of its existence in its own self, and is therefore eternal 

1 and necessary." 
1e 1 With Lei3nitz these consideration.s come to/\of a more iure Y ... 

cosmological nature. He derives his rroof from a ~rincifle recLliar to 
himself, the r-rincir;le of sufficient reason. "The sufficient or final 
reason must ·Je ovtside the ~quence or series of 1:articclar contingent 
things, ~10YTever i_nfinite·~this ser-i(~s n1.ay J8. Thus ;~he fin;.:l,l t•:·_:- ~...;on o1"' 
:~:1i~1.~s .. :u~t J .. ~ i11 d •J.(:c.,-.. ;__"">Sc;I ... ~ su;)stance ..•• and this St.JStance w2 call 

2 God. " This vrri ter also derives another argument, wh i eh hcbwever some con­
fuse with the Ontological, from the fact there are eternal truths which 
can de,r..end only on the eternal mind of God. 

In the thought· and writing of the Eneltsh Philosorhers con-
I 

temr. orar!r .with these, the Cosmological proof as a rroof does not 
receive a great deal of attention, )ut the ~rincir-le on which it is 
)ased is fully treated. Of the ~rJof itself, Locke remarks,"we have the 
knowledge of our own existence,~y intuition;ot the existence of God ~~ 

3 demonstration:; and r-roceeds to give the demonstration as follows :"It 
is jeyond question that man has clear ideas of his own being, and knows 
certainl~ that he exists and that he is something.""In the next place 
man knows by an intuitive certaint~, that ~are nothing can no more ~ro-

3 duce Etn~ real .)eing_, than it can Je equal to two right angles".... "If 
therefore, we know that there is some r~::-.::1 beinz, and that non-entity 
!cannot r-roduce an-y real 3eing) it is an~ evident demonstzrat-ion, ·that . · 
from eterni t;J there has )een something: since what ~:ras not from etern­
i tJ;:,. had a .)eEinning; and wilct had a .)eginning ,must ·)e r:roduced ~)Y some-

3 thing else." This eternal jeing must )e the source of all ~o~er, and 
of the conce~tion and knowledge in man and so must ~e all ~owerfull, 
intelligent and knowing: which eternal all-r:evrerftJl ,sur_)remel~ intelli­
eentand knowing ~eing is God. 

Dr Samuel Clarke's view was somewhat similar. ije writes, 11Tis 
:-2vident :Joth we ourselves, and all other ')eings ··re know in the world , 
are weak and de~endent creatures ... and therefore we entirely o~e our 
~)eine to some sur,erior and more f'Owerful cause; which sur-erior cause 
must itself ~ea first cause,which is the notion of God ... If it be ·J 

said that we received pur being jy a continued natural succession .... 
yet still the argument holds no less strong concerninP the first of the 

1 Stirling :PhiloSOfbY an~ Re~igion,~.l25.g 
2 Lei ~Jni tz: Monadcblog~nSec. 3?. 8 . 

• 3 Locke:Bssay; 3k.IV,9Sec.3.: Sec.2a. 'J,Sec.3 
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of the whole race, that he cotJld not )Ut ·)e made )Y a Surerior Intelli­
gent 6ause. If an Atheist .. shall contend that there ma~ have ·,)ei~'n 
wit~tout an~ .)eginning at all, an eternal succession d>f men, ~et still 
it ma~ Je no leds evident, ·thut such a fer~etual succession could not 
have ·)e.:?n •:ri thout an eternal sur~eriCJr cause; Jecause i~ the nature of 
things themselves there is manifestly no necessit~ thq~ any st~ch 
succession of transient :Jeings, either temr,orary or de[;endent should 
have existed at all." 

3isho, Jerkeley in his Dialogues ~etween Hylas and Philonous 
has Philonous to "immediatel·y and necessarily co-nclude the ·)eing of God 
Jecause "all sensi~)le things _must )e perceived '))/ him." ~e also assumes 
for discussion that "God is-the sufreme and universal cause-of all 
things." And in the" Alcirhron", the same is assumed -.)y ~JY makins 
L~ sicles ~oint ct.t for the 3enefi t of Eur~hranor tha-t the question :i,s 
"not whether there wa~ a r:rinciple( which ~ oint was assumed 'Jy all 
f'hilosor-hers, c.:,s well :Jefore as since AnaxagorasJ, '.Jut whether this 
Princirle was avau&, a thinking intelligent :Jeing? ... and whether there 
must not 'Je true real and ~ror:er knowledge in the First Cause?~to which 
Cri to answers thct the same argument that rroves a first cause I- roves 
an intel~igent cause. 

Hume•~ criticism of this is found in his "Dialogues concern­
ing Natural Beligion",where Demea puts forward the r.roof and attacks 
the r-ossi :Jili t~ of an infinite succession of causes and effects vri th­
out any ultimate Cijuse, ~~ showing th~ the whole eternal chain requir­
es a cause or reason, S8 thr:t the " question is still reasona'Jle, wh;; 
~this r-articulc.r succession 0f causes existed from eternit-y and not an~ 
other succession or no succession at all." The answer to this, is that 
~re must ha;~ rec·~urse to. a ~~cessaril~-existent Jeing who carries the 
fReas.on of n1s ex1stence 1n n1mself and ~rho cannot. 'Je sul:..J_:,osed not to 
exist without an ex1-ress contradiction." In answ·er to this in turn, 
Cleanthes, the mouth1..~iece uf Hume ,after showing the non-conclusmveness 
of the froof of Clarke that thematerial world is not the necessarily 
existent 'Jeing, olaims taht it is a~JSurd to inquire for "a general 
cause or first authar"in the"eternal succession of o3jects", since each 
rart is caused )~· that which rreceeds it and causes that which succeeds 
it", and that the cause of the whole is sufficiently ek~lined in 
exr.ainine the cause of the fjarts. Philo also st~ggests the alternative 

1 Clarke :Works Vol 1, r-.5 Ser.l.( Knapton Edt~) 
2 3erkeley: Dialogues, Dialogue II,~.es,eg. 
3 i ~)id. . . . • . . . . l-'. 183. 
4 Hume :Dialogues. IX, r-.431 432., Se als0"Human Cndee­

standing ~· 
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ex~anation to ~voi~ Demea's conclusion: " May it not haf~en, that,could' 
I'Te renetrate into the intimate nature? Of ·_)Qdies, r:re Should clear!~ see 
·ahy it was aJsol~tel~- imr.ossi ole, they could ever admit ::>f any other 

1 disr.:.osition?". Hume•·s view of causation had led him to see that the 
co~cer-tion of causality could not ~)e ax:I-1 ied to the· totality of Jeing · 
It could r:roduce only an infinite series for v1hen the canse of the · 
whole had ·Jeen ascertained we would have to seek a cause of the caus-e. 
"The ar-i.-lication of the ~rincir.le is in its very nature incar:;a.)le of 

2 ever leading to an ultimate conclusion." It giv~s only an infinite ~ro­
gression, not un_like Lobke • s ·illustration of his Indian Philosor~her an c 
his elefhant and turtle~ 

"The Cosmological Froof", writes Kant, termec3 '-yy Lei :)ni tz, the 
Argumentum a contingentia mundi" involves "the connection ')etween 
aasolute Ylecessi ty ~:!.nd the highest Reali ty•• and " concludes frol!l the 

3 given unconditioned necessity of so8e jeing i-ts unlimited reality" :fro rr 
an 2~ 'Jsolutel-y necessar·y existence it infers a 3eing supremel~7 real( ens 
realissimum) ,a perfect being. "It is framed in i~h.e follo\qing manner:.: 
If something exists, an a:JSolutely necessary 3eing must likewise exist. 
Novr I at least exist,con.sequently, there exists an a:lsolutely necessar~ 
jeing; 'fhe_ minor contains an exr-erienee, the major reasm;·ts from a 
general ex~eriepce to- the existence of a necessar~ jeing". "The ~roof 
r.roceeds thus:- a necessary )eine can ~e determin~d only in -::ne way 
that is, it can ~'le determined ·Jy onl-s One Of all t~OSSi ~le Oi-l OSed r--red­
icates; consequently, it must 'le com1.letel!J determined in and .)~ its 
oonce~tion. 3ut there is only a sinele concer;tion of a thing r-ossi .)le 
which comrletely determines the thine a rriJri:that is.the conce~tion 
of ~he ens realissimum. It follows that. the coneertion of the ens real­
issimum is the only conception JY and in which ··re qan cogitate 2. 

necessary 3eing. Consequently a Su1~reme )eine n ·::cessari 1-y exists." This 
this r-ro~f secretl:i assumes tiu1t onl~ a ~eing sur~remely real or :perfect 
can corresrond- to the cone-er~ t of a nec.essary 3eing and necessary exist­
ence and is contained in it. This is ~ut the Ontological argument in a 
different dress. 3ut, apart from this,"the following fallacies are 
discove~able in this mode .:.f r-roof: 1 .. The transcendental principle, 
everything that is contingent must have a cause - a 1:-rincir~le wi thoct 
significance exceft in the sensuous world. For the r-urely intellectual 
concertion of thecontingent cannot rroduce any synthetic pro~osition, 
like that off. causality, which is itself withou-t significance and dis­
tinguishing characteristics except in the ~henomenal world. 3ut in the 
~resent case it is em~lo:cd to help us )eyond the limits of its own 
Sf.here. 2. From the imrossi iJili t·1 of an infinite ascending series of 

1 Hume:Dialogues Concerin~ Natural Religion t 
2 Leslie Stei='hen: Eng. Thought in the Eighteenth Cent. ~a(. 
3 Xant Critiqu of Pure Reason, ~.338 note,r.339 



causes in +he world of sense a first cause is inferred;- a conclusi~n 
which ther-~incir..les :Jf the em:t--lo~ment vf reason do not ju~tifJ even in 
the sr,here of exrJerience, and still l::ss when an attem~t ~s made to 
~ass the li~its of this s~here. 3. Re~on allows itse~f to je ~atisf~ed 
u ... on insufficient grounds, vri th regard to the conce~t1on of th1s ser1es 
It removes all conditions (withoLt which, hJwever, no conce~tion of 
Necessity can take ~lace); ann, as after this it is heyond our r-ower to 
form any other concer-t ion, it accer..~ts t!-_i,is as a oomrletion of -~he con-
cer;tion it wishes to form of the series. 4. The logical l~ossi.lility of 
a conce~tion of the totality of reality{the criterion of this ~ossi)il­
i t-y ·.)eing the a'Jsence of contradiction) is confounded with transcendent 
al, whic:1 requires a f;rincir.le of ther--ractica )ili;y of such a synthesis 

1 --a rrincii-le which again refers us to ·tne world of ex;. erience." 
Lotze also em1.loys a negative criticism of this r-roof, anc 

after summarily statine. that it" concludes from the contingent and con­
ditioned caars..cter .:._,f ever~ t~1 ing in t'1e world t0 t ~1e (: x isten(;r~ -Ji' ~t 

Ne(~. ·::>s 'r·~ a~ll:'l Ur1ou~~oi :~iGrt8(t -3~ i_o~" and "that nothing :)ut an a,)SOlutel~ 
~ 1~erfect ·Jeing can ')e thvs unconditioned", he insists taht it is onl~ ) ~ 

takine the meaning of "contingent"!! as connotine ''thc:~~f- vrhic~ does in 
deed exist, ·.)ut does not have any significance, for the sake _:)f which 
it need exist" and of "necessary" as eonnoting "something not -that must 
'_)e, :Jut that has such unconditional value tha it seems in virtue of 
this value to deserve also unconditional existence", that the su~rome 
~rincir le of the universe can )e termed necessarJ7, vrhile on the other 
hand, )~ emr-loyine "contingent in its accurate sense as that .. which in 
the realization of some intention occurs as an- unintended and accessorp 
result" and ar-.rl: in:= it to the course of nature there is nothing found 
" which is necessar-y and of \Vhich non-existence is imr~ossi )le, cxcGr-t 
the conditioned, ·Jhich ,::.s consequent is determined :)y some antecedant, 
as an effect _)~ some cause, and asa means )~- its end, so that"the noti:>n 
of a 3eing isolated and conditioned jy nothing and yet possessed of 
necessar~;" eKistenc,:·, is v1holl~~ inl~cssi ·)le." He adds also that "rerfect­
ion" has lost its sr,ecula ti ve significance as conformi t~ to a standard 
and that the imr~erfect, ie, that in which there is the a~)sence uf some 
conceiva·Jle ')eaut~- or excelLence >oa1 ·Je neither der.;endent nor con­

ditioned. "tJncond·itioned existence is not the ex.clusilve rrivelege of 
2 that which is most excellent." The result is that the" CosmoloP"ioal 

.. roof can onl~, conclude from the condi tionalness and condi tiuned one cess 
ity of all individtH~l real things in the universe) to an Cltimate Real 

1 Kant: Critique of Pure Reason, ~~.341 •. 2. 
2 Lotze : Microscsnos Vol.II,~. C64 6€6. 



which, without )eing conditioned )~ anything else,simrly is and sim~l} 
is what it is, and finall~r ma~ ·)e regarded as the sufffcient reason 
through which all· individual reality is and is what it is ... It ::~annat 
of itself attain to the religious concer-·tion of a God, ·)ut only to the 
meta~h~sical conce~tion of an unconditioned." 

-~ 1 Lotze: Microcoomos,Vol.II,r.~.eee.(T&T Clarke) 



ONTOLOGICAL 

The Ontological 
~rgument, though rerhar-s not so old histericall~ as the ~receeding,haE 
had a more checkered career:the tests to which its validit~ have Jeen 
many. Ofi t, it ma~· 'Je said when sr-eaking in a general way, that it has 
follovred two lines of deve.lor.ement, one rsychological or e1~ istemologica I 
Fl-nd one logical, which two meet in the treatment of it )y Descartes, 
IJ0.fore and since whose time each had its defenders. In ther-resent 1-'ar-er 

l~)e latter will je first treated. 
TheOntological argument in its stricti~ a ~riori logical fori! 

i 

~as first stated ~Y Anselm. ~ starts with the definition or God as a 
~ Jeing th::-.n which nothing greater can ':le conceived". Then observing that 
r it is mne thing for an O)ject to Je in the under~tanding and another 
~hing to v.nderstand that the ~jject exists", he rro~eeds to show that 
the fool who says that there 1s no God,at least adm1ts that God as he 
has defined him exist~ in the understanding. Then, if we have the idea 
bf the ~erfect ~eingJ assuredly t~ t than which nothing greater can be , 
~onceived, cannot eKlst in the understanding alonR. For spp[ose it exist 
1n the understanding alone, then it can ~e conceived to exist in reality~ 
~hi eh is greater. The'refore, if that than which nothing greater can :)e 
ponceived, exists in the vnderstanding alone, the ver~ hein£: tha.n which 
.flOthing greater can 3e conceived, is one than which l§. greater can '.:le eo·-] 
ceived. 3ut obvious!~ this is im~ossi~le. Hence, there is no dou~t that . 
I 

there exists a being than which nothing greater can i1e conceived, and it! 
1 exists both in theunderstandine and in realit~." " ~o truly, therefore, 

dost thou exist,O L~rd, my God tha.tThou can•st not be conceived not to 
1 esist and rightl~." 

Now this areument has met with much o~rosition a~ earl~ even 
as the lifetime of its firSt exr.-onent. The monk Gaunilon, in his"Li ~)er 
1-rv Insai--ientia" fi~st critised the Anselniam statement of it. He )egins 
j~ questioning whether \·,-e have within us the idea of God, in other words 
vrhetaer God exists in the mind, which was the major r:-remise and ac·cord~. _ 
}ng to Anselm the common assent of the fool and the philosovher. Then h; 
~sks \fhether because we have the idea of God, it is rermissa:Jle to_. tnfe r 
from this that God exists o~jectively and in reality. These two o~ject­
~ons vover the whole argu'ment. Either according to Gaunilon, God exists 
in the mind after the manner of other things, which mas :Je true or false 
or dou~tful,or He exists in the mind in such~ way that it is im~ossi)le 

' 
1 Anselm: llroslogium;C.II t:-·8 ;C.III i-·9: 

• 



to conceive Him ~ithoLt at the same time conue1v1ng Him as existing. If 
the former, nothing can be infered;if the latter,what had to be r-roved 
has ~ern assumed in the ~rincirl~. 3y hiS ingenious com[arison of the 
poncept of the most )eautiful_island and the conc~~t of God, he e~~eav­
purs to show that the conclt~s1on of the argtJment 1s unsound. To t111s 
Anselm answers onl-y in 1-'art. He admits that we have not comr-lete k:~0VT­
ledge of God. Yet ever-y imrerfect +.hif!g imr-.lies something more r erfect. 
He also comr-lains that Gaunilon alte· ,·-pd his argument when :1e accuses hirr: 
pf a r.eti tio l~rincir-ia which is in Gaunilon' s areument and not in his 
own. 

This was,mn the other hand,defended J~ 3onaventura and :)y 
~enry of Ghent, )ut was orrosed b~ the majority of the Scholastics chief 
br whom ~-ras Thoma~ Aquinas, who says," granted that a 1Jerson understands 
~his word'God' to ·signif~ something so great that it is imrossi-Jle to 
bonoeive an~ thing gre~~-ter, it does not follow that )y this he under~· 
~tands . .:taht vrhat this word signif!i:es exists in reali t·~, for as ·~jet it 

1 onl~ eii~ts in thea~~rehension of his understanding." Duns Scotus also 
fronounces against it and Gerson writes, • Nescio quis insar.,ientior sit, 
;:in is qui putant hoc sequi 'Deum, si est in intellsctu esse et in re' ·aL 

2 insariens s.ui dixit in corde suo 'non est Deus•." 
At the hands of Modern r:;hiloso1;hers this argument has net 

with similar treatment. Against the statement of it ·by Descartes similar 
o::>jeqtions were urged ~lY Ho~l-)es and Gassendi. Descartes claimed that he 
knevr himself to )e im~erfect and that this vras im:r-ossi Jle unless he had 
an idea of something perfect. He has an idea of this Perfect 3eing 
through which alone he can je conscious that he is im~erfect and that he 
dot:'.bts. The essence of this ferfect 3eit:lg invludes his existenc,e. "It is i~ 

no less imrossi~lle to conceive a God who is a being su1jremely r-erfect to 
whom existence is wantimg or who is de~rived of a certain ferfection, 

3 than to conceive of a mountain without a valley. • And though this latter 
oa~ 'Je onlJ a concei,t the same does not ap .. ly to ~od," ~ecause I cannot 
conceive God unless as existence and it follows t~t existence is 

3 inser,ara-Jle from him and ·that he therefore exists really." First of all1 

~OJ )es O~)jeots· that we ma1 have no idea of God. He sa~·s, "he(ie. Descart­
~s) ought to have ex~laine! theidea of God ~etter and should have thence! 
deduced not onl~ his existence iut the cr·eation of the world.~which 
would invalidate all demonstration for him who would maintain that he 

.had no such idea. 3ut more tainted is the o~jection of Gassendi that 
existence is not a r-ror-ert:· of the thing and therefore not a r:erfection. 
"Quamobrem, ut enumerando rerfectiones trianguli non recenses existent­
;iam, neque I,:roinde concludis existere trianeulam, ita enuinerando r-erfect 

1 Aqcinas: Summa Contra Gentiles I,ll. 
2 Duns Scotus:Or.era,IV,Quaest. Sur-ra Metal-h~·.I,£1·12. 
3 Descartes: Meditation V,f.78,79 ' 
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,IJerfectiones Dei non de luisti in illis ronere existentiam ut conclu-::1-
eres Deum ex.istere nisi r.rincir)ium r-etere vel lis." Thi:; Descartes 
simr:l-~, auoids: "Hie non video cuius generis rerum vellis esse exist-
entiam·" 

S~inoza again takes u~-jhis argument though in a slightly 
different manner. In his Ethica J Li'Je·"' I ,Def.€, he defines God as the 
A·.lsolute .3eing , in other wor-ds-, "God .i..s substance constituted ):) an 
infini t!' of attri'lutes, each of w·hioh expresses an infinite and eterna 1 
essence." Then he rroceeds to demonstrate tht theexistence of God is· 
necessary since it is contained in the definition of Godr for there 
cannot 'le tvro su~lstances each of which consists in a series of modes 
of mne and the same type. This he defends in Li)er I, Ero~.11. J~ threE 
considerations ,one only of which is of im~ortance here. "God's non­
existence cannot j.:::· conceived and consequent!~ his essence includes. 
eKistence.·• Then again Potentiality to nonexistence is negation of 
r-ower, and contra-wiSP rotentiality to e){istence is r.;ower. TherefOi.'•:3: 
in rrorJoetion as reali t~ increases in the nature of things, ;SO also 
will it incr:'ase its strenght for existence. God has for himself as 
a1)sol>utel!~ infinite, the a~lsolutely infinite rower of existence, hence 
he exists. His. essence excludes all imrerfections and involves a:Jsol­
ute r:erfection. 

Lei3nitz also ,though he does not use it much, attemftS to 
develor,e the Ontological Argument of Descartes and ~rinoza )y~ l'emecl'yi{lg 
vrhat he thoug~1t to Je a defect. He like Ho)')es thol~ght that someone'. 
might o'Jject, on logical grounds however,rather than .:)n Ps~-chological, 
that he had not this idea and that Descartes e>ught to have demonstrated 
the vossi:Jility of it. " I grant that the demonstration is imr:erfect 
·Jeca.use it assumes that t~1e r-erfect Jeine is rossi ~le in Himself. If 
ansone could r-rove this we would have a truly mathematical 1roof of'the 

3 existence of God.• Hehi~self gives a ~roof of this. As nothing can· 
interfere ui th the 1Jossi ~Jili t~ of tha. t which involves no ,4.imi ts, no 
negati.:.n and aonsequentl~~ no contradiction, this alone is sufficient 
to make know the existence of God a Priori~ He elaborates on this in 
•That the Most Perfect 3eing Exists", '~~ere he takes a r.erfection to 
mean;•omnem qualitatem simplicem quae r~asitive est et a~JSoluta seu :;;, 

5 quae quidquid exr_,rimi t, sine ullis limi ti ·~)US exprimi t.") and endeavot,rs 
to show that all. rerfections are comfata:lle with one ·another or can 
exist in ::.he same subject. This he :.;does :)-y showing that "A and J (two 
sim~le qualijies) are incomrata3le" cannot :)e r-roven, ie. it cannot ·.)e 
:r::roved that it is necessar~i that they cannot .co-exist. Their incom-

~ Descar;~~~. ~;ljec~~~~es)i! ,~. 1 cousin II, 291. 
3 LeiJmitz: New Essays,3k. IV 1 0.10. 
4 . .. . • . . . -'Monadolog ~ Sec. 45. 
5 •.•.... Jy Gerhard VII, 261.2. 
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incomrata.Jility ct1nnot ')e ~roved ·:rith.:;ut resolviriga~ehemtotl1erwise theiT 
nature wol:ld not enter into the reasonine. 3ut ·:Joth, .... irresolva·Jle, "nor 
can their inoomrata:)ili t~- ·;)e knJvrn :per se. Hence A and 3 are not in-

1 comr~at~~)le and such a su'Jject is r;o8sii)le~ · Then having demon~tl!ated 
the r-:ossi3ili t~· of God, Lei 'Jni tz uses the @ntological proof of his 
r.redecessors to demonstrate that God is actual. 

On the ~rincir.les of Hume's Pjilosorhy this troof has no 
validity. It is oriefly touched ~n in his Dialogues on Natural Relig-
ion, ,,,here Cleanthes, evident!~- voicing the author's criticism,answers 
Ph ilo, that there is an evident a asurdi t~- in r~retending to demonstra t € 

a 2atter of fact or to 1rove it ~)Y an~ arguments a rriori. Nothing is 
demonstrable unless thecotrary imflieS a contradiction. Whatever we 
conceive as existent, we can also c0ncei ve as non-existent .. There is. ·..., 
n:) 'Jeing, therefore, whose ~leing imr-lies a contradiction .•. Consequent­
ly there is no .)eing whose exis-cence is demonstraale. I rror..Jose this 
argument cs entirely decisive and am wilting to rest the whole contro-

2 versy on it." This is Hume's criticism of! the Cartesian Proof. Reid 
reculiarly admtts the validi t~~ of this in regard to all trutlls cancer 
nine existence exce~ting "only the existence and attri)~tes of the 
Su~reme Jeing which is theonly necessary truth we know regarding exist 

3 ence •• " 
The cri tic ism of Kant is ·sumned ur ·)~· him in his Trans-

4 cendental Dialectic, where three objections are made. pirst of all--if 
I suppress the Predicate in an analytic l<ror.osi tion and retain the 
gu~)ject or vice versa there would ·.)e a contradiction. 3ut &r I su~r~resa 

both there is no longer any contradiction. So that in t~1e definition 
of God, if I surpress the attriJute existence there is no ~ontradiction 
for I at the same time SUi·r~ress the subject, that is to say, if !.con-
ceive of God, I must conceive of him as existent, ~ut why assume the_ 
concer]tion of Him. Then again,existence is not-·a real attribute,ie., 
~t.is not something added to the conoeiJt of the thing jut merely- the 
position or·-tbe thing. Otl1erwise there would be one more attrihute in 
'the ':leing thct exists than in the being that is thought, which is im­
~_,ossible for then thought would )e inaccurate. A hundred real coins 
~ave. no more real content than a hundred in the mind. Then, lastly, he 
argues that "God exists" is either an analytic or a syntheti,c prOI~OSi t 
ion. If analytic, the attribute adds. nothine to the Sul)ject: and accor 
~in~ly the existenc~ of the thing adds nothing to the thau~~t of the 
thing. Therefore, the· thing is a I·("eady assumed as eK isting and real, and 
~ve have only a tautology; so that the argument is useless. "·Ir on 1tJ 

1 3 Russell: Philosor:.hy of Lei ~lni tz; r .174 
2 Dialogues Concernine Natural Religion; ~.432 
3 Reid :Works ~.431. · 
4 Kant: Critique Of Pure R~ason;~.333. 
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theother hand, it is S~nthetic ,how can it ·)e maintained ·t."~1at the 
attri ·Jute cannot be sur-rressed since this is only true of Analytic 
Pror,osi tions." To r.t:t it shortly, Kant held thclt there are s~nthetic 
fr,jfOSitions and that of these the chief are the existential. For that 
reason, from the logical definition of God, as the most 1-erfe.Jt ~ein f. 
the existence of God could not ·)e derived. 

When the other line of developement of this argument is 
examined it is found _.o ·)e an argument of sonewhat different kind, 
which though in a sense ontological cannot , at least in the form in 
which it is stated ')y some, :le called strictly a r-riori. 

This argtimentJasit was first stated ':1y Plato, seems at 
first sieht to 'Je a posteriori rather than a ~riori. He calls the 
universal eleme.i.t itl ~:1 ~'lines, th~.-~t which is fixed and :r:-ermanent in· 
them, their r~fd-- • These ideal types def;end vu u. hi,)1er idea. Truth is 

'~'C" 
an inter-related r:rogressi ve system leading to th-e sur:reme t of.tl.. God. 11 

"All?;intelligent,. 3eings derive their, ';Jeing q.nd essence from the Good 
• , "/ ? ' c- ) :r :'-' - . .-..D ,, 
~~ Vtl..t. i..;"~A'< J)tY IJVtr!"-V v' lt- ~ .. lt"&t vou Ol v'T't,) tS /J ,- 60" V. V 0\..A 

All ideas have their suostance in the §ood. The higher idea compre­
hends within itself the several lower ones. ".:::he hip:hest idea, thP i.d~fl 

o~ t!'le GOOD is Go(', and contains and gives essence eKistence and truth 
to all other ideas. And as Mr~ ~ tirling has fut it, " what the ideas 
logically are, things ontologicalll;i are, llut the logical element alone 
is tru~; whil!9 the ontological element, as re1=-resen:bative, is 3ut 
temr-orar~- show only. The true .Jntological element, the ovT~~ J~ is the 
Good. To the Good, not only is theknowledge due, )ut it is the Go:;d 
also that gives thei!l ,1eing•" This vievr that God, as it were, is the _ 
rountain head and source, or Jetter still the "ground", of the system 
of ideas and truth etc., is further develo.r-ed ;yi Aristotle, '!:vho says, 
.. He is thought. Therefore in thinkini Himself He thi,·lks thotJ~ht, and 
this is in. fact his defini tioG. He is Thought of Thouh•t, l.O'"'·r,v ~'lt 

, / - .I s 
VD\t<rlS Vl1l16'~ S' vtn?a-t s And man thinks over again God • s thoughts. 
·- This has- 3een rer.eated in whole or in part 'Jy many sine~. 
!ugustine took it ur and t0 u large extent relied uron it. Gerson in 
tmr~lies it when he exclaims," 0 my Soul, I cc.nn<bt know thee without 
{nowing th·y o7ing and thine essenc.e; and I cannot know wnu·~ is im:r;.erf ect 
s ·thou att w1 thout knov!ine what is Perfeat: I can therefore know no- . 
~hing- without ~nGvring. G:d, at leas~ as it were in His shadqw." Ralph 
.,udworth used 1 t and 1 ts results 1n conneatiGn with his im:~nuta ;)le 

1 Janet & Seailles: Hist. of the Problems of Phil.Volii 

1- 303. 
2 Plato :Rer.t:~)lic, 5093. 
~ ~tir1 inn• ~~1·1 ~ R 1· . 14~ ·-- .. J .. :;. • "' _ • • _.:. e 1 g 1 on r: • 
4 Aristotle: Meta~hysics XII,l9. 

5 Gerson: O~era;l728 I fl04. 
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Tru~1s". Descattes ar-r:ror.riated tt fron Augustine and com.lined it with B 1 

ithe logical areument to form his rroof "a contingentia mentis". 
Male.lranche in his search for the cause of our ideas, finds that the 
mind c annat cause them since "qui or:. era tur cognosci t moc um, qvomodo fia 1 
fiat." ,nor can material ,:;"ujects, so that al ~ things must )C se:_'n in 
,God the inf~nite Perfect 3eine. Theidea of God and of the infinite are 
one and the sa.wt: J~hine. 

NovT this is quite different f:-·om ·c:ue vie~·r criticised '::l~ Kant · 
lie was concerned with only the Anselmian and Lei:)nitzian statement;And 
whi :e it may :le legitimate~ to sa~- of Kant, that he "missed scing tha. t 
3eing was given,not r~re.dicated in the affir,nation of this argument" and 
to criticise him for failing or omitting to notice that this ~as im~liee 
in some of theprevious tm atments of the I-ro".llem, -yet, it is equall·y 
legitimate to claim that it was not stated with enough clearness to Je 
arr-rehendedand in others, it was used to r-rove too much. The result is 
that it is rossible to say that "all-aYailing as Xant's reasoning was 
against the Anselmian and Leijnitzian modes of ~resentation, it is 
rutile if we take the a ~riori asrect of the argumnet, no~ to ~~-~"­
~trate existence a pricri, "Jut mere!~; to connect the idea of Dei t~-- as _ 
~e conceive of Him in His rerf~ction- with the necessar-y leing, v1hich 
~he Cosmologic~lArgLment gives " 
; . Towards the acc~omrlishment of this much has ~een done 
~Y Hegel and his school. "W~at men call Proofs of God's existence" he 
~1ri tes • are seen to 'Je ways of describing and analyzing the inward move 
tnent of the mind~ Dei\:;nc!in: the Ontological Argument, which "alone"· he 
~ays "is the true one", he writes," nothing ca.r.1. ·Je more obvious than 
~hat anything we think onls or fancy is not on thc_:t account actual, a~d 
~veryjod~ is aware th~t a c0nce~tion and even a' Notion is no match fo~ 
be in~. Still it may not :Je unfair 1~- termed a barbarism in language when 
the name of Notion is given to things like a hundred sovereigns .. Above 
~11, it is w·ell ·to remem'Jer when ttre speak of God we have an object of 
~nother kind than an~ hundred sovereigns, and unlike any farticular 
rotion, conceit, or whatever else it may -_)e styled. The very nature of 
~vrything finite is exrressed ~lY saying that its being in time and sr-ace 
ts discrepant from its notion. God ,on the contrary ,ought to ·Je what can 

f
e "thoug"1t as ~x~_qttn~". His Notion invol v~ 3eing. It is this unit~ of 
otion and Jeing th~t constitutes the notion of God. In God who is 

.nfinite and A~solute there is no contradiction or orrosition ~etween 

1 Geulinx Par.siii II 
2 Malehranche: Entre Sur Metartysic. 
3 Se 3i'lliotheca Sacra': JantJary 1909. K2nt's Philoso1--h~:. 

4 Lindsay:Recent Advances in Theistic Thought,r.219 
5 He gel ':s Logic: Wailace Trans. fj. 87. S'7. 
e Hegel :Phil. of Religion, Vol.II r-.547. 



35 

t~1ought and eKistence, for it is transcended )Y unit~. 

Sur_,.:..crters of this view are not wanting: they are Rothe, ..... 
porner,llrici, Ludhart., Lo~ze, Pflciderer, Greene, Cousin, and others 
~oo numerous to mention. A )rief note of the statement of it oy given :yy 
4:Jor:1e ui' these lllii ~ give a clearer conceiJtiun of the viev,. Dorner ma.in~ai a 
~hat the supreme being c~n )e only as ajsol~te or unconditional, as self 
xistent or o')jectively existent. Fvrther," to think an absolute is to 
im a matter of necessity and the absolute so thought by us must ~e so 
hought of, if thought at all, as existent or possessed of ~Jeing." The ._. 
ery fOSsibilit: of thought is conditioned by the !~solute with Dorner: 

Lit would r)e intolera-:)le" writes Lotze}" to :>elieve of ~ur id~al, that 
~t is an idea produced by the action of thought, ~ut having no existence 
po povrer, and no validit·y in. the world of reality." We are directl~ awae· 
aware of and direct~~- feel theimrossibility of the non-existence of the 
¥ost Perfect. Cousin llas written," all knowledge of trtlth is knowledge · 
p~ God and the ~irect rercerticn of tr~th imflies an_i~direct and 
p.:lScure r-'erce1: t1.:;,n of God .• knowledge 1s _)y nature d1 v1ne." 

Jut th.is mt1st suffice for Historical sketch .. Enot:gh 
'r£1Bterial is outlined in this summary Statement mo give SU~)ject-matter 
for the ~e~s?_ nt, fJ~~:-er; othe~ vie .. ,s will. . oe. incorr~or~ted in so far onl~ 
~s s1~a.ce wl.l.J. aanu.-.; a.-ld tne~ tend to a1d 1n the sussequent treatii,lent 
9r criticism. An] discussi~n, however, of these proofs should Je ~re­
ceeded by an investigation, however summary it mr:..-y ':>e ,_ of the nature of 
~od a_nd his relation. to the v1orld, the nature of. ex:istence ,a nd the 
ttature of r-roof. 

1 Hegel:Logic (~allace} ~.91.2. 
2 Lindsa~: Recent Advances)p. 229. 
3 Lot6e: Microcosmos !1,6?0. (T&T Clarke) 
4 CoLs in :l?ri~iors Fru.~.w.t;;ut,;,,;. i'. z.;,l. 
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GOn ~.~" !-tiS RELATION TO THE UNIVERSE 

Now in these ~roofs 
of God's existence it is not alwa~s evid~nt from the iroofs, isolated 
fr"'om their context, what is the nature.of God the demonstration of 
whose existence is sought, nor the relation of this God to theuniverse. 
Is God the equivalent of the universe: is He the antitilcsis uf the uni­
verse~ Does God mean onl~ the ultimately inex~licaJle natural qrder; or 
d~e~ ~~ wean an ever-active moral reason and rurrose at therciot ~f an 
alwa~s divinely sustained rhysical order ? Can He be considered as 
transcendent and not i.mmanent or as immanent and not transc~ndent or 
must tte Je thoug~1t of as ~)oth tracscendent and immanent. If the imman­
ent agency of God in the world Je assumed which of the alternatives is 
to c)e chosen" Pantheism,which frankly identifies God with the world, .or 
a Theistic concer;tion in which a synthesis iS aimed at :Jetween the 
notions of an immanent wotld princirle and a 0eing that in its es;:;ent-

1 ial nature transcends the w-orld of manifestation." 
For Socrates God vras the oen~~icient will who r:.roduced 

the universe and continued +.C' guide it, while i:lato conceived of the 
Gorr~~ ~·~e idea of the Good as the souree from which all "intelligi'Jle 

2 -)eings derive their ~)eing and their essence", as the "universal ~tJ!}'::>r 
/of a 1 things ~Jeautiful and rig:ht, r:arent of Lieht and of the lord of 
'light in this visi 1le world, and the immanent sot!rce of reason and trtJth 

2 in the intellectual~" Thus this God of Plato is not merely an ajstr-~t. 

3 s~atem of .ideas, not the "st.r reme term of Die;.~.ac-'(,ic and of L:::;ve.", not 
a mere a3stracti..,in ..... r J.Ogical enti t~ v1i thot t cor.sciotlsness, '.Jut an 
existent intellectual 3eing. "And,O Heavens" ,vrrites Plato in the So~h..i.. 
ist "can we ever )e mde to ~elieve that motion and life ~nd sovl and 
mind are not ~res~nt witb rerfect ·Jeing? Can we imagine that jeing is 
devoid of life and mind and exists in awft.l unmeaningness, an everla.St-

4 ing fixture." 3ut with Plato there was God AND Nature: God was ~n 
Architect or Denivrge \'Tho :Jrought into oreder -:;ut of 1 re-existing mater 
ial, ther.=-resent universe and ruled it ac.:;ordine to reason in-its detaiL 
This is also true of the syste:1 of Aristotle, who reco~nisec. a dualism 
of~ @~8 and :., {vrTts. ~od is Pure Actuali t1r, t he A'Jso1vt; Perfectjon 
the rul in~ 1-rinc ir.le o~ th~ wholeo~ ,:1nature, tl:. roc~~1 //f)'t <;; causing it 
to develor.e and actual1ze 1n ~n orcerl~: and harmon1ous m<J.nner. Jut 
fPrt~~r," D"'i t:· is an Animal that is everlasting and most excellent iLl 

1 3aldwin Dictt:)nar~J:l.€90, Prof. Onnond of frinceton. 
2 Rert:'.11 icv 509~.; 51 ?a. VII. 
3 Janet and Seailles IIJl .254. 
4 Sorhist 24&)e. 
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nature; so that with the deit~ life and durati~n ~re uninterrupted ahd 

eternal: -ror this is the verYJ essence of G<Dd." He has intelLigence and 
• ~ / (I / / ---- . J ., t tr Tl J/ ~ vtJ ~ r t S' v" 1-f o<i..uJ s Vc.r>t () 1 ~ 

On the other hand, the Stoic doctrine was, to cs(~ the term-
inolog~~ of Janet and Seailles, a • Cosi!lotheism' a doctrine which deifi­

'es the world~ This is Monistic rather than Dualistic: G6d id identified 
with nature. "Qt~id aliud est natura c1uam Deus?" Vis Det:m naturem vocare~ 
Non r-eca'uis~· Tanquam natura sit Deus mundo l,ermixtus. n God is Hi m~r:-1·~ I 

.,-; /"tWTI>v /lt/1/Ttrr~: He is wvWa~ 5'1~ j~'VJwv ,1Jt4..,~v~ 
4 ~lso, "~~"i(. n;;xv, ~ SJtf ~J,jov ~ ~V£.5tV" 

T!1ese three views are corn.)Lied in the theor~: of the Nee­
Platonic or Alexandrian scho~l of thought, which acc~rted a three fold 
God, theOne, the Intellieence, ano the Soul, three h~r-ostases, corres~­
onding resrectivell to the God of Plato, the God. of Aris~~t~0 dnd the 
God of the Stoics. This Trinit~ su~~e~~ the Trinit~ of Christian T~eo­
log~. Jet -;;,4~~.c~ J..S a fundamental difference in the concer:tion of God .. 
The Christian doctrine ser,arated Goc: entirel~· from the world in the do.g 
trine of creatio ex nihilo and conceived of Him tLS transcendine nature 
~et )'J ;lis l':ill and Freedom giving the world eKistence and develor:ing 
it ~)~- His di~ect sur:;ervision. '' o-u fA<T,uoLS ~ 77t.x'v--;-a _; Jl(~\. · ~ •d-- ·-(-o 

5 

6 
8 

I f) J I / ,~ ./ _l "') ~ L}._ 
. VA~t«-d.. ul)t) 1'11ou..V ~\ 'PI</tor:P'1o~V", writes t~1e author of the 
Ar-ocal~:rse and St Augustine, quoting fr.::>m "Genesis", "God saw th2.t it 
w~s go~d", adds " Gad ~ade all things )y His Word,and He made ~lP~ ~0-
cause the~T we-:·'e go-:d ," and again "Thou didst sr"~~: and thes were made 
and in thy Word Thou mad est th~~e things." Jet God is more t:1 an the 
.Creator of th·~ ~-ri-rverse. The Christian Theism, was, ~s Dr. Sand.a~ has 
'·rel.l maintained ,a timely correction of the tendencies ·ai thin contemr~o r 
ar~: Jt1daism. Arising otJt or Jucais~, it or~rosed- _l;he rigid a0strac·t ic" ea 
of Oneness of the Jew jy insistine through its doctrine of t~e Trinity 
that God is" Not a mere M(;nad, self-ccn~.c-.:d,self-a:)sor0ed, without · 
sco1.e. for ~1e eX\jJ.~0.t.se of t:1e highest affection within itself as t:. 
admit of a ~erfect interchange and reeiprosit~ of those affections 
vritnin itself, but a M9nad so distri~uted within itself,asit were, as 
to admit of a r erfect interchange and recir-roci ty of those affections 
vrhich ea~ exist only as Jetween rersons": it harked )aCl{ from the 

1 Metarhysics: XII,?, XII,9 
2 Seneca, De 3enefic.IV. Quaest. Natura II,45. 
3 Lactant, Div .Instit.VII 3 {Janet & Seailles r.2C4 
4 Dog. L. VII, 156. ·• 
5 Revelation IVall. 
€ Civ. Dei IX,20 : Con.~r~sions XI,S 
'7 H~st;nr::J "1I')le Dictionary:Vol.II ,r.20e (GOD) 
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" strainine after a. concer-ti on of t~e su.,-.c·c.u·.: uo d or s· l reoe 3eingc' 
as transcend in~ -c'-1c v.Juui tions of finite existence", to a more ;rim­
i ~,i ve anthrol. omor1.-l1 i8\1lof a God in directrelaticn to the t;ni verse of 
r.ersons and things~. The Christian view affirmeC! the existence of a 
Personal, Ethical, Self-revealing, living and infinite God,also the 
creation of the world )y Him, His transcendence over it an~ His holy 
and \·rise government of it for moral ends. 

This view ~as held in its essentials lY a certain ~~~­
tion of the Scholastics some of whom even di~ n~~ acce~t the proofs 
as conclusive. The~ ·-1a.sed ~~leir Theodicy :.n the doctrines of Aristotle 
u.n.d St. Augustine. Thomas Aquinas the 'Jest rerresentative and the high 
ets authority, held that God in Himself was Pure Actualit·y, the A.)sol­
ute Perfection; not the form of the ~Jody nor the soul of the war ld, ·Jut 
the·efficient cause of all creatures and was self-su~~istent. God is 
according to him, distinct from his creatures, )ut God and the created 
thing taken together d~· not form a tertium quid greater than God Rim-. 
self for God is Infinite. Aquina .._ replied to Aristotle's arguments for 
the eternit1 of matter and thought that Aristotle did not seriovsl~ 
hold this thesis. 3ut he held that the doctrine that the world :1ad a 
':leginning cannot 'Je r.roved ·Jy reason ,)ut can only bP- .... ~·--:a·Jlished .J~ 
faith. God r·ossesses Intelligence an~ m.'ill ·)-y which he created the 
world and l~ ~hich h~ ~ns conceived of the universal order,~roduce~ 
that order a·,~/d rules all things: He is the efficient eKemrlary and 
final cause of all things. He is also a Person. 0{:-~0sing this vie':,' 
which may .Je called the orthodoK Christian doctrine of God·, was :~. 

sr-ecies of fan theism qr Cosmotheism develo.~..ed frv .. 1 i~eoJ.P latonism. In_ 
the works of Scotus Zri~ena, the Alexandrian influence is most 
eviden·t. He divides )eing into l_crc~ans non dreata; 2 creata et cr·eans 
3 ere a ta et non creans, and 4 non cr·cans non ere a ta.. Ofthese God is ·! 

the first and the world, is the third. God is the substance, the true 
and onl!' es:3ence of all finite things: cr:·ation is a processii:on from 
God. He and His creatures are one: "Deus est omne vere· est". Our life 
and all nature c..re a manifestation of the hidden God. So that the .C-i 
of . Aristotle is a lso~uur~and is eternal, else ;Jefore God ere a ted H~ 
was not. Either cr::ation is eternal or God is not eternal. This is .. 
also the theor~· :;f Master Eckhart of. the fourteenth centur-y, as well 
as of Am.alric of 3ena and David of Dinant. "Omni~ s~·nt Deus et Deus 
est mmnia:creator et creatura, i 1~~"~ Deus: omnia unum esse Deum~ /V0 ['~ 

1 Hastings Diet. II,~.20€. 
2 Se. Orr: Christian View of God and the World/L~37-9C. 
3 Summa Teol. :I,Ia,q4: q3,:.8: II,Ia,ql03,a3·: q'7,al: 

I , I a , q29a4~: ·45aC cone 1. : I , I a, ;2.: ..... 1 •...... 
4 De Di, i.iiv1l6 i~a:tura 
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and materia 1-rina,according to David of Dinant, c:re identical else ·~herE 
would )e ahigher concert in which the~; are tlnited and this concer-t woulc 
·Je 1~eecisel~ the identi t~ of God with the materia :r:-rima. 

Descartes, in his definition of God given ajove, indicates 
tba t he was discussing the idea of a God of the same nature as that of 
the Scholastics of the Traditional Chri~ti~n t~~e. God is the cause of 
everything and himself the uncaused or self-existent. This causa sui is 
not to ~Je taken in a negative sense ~ut in ~ ,..osi -~i. v o, .r vr irJ. uud ti1e 
formal cause ~r QSSence is analogous to the efficient cause: His essencE 
is the cause of His existence. God is also the Author of all truth: 
sinc·e vrillingness to de-ceive would ·Je an imferfection. Error is due 
ne-ither to the :povrer of willing nor to th~ p ..,wer of understanding, .Je­
cause each in itself is rerf :3ct in its kind, 3ut rather to lack of 
restraint of will. God cannot deceive if these"faculties" are riehtly 
used. Then again God is not onl~ the source of all certainty and .truth 
including the "eternal truths" and the cause of Himself ~Jut He is also 
the preserver or the conserver of this s~stem of eternal truths, sr.iri t­
ual ·)eings and ma ~ter. It is not easy, ~O~'T,'?Vt:!~, ~:- unrt~rstA.nt! cl:'"'~.-rl1"' 

and distinctly the relation, accordine to Descartes, :letween the war ld 
and God. The relation.of Thought and ~~y in his "Passion de Lame" is 
dualistic and interactionary, and this is evident!~ intended throughout 
l1is works. God v1as Deus ex. machina. Yet in some r.assages,eg."Fo:r ~J~ 

aature considered in general I now understand nothinr; more than ~od Him 
self,or the order and dis:rositi:Jn esta.llished J~ God in created things 
and -lY nature in ;:articular I understand the assem")lage of all God has 

given me. •, \·fhile God ai. pears as the laH of the constructi:)n of ~~e 
universe as distineu ish ed fro~~~ -~ .... c; universe itself', there is a hint 0f 

the chan~e f.(\.J!.u" Deus et natura" to "Deus sive ~aturc::.". 
For Geul incx Goc is the eternal mind of the uni ver'S(' throu·o-h ..... 

n-hose action or co-or.eraticn the hur.1an mind derives its ideas of o'Jjects 
~xternal to itself; God ts also for him as for- Descart ~s the creator of·. 
both the matter and of the minds manifest in the universe. ID1ile, accor-d 
ing to Malebranche,God is the infinitel~ rerfect ~eing: the ·idea of the 

~
. nfini te and of God are one . and the same thing. He is the"t~ni versal 
e~ng, ~he 3eing of 3eines", t?e Sole inte~ligent Jeing,t~e Sole Cause • 

. h1s Sr:1noza develor.es yet ftJrther. He def1nes God as "Su;Jstance con-

ttituted ·)l' an infinit-y of attri~Jutes, each of which ~xpresses ~n -

ternal and infinite ess-ence." In this theor~ .th'e dualsim of Descartes 
~s resolved mnto a monism. God is the Absolute 3einz, an Infinite 
$u~stance fOssessine an infinite n~m)er of infinite attri~utes. Of these 

1 Al)ert Magnus :Summa Theol.I 4 20 
2 S~inoza: Ethica;I,Der.e. 
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infinite at-~ri'Jut:~·s l'fe kn~Y.r onl~- two, exten.3ion and thought : all else 
1fri th which we are acquain-:ed are modes of extension and thoLght. Goc1, 
according to Srinoza, j_s also the cause of evr~thine:He is the free 
cause and onl~ free cause, thot~gh not as excluding necessi t~ :)ut com­
r~clsion; an immanent and not transcendent cause. 

With this and esrecially the latter Leilnitz does not 
entire!~ agree. For him God is an all-wise, all-skillful,architect who_ 
~as instituted a harmony .)et weeD all the monads of the universe. He . 
evidentl '; is not thou~rht of as the creator ex nihilo of the uni V8l'~-.;.;, 1. f&l 
' . ~ 

~he suD total of themonads, )ut as the law ~f t:10 structur·e of the 
~;rh:;le. "God is the first r\;u.son or cause :Jf things" ,aooolutel-y r~erfect 
in power j in .• isdom and in goodness~ God is Personal. God is also a 

ferson according to Locke's concer.tion of Him. He is a"sur.erior, wise, 
~~owerful in vi si 'Jle .Jeing", an" Eternal, Omniscient, Omnir-otent Cogi tat-
~ve Sfirit": the God of ~he Christian JelYef chamrioned b~ 3erkele~ 
bgainst the Deists. According tb these Deists, God is DeDs ex machina 
and exercises Onl-y a general r.rovidence Of the universe; Vlhile Jerkele Y 
~aintained that God was transcendent as well as intimate!~ conpec~ed 
I . 

~ith the universe, exercising a direct control and care of nature and 
~an. Similar was the nature of the God the evidence for whose existence 
~Lme so careful!~ criticised. for the argument of his Dialogues rur­
~orts to ·Je reearding the na·t'~re of God , whether the ordinar~ anthror,o­
morrhic a~relations are exrressive of real attri)utes of the ~erfect 
Peing or merel~ man•s attempted charac :,erizaticns of the incomr-rehensi­
~'.)le ancl t.:nknown. Not of other nature is. the God, vrhich is the Sunmum 

i
onu~, the Divine Personality, whom Kant in his Critique of Pure Judge-
ent sets forth as t:1e ·)eing who satisfies the demands of Practical rs 
eason, and whose existence, in his CritiqDe of Pure Reason he ende~vcu 

. o show can· ot 'Je dei!lonstrated -)Y sreculative reason or r~roof. "This 

f
. oral theoloe~_" he vrri tes, "h:=1s the r-eculiar advantase 1 in ~vn i;1·o.s·c. wi. th 
reculative theology) of leadiag enevita01~ to the co'ncer-tion of a sole 
erfect and Rs.tivual First Cause, whereof Sr:eculative theology does not 
ive us any indicati~n on o)jective grounds · Jfar less any convincing 

~vidence. For we fihd neither in transcendental nor in natural theology 
~owever far reason may lead us in thes-e, an~· grond to warrant us in 
~~suming the existence of o~e onl'j" 3eing) which stands at the head uf 

~11 nature.l causes nnd on which these are entire!] der-.~endent. On thP 
bther hand, if we take our stand on m~ral unit~ as a necrs~ary law of 
the universe, and turther from thi.s i:Oint of view consider what is nee-

1 Theodic~:sec.?, 
2 Locke :essay Jk.I ,4,cn. ; IV ,10, 13. 
3 Hume : Dialogues; ~.390. 
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necessary to give this law adequate efficienc17 and .. ,_r~r us, o:)ligator·~ 
form, we must come to the conclusion thct there is one onl11 su1~reme ·:.·ri ill 
which comrrehemdsall these laws in itsel;f. For how, under different 
wills, shot:ld vve find comr:lete unit1 of ends? This wili must )e omni­
l-Otent that all nature and its relation to morali t~ in the world ma~ ~Je 
su:)ject to it:omniscient, that it may have knowledee of the most secret 
feelines and thus moral worth : omnirresent, that it ma~ )e at hand to 
su~r-l'Y every neces~;it~ to which the highest vreal of the world ma~ ~.).Vi:J 
rise: eternal) that -~~.i~- 11o.rmon-y :_;f li0ert~ and nature may n~vcr fail~~ 

In the ssstem of Fichte as exrres::;ed in his "On The 
3elief in th-e Divine Gover~mel).t of the World•, this moral beine of Kant 
is not reauired as the sause of the moral order and law for the active 

~ ,, 

and 1 i vine moral order, which- is absolutelli first is itself God. 3ut 
later he held that the moral order was absor·oed in the Divine 3eing 
who is the one and the Absolute. "W• in our unaltera)le nature are )ut 
knov1ledge, R~rresentation and Ccncer.tion." God is everything and the 
world is not at all. We and everything are manifestations of Go0. 

•schelling's Theolog!J- is like Fichte's, an Idealistic Pantheism•. While 
Hegel conceives of the God not only as the Universal 3eing in Itself, 
Su)stanoe, jut Absolute Sririt. For him all reality is ideal. The idea 
is the first reason of all things, which in externalizing itself forms 
nature and in returnine into itself )ecomes Spirit, so that Sfirit is 
the cpnsciousnes.; of an idea, the Idea aware of and knowine itself. God 
is absolute TRUTH: He is A~Jsolute Sr:,irit. He is the all- knowing Idea 
Pt:re and A~Jso~ute, Self-consciousness. 

Lotze thought of God as an inward Sl iri tual I-·rincirle 
or a creative v·ror ld soul, and la )Ours to show thct the 1 ro~fs canno-t 
demonstrate the G(:5d o.f the Chi:.;tiu.n or :::;c.~.-~isf~ vl~e .cel.it;i~us conception 
of a God. Schor.enfiauer, wi tt'l his "Will", and Hartmann, vri th his•unconsc:bu3 
also maintained the imnanence of a GOd,though unconscious, was -yet 
oojectif-sine himself in Nature. The Evoluti~nists when they discuss 
Theism, recoenise the "God of the Theologians" and distinguish Him from 
t:1e unknown and the Unknowable. "The rower of which the universe is the 
manifestation is imr.enetra·)le." Similar!~- Hamilton, develoring the 
doctrine of Kant, held that a•God understood would 'Je no God atall".dut 
this •someth ing unconditioned ·.)e-~ ond the sr-here of all comr~rehensi .)le 
reality" was not the Unknovra)le of the Evolutic)nist. 0lrt a Gee" f'ar trans. 

1 Dialectic of Pure R~ason:r.493 
2 Doctrine of Religion Lecture V. 
3 Janet & Seailles I Id . 334. 
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~Pndin('f hPrn~n ~omrr~l:"'nsi~n.. !~~ns0.1 also main~aine~ t:1a"t GOd's :;.t-f.,ri·Ju­
tes differed not ;nl~ in deeree )Ut also in kind from those of man. To 
whic~1 Mill answered that a God not. in some '.ra1 t:ndersto,:,d would. Je no 
God for there was no knowledee there could Je no Jelief. True sa)s Comte 
we do not know therefore there is no God other than the totalit~ of 
h~manit~ which is the surreme Jeing. 

3ut there is no need for further historical outline. ~e 
P'lieht continue like Simonides in asking for one da.~ more in v1hich to 
find a sui ta-)le defini ti:Jn of God, and then tvfo daJs more and then cont­
tint.all~ extneding the time at no time find ourselves c<;>mr:etent for the 
task ::~'"' ~.it.L·icul-~v or clearl~~ sa·uinP' what is meant ·,)~ the term God has 

~ w J ~ ~ 

'Jecorne indeed forrnida~Jle with the altered Philosorhical stan(}r oint of 
m.odern times) ··>ut the Theists now claim that 'y~ Theism " no def"ini ti:.n 
of the Div~ne is either attemr.ted or reqtJired~ • Mr~ 3radley'.s discuss­
ion", writes Mr. Seth," seems to 1:-le to I rove that the attemr t, meta­
~h~sically, scientifically,or literally, to deter~ine the A)solute ~s 
such,is necessaril~ barren. When the definition is not a mere tautology 
it a comrlex of negatives, and if not technicall~· untrt;e, it has in 
its sug_.estions the effects ·of an untruth." The Christian conception has 
after all altered Qut little) and though at one time transcendence and 
at another i~anence ma-y have ')e--::n considered, the one at the ex1.ense of 
the other,to )e the essential characteristic, until at ~resent there is 
an attemr-t to com~)ine and reconcile the two- for some modern Theists 
or Theomonists, ? .. t least maintain that " to-da~·s acquaintance vri th the 
extent and methods of nature,com1els t:1e choice .Jetween divine vacLity 
and divine irrunanencA",so that" Theomonism stands for the valid unificat 
ion of the immanent and the transcendent in t:1e Divine Perscnali t~ which 
is revealed in nature a.s we know it and therefore throt:ghou·~ the un ;_ver s 
;·)e~:ond oLr kncwled~e"; u.uu uod, whose ernanati~-n, the universe, Lis dis­
tinct· fro~, rel~ted to and de~endent u~on"its source, is at the same 
:time t~.1e distinct source of nature's grandest unified total it~ and the 
lever present secret spring of its minutest w·orkines" : vrhile others 
iequally anxious to guard against Pantheism hold that the "A:Jsolute S~n­
;thesis is God; and there can 3e no other God": He is "The All and the 
I 

tAll is a one of 3eing"; which is, on the finite su)jective side) Exr~eri-
ience) t:-~e given of \7hieh contains oein~ Unconditioned and Iomanent in 
~he Conditioned)ie. the NOtion and on the o~jective side,theGreat Totali 
:it~-, the Unc~ndi tioned ·1eing condi tionine itself in the modali tj of Time 

1 · 3allard : The !rue God ~.e. 
2 Seth : Theism , r. 5g (_Re Ar~l earance and R~ali t~·) 
3 3allard : i 'Ji d I-. 86, 15€ , 157. 
4 Laurie : S~nthetica; Vol.II,1.69. 
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1nd Srace in the form of the Dialectic, ie.Actualit~:Hemust )e "F~e~ing 

and L~ve as well as 3einz One and Eternal, Reason-universal ~nd the Sum 
:>f Ideals." and furtl1er I!lan~ 1 of divergent vit?''IS, eg. Liddon, Martineat:, 
tJohn ?a ire~, Illingwortl} and Pr'?f. ~wattin, are equall~ an xi :;us to su·)-
~tantla~e the concert1~n cf Hldcl~ert who rra~ed, 

"Intra cuncta, nee inclusos; 
Extra cuncta, nee exclusus."- it is 1racticall~ a GvC. 

~
f this .. j,~-~L..c~ wi1ici1 the r.roofs have at all ,ti~s been erorloyed to 
e::~onstrate. It is this that the critics have -11ad in mind vrhen treating , 
~he r.roofs and vrhen conclusi:.:;;ns :1ave ~)een a~taincd the:· have .)een that 
~11 the claims for the~roofs )~ the Theists cannot ~e full] sustantiat­
~d, so th~ the SLfilantine God, when a God was demanded or ~rc~osed )~ 
the argument, was generally"the God of the Theologians" shorn of H-is 
fersonal or of some other distinctive attributes. Deism has jecome entir 
. ly"out ;f date". The mechanical theor·~ of the universe has given way to 
he orr;ainic cmncer:.,tion in modern thought and that has oroueht along 
ri th it a vievr of God ',s relation to the universe in a ,::eneral wa·;; anal a 
_ous to the relation of the so1;l and t~1e ·)od·~· This is not unlike the 
iew of the Stoics and in ~ore recent time~ that of Lotze and is )Ut a 
illing of the content of Hegel' s A!Jsolute and also is the view of G. T. 
echner, Prof. James Royce and Prof. A. J. 3ruce) the two former of whom 

Jelieve ultimate0 in one All-inclusive ~-:ind, a World- soul vrhich has no 
ther content than us withal: other creatures like and unlike us. Jut 
here is not general asreement as t~ the manner or extent of the trans­
endence and of the imrs.anence. One w·ho writes," There is no 1>-..~int of 
{Jace no a to::· of t1a t ter, jt;t God i..; t .... 0r·..:;: lJ.v i- ..... .:.1-'- ~ vf ~t· ir .i ~ u,uJ. 110 

~·~>J .. oJ \Ji..' ~oul, ·)vt God is there) And ~ret finite matter and fini .~o sr. iri t 

t
1

:'to not exhaust God .• God is infinite and tr·anscends matter and st--irlt, 
nd is different in k i_ntl froG the finite universe", also confesses," as 

. he A:Jsolute Cause, God must contain in Himself rc.,tentially, too ground 
of Conscio11saess, of Personc..li t~ -~·es of unconsciousness and im1.ersonal 
i ty. Jut to alllY these terms to him seems a vain attemr--t to fathom the 

3 ~'0ys_s of the Godhea.d and rer-:Jrt the soundings" 
Accordingly the rro.Jlem 0efore us is whether the rroo·fs 

I
re conclusive as to a God of the nature ~~ich in each case ~~e~ have 
laimed t. -)e demanded, whether l"9 the nat1.1re of thouo-~1t ''~nn of thi.n~s 
he~ conclusively demonstrate the existen6e of a God and the nature ;t 
he God which can '3e concltJded fr.Jn them. W~.1ether these arevments will 

~r1a.Jle us to so reason that " seen at its hizhestJ .•. and with fuller 
~n~ight, ~~is ~orld ~ay t~rn out.to ?e )ut a:rearance and God the ulti-

4 mate real1 ty d1solos1ne H1msr,lf 1n tnat ver~· a. rearence". 3ut befor··e 
r.roceeding some attemrt must '1e made to review and examine in outline 

$Ome theories of the nature of existence and of the existence of God. 
1 LaLrie: 8ynthetica· v01 2 1 ~61&141. 
3 ~u also lllingworth: Divine Immanence 

11 Cht:rch Qua.rterl~ Oct.l908,Art.5. 
3. Theodore Parker: Quoted in A. 3. aruce: Ar:Jlogetic, r: .136 
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EXISTENCE 
When the solution of 

the ~ro~lem of existence, and esr-eciall~ cf a)solute existence is 
attempted difficulties arise in evers direction. Here the questi)n is 
ooncernin~ the existence of Deit~ or Absolute existence and there has 
'.leen 'a co~fusion of existence, in intellectu, in IJOsse, in esse and in 
re. When Philosophers or Theol:J~iu.u.a G.rgue for the" existence" of God· 
or attemr-t t~ ~eiilOnstrate the :propositi:Jn, "God is", what kind of exist 
ence is tho~.ght of? Is existence equivalent to Being in ;~~ll its variant 
shade s of meaning? Can existence like "being be :-_ffirmed of an-ything 
not onl~- "actualities" or "realities" ·)ut propositions, whet~er true o 
or false, or of the ter1:s which may 3e ~sed in an·y pror.osition? Th_is 
is the existence olamro 'J1 Anselm for the idea of God as. the startine 
!JOint for t~1e demonstration· of the existenoe of God. God existed in 
intellectu, ~1ut 1he proof was to show thct God existed also in esse 
and in re. Does existence when attri~uted to God, then, mean in contra 
distinotion to existence in idea, existence existenoe in timP and 
spa'ce,or again is it to 'be ta'kfD.n ~-s a simple undefinable term indicat~ 
ine unity and determinateness and giveness in the existent7 Or may an 
other ster:~ -·)e taken and it ~Je held with Pror. 3ain, that "existence _is 

2 ~ut a name ror en unreal notion" '.Jecause it has no negative, and this 
:)ea r:-1-lied to the existence of Deity. To Hegel the simrlest term of 
thought is ~Jeing. ·We cannot think less about anything than when we 
merely sat that it is. Jeing-the a)stract "is" -is nothin~ du~iuite and 
nothing atleast is. Bein..; ~J.lJ not-Jd ng are thus identical. A view not 
contr~aic~ory to this was obtained b~ H"me in his discussion"Of The 
Idea of Existence; a~d of External exist.enre", where he wri ·~es, "The -~ 
idea of existence, then is the very same with the idea of what vre con..:-~ 
cei -rfe to je existent. To refleot. on anything simrJly and to reflect ~n 
it as existent are nothing different from o:-,e another. That idea, \!then 
con-joined with the idea of an object, makes no addition to it. What-
ever we conceive we oonceive t~ ~)e existent. An1r idea we please to fonm 
is ;the idea of a jeing, and the idea of a ')eing is an·y idea 111e r.lease 

1 to form." 3ut of the r.roposi ti-:>n under discussion here ie. ''God· is~ 
or "There is a God" ,as arroros_ition, it is quite evident that it i~rl i 
es for most mind~3 at least, what May ":>e termed ·"real· o.Jjective exist­
ence". It is,accotding to Venn, "merely a logical a)~reviation for"God 
is existent,ie.,we are ~ere making a distinct ~redication a~out Deity 

1 H.ume: Treatise on Human Nature,Vollr,.370{Green &Grose) 
2 Deductive L~gic ,r.59. · 
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t
hat he is not m.er.el~- a conceivJ.'Jlc o·Jject of tll~ught. ·Jut :Jne wh~c~ 
xists outside ~f oLr imagination and can have h1s existence ver1f1ed 
n some way. In other words J thoueh merely logical e)(istence cannot ·Je 

intelligi 'Jl~7 predicated in as much as it is r-resu~:t=:sed necessaril~ ·J~7 

the terms, yet the Sf-ecial kinc of existence which we call OJjecti\r~ 0!' 

~XI=erie~ti~l can )e so ~re~ic~~e~. ·It is no~ im~lied_)y ~he use of the 
term •. l. t J..ti a r-erfectl~· f1 t su JJect of log1cal r.red1cat1on. 'l!o say 
rGod is existent", if existence here mean nothine more than logical 
onceivabili ty or rredicabili ty, vrould -,)e a mere pleonasm; ~Jut to make 
he sane assertion in the narrower sense of existence, is to utter a 
erfectly consistent ~ror~osi titJn. • Hume had written: "When we affirm, that 
od is e>eistent, we simply form the idea of such a '.Jeing as he is rer-re­
ented to us; nor is the existence which we attri.)ute to him, conceiv-. 
d :Jy a ~rticular idea,which we join to the idea of his other qualiti-
s,and can a&ain separate and distinguish from them .• The cmncept~:Jn of 
he existence of any o)ject is no additton to +~c sim[le conce~tion of 

. t." Is Mr. ~~i_ll ~ot justified, then, in including it among the univer-
al rredicates? Prof. 3ain not only denies this, as Mr. Hume might, )Vt 

loo claims that all such l- ror:;osi tions, not excer-ting that ~f the exist­
nee of Die~y, are ·Jut a J·)reviations or ellir.tical expressions of co­
xistence or succession .. He vroulat resolve the r-ro'.llem of the existence 
f· God into "a question as to the first cause of the universe and as to 
he continued exerti~n of that Cause in rrovidential su~eri~tca~G~ue~ 
gainst Mill's rer-l~r,"I ;r ..... a~~ tihat the decision of questions of exist­
nee ~~uaLl~ if not always der.encs on a frevious question of either 
ausation or co-existence. 3ut existence is nevertheless a differant 
hing from causati:;n or co-existence and can ·Je pr· dicated a1)art from 
hem. The meaning of the abstract name of existence, and the co'.notat- ... 
on of the concrete name :Jeing, consist, like the mean in;:; of all other ' 
ames. in sensati.Jns or states of consciousness: their 1~eculiari t~· is 
hat to exist, is to excite or be capa~Jle of exci tine any sensations or 
tates of consciousness: no maater what ·Jut it is indisrensi'Jle that 
here 3e some".... 3eing. . is the name for Something taken in the most 
omr;rehensive sense of the word.", 3ain contends , "that for thf' neanin P' 

f existence we neeo alura ~r~ to rei er to some or the other attributes of-..> 
he things; that as n.n inder.-enc:~nt attri ·~Jute, it is devoid of all real 
tandine." Itim~lies always a "definite set of conditi~ns of time,rlace 
nd circumstance." This is exam~lified bj the tor,ia here in hand. Mr~ 
a in endeavours to show thct the 1-ro :fs of Goc~' s existence are 1-roofs of 

1 Em~irical Logic ~:2,3. 
2 ~reatise :r~394,5. r.371. 
3 Deductive Logic, P.lO? 

4 LOgic; Vol. I ,r .113 (Quo.ted 3ai n: Dissertation IV a,~ 
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~r inqviries into the manner of the com:nencement of the universe and 

of its maintainance and contr.ol. This ls trt:e of Thomas 3rovrn' s and of 
bugal d Stewart • s as well as of Desc::.-...rtes' trec;.t~ .... ::..L.l.-~ ._;;: ~11 e r- roofs of · 
existence. 3-y it, it Ci~- ... -Gu.rs to ~Je ~eant) that the rr:<.)IS for G<id' s 
exie.> "ence are staten.nts of tl1e results of an examination in·~'- tile fh)si 
cal universe given o~jectivel~ in exrerience with a view to the dis­
cover~ of a certain or an~ attri -Jute of· that universe which v1ill aor­
resr-ond. to a quali t~- or "mark" contr_-:.inec L1 the concert God. Jut is 
t~is certain? Is not the existence of God according ~ the ~r~ofs some 
thing more than this? Does not the argument from gesign or order .. in the 
universe attemr-t to go :.oeyond the rr ·sence of that design t\.; its ori.:; i nJ 
does not the Causation argument r:ur1~ort to go Jeyond it all to an 
existent First Cause unoaused and distinct fro2 yet related to t~e 
universe? In regard to any o)ject which m~! ~~ ~~i~ to exist, its exis 
tence do~q ~o~ ~e1enfi on its attri)utes jut is the frius of its at~ri·l 
utes. Surel~ Mr·. Mill is ~ more acc;ur&.te w:hen he sa~s th:it "existence 
is neverthAleSs adifferent thins from caus~tion or CO-eXistence• and 
that"tc.1 exist is t.:; excite or ·)e cara1'lle of exciting an~-:- ser~satie;r,s or 
states of consciousness." Kant thus viev1ed existence for in distins­
uishing the concer-t of an o3ject and the conce:r:-tion of it as e.&ist.i.u~ 

he argues that in the case. of :_:..n vJjec-c of sense it is impcssi '3le to 
confuse the conc~l-' ~.~ion of the thing with its existence, •• fort he conce i~ t­
ion merel! enajles me to cogitate an o~ject as according with the gen 
eral conditions of exr .. erience;while the existence of the O-)ject 1~ermi ts 
me to cogitate it as contained in the sr-·here of actual exrerience." 
This a1~:r- lies a lso to the cancer: t of God, in fact, "whatever ·Je the cont.;, 
ent of our conce1.tion of an o~jest, it is necessary to go 1eyond it,if 

1 ~e wish to rredicate existence of the o)ject." "Find any riece of exi~ 
tence'' writes another," take anything an~one coulC. call a fact or could 
in any sense assert to have )eing, and then judke if it does not con­
s1ist in sentient ex~erience .. When the exr:;eriment is made strictly, I 
cbn conceive of nothi~g than the experi~n~~~.· " For me ex~erience is 

2 the samP as rt:l~ 1 i_ "!:~T·, writes ~r 3radley, so when t:1e same writer discus:; 
e~ t:1e Ontological Proof the same writer urges its inabili t~" to r-rove 
.not a r;erfection ~Jut a rerfection which ma"1- "exist" out of m-y thought!' 
Hisview like Mill's or-roses 3ain's statement: he claims th<t the "attt 
ibt:tes" or "content" or "what" 1-oints to something :)eyond and cann..:..-~ 

2exist by itself." Whilethe su'Jject i~ n0ve.c a mere "that", amere exist 
ent, for in fact exlist\int and content ar·e inser--ara~)le, yet the "w·hat" 
i.;:; l".Kf~ the"that•, and to prove the existence it i.s net sufficient to 
demonstrct e only the content. His Definition is·-"3y existence, taken 

1 stricti:, I mean, a temporal series of events or facts and this series 
r'--is not throughout direct!~ elq::erienced. It is an ideal construction 

from the )asis of what is r.resented. 3ut thou::rb r.artl- . de·>l ' . 
series is not wholl~ so. For it leaves its content 1n~tfie ·rotm5Rf11 a 
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farticulars_ and theit:t: :e.d~ate conjunctio1: of .)eing :'nd qualit1 is no~ 
thoro~~hly Jroken up. Tn1sness, or -~e 1rrelevant c~ntcnt is retained, 
in short, excer~t so far as it is required to form a s.eries of events. 
And thoush ·the even~s of the whole s0ries are bot rerceived they must 

g 'Je taken as vrha t is in its character fercer~ ti '.Jle." This a1 t-ears to 
j·Je a more satisfactor~ statement tl1 an any of the af _ r8men tioned. ~he 
r.ro)lem here is an ultimate one vrhich tl1is rar.er cannot r.retend to 
solve. "Existence" is a simrle and indefina )le term, ~'et it should )8 

carefull~ distinguished from "Jeing". Or in other words, the different 
kinds of existence ou,~ht to :)8 carefull~- dist•inguished, ie. the e&ist­
ence ~ndPrstood when we sr-eak of an o·Jject,eg. thi;=-J ta:)le at which I 
am sitting, or the man vrhom I see in front of me an whom T )Glieve to 
)8 nore than cerely what I see and that which is L111 ...... .i.eri when we thinl;: 
of a r-erfect circle. There a.~.--e tvro defini tel~- distinct universes of 
conversativu :l.lere. 3oth of these have,at one time or another, aeen in­
clvc1ec~ in ·:he definition of God and the tceatments of the1~rocfs of His 
~xistence.- As a witness of the one mav be noted Vacherot's attempt to 
give an Ontological turn to Ps~chology, vrhich has r·esul ted as M. Caro 
so clearly indicates in His "L'Idee de Dieu•,in giMing a "shadowy Diity 
- a God ~:rho is a figment of theimr~gination." His Dei t~ was a rJerel~ i a 
ide~l one, a furely a~stract and su)jective conception. the mere rro-

4 duct of human rec::.:.son; a r,ure result of our own intellectuc .. l orerations. 
As examrlif~ine the other there is the Cosmotheism of Realism where 
t:1ere is only one froof .of God, ·)ut " tout est ojt'ltt,... rreuve." ltccordin g 
ly )Oth have to ·be nt?~es~nri 1~- taken into account in an~~ remarks a~)out 
t:1e existence ;;f God if that existence is to :)e Su1-reme, Absolute, Per­
fect and Infinite. God, if He 0e God, has )oth 3eine ~n~ Existence. The 
writer who claimed that r otentiali t·~ to existence was greater than 
rotentiali t·l7 to non-existence and he who writes that "not to ar1 ear at 
all in the series of time, not to exhi)it ones nature in the fiijld of 

5 existence, is tb ":le false and unre .... l". would surely ·)e justified in 
ar1-l~ing this to God o.nd claiming with M. Caro that the God who does 
not ~xist is no God a tall. ·on the other hand, as Mr. 3radle~· 3<.-ntends 

1 it would not Ge accurate to limit the nature of God to that fielc. If 
the1.resent concei-t ion of the relation of God to the world as arrroxima t 
ine analogously in some general way the relation of man's mind and 3ody 
)e maintained ,t:1e natvre of the r-ro)lem of God'.s existence does not 
alter arrrecia)ly.The nature of God set forth in the different trea~ 
ments of the·rroofs, each of which may )e considered as an eKtreme or 

1 Kant :Critique of Pure REason 0.336 
2 3rac.,,le~ : Arr~earance &Rcali ty, r- .146, ~~163, Se also r. 4()0. 
3 iJid •.... r.317 
4 Lindsayv R~nPn~ ~Avances in .••.. r.233 
5 3radle~: Ar1earance & REality; i·-400. 



48 

:tartial s·~atement 0t;gi1t to ·)e st:ch as to satisf~· the demands for .)Oth 
an ideal C•r r:crhar.s better a transcendent existence and a tel::r~·)ral eKiSt 
ence in ~race and time. It i~ for the estdjlishment of this that the 
Qr.ttological Argument has ~Jeen striving. Whether. on the one hand,from 
the o~Ttological Proof vre can conclude the one k{nd of existence or Jeine 
and Jy the Cosmoloeical or Teleolo:~·ical, the other kind of existence; or 
on the other ~and, -1y any coo.)iliati6n of these or indeed Jj an~ 1.ru0f 
whatever, we can demonstrate the existence of a ~eins of this nature~ ie .. 
~n ideal which is 'Jeing exr.ressed, or a Spirit which is manifestine · 
} tself in tir-,e and sr_;ace -,rill ·)e the r:roblem of the following chal~ ters. 
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PROOF OF EXISTENCE 
At the end ~f the 

last ;ara.;ra,.:1 .:. -~ .• c~ ::>et:rl that it vtas necessar~- io · examine the ~att<re 
~nd r-ower of r-roof: in :~ther words, that if the rro.:;fs of God's eKist­
ence were to )€ adequate) the~~ must demonstrate that there is such a 
~lass or cl2 .. ss concert as God, that that class is not a null class, 
that it has at leaSt one and in this case r~erhars one only mem )er, which 
~em~er has"o~jective existence". It is with the former that the Gnto~o­
fical argument is concerned: thct arg_um_ent end ea yours to show that the 
verY existence of the class necessitates the eKistence of its one mem:>er 
I w 

and in its later devel·::Jl emen t) esr-eciall ~- under Lei .)ni tz, to demonstrate 
~he rossi)ility and the nece~sity of the class. Kant has maintained that 3 ,'if I conceive of God I must conceive of Him as existinl'1'· 'Ju-': ~·r!-1~~ ~..,_,....~::n;:!r:' 

I ' ........ L, 

the concer-tion of Him.",ie. if yoD grant the existence of the class it 
follows that the mem·)er of tl-ie class mLst exist. To ilhink of God and 
think of Him as existent are, according ~- Kant, in no wa~ different. 
Existence is not a rredicate. it may )e a logi~al fredicate for a "logic 
al r-redicate may :)e what yol; r lease", Jut " 3eine is evidentl1 not a 
real .:. redicate,ie. ,a concer~tion :::_.f something which is added to t~1e con-

1 ce1tion of some other t~ine.: "it is merely the [ositing.of a th~ne of 
certain determinatene~s .ln. itself"--a vie·a als.:· held ,as has ~Jeen seen, 
~Y H~me. The result is thct the "proof" of existence; the rigid demon­
~tration o:B the ex~stence of an·yt~1ing is imrossi Jle for •• all our knovr­
tedse of eKistence( ~Je it innedia tely ;)~ :percepti~n or inference connect­
in;r -some u'_.ject with a r.ercertion) belones entirely to the sphere of 

1 ;· XTerience." On this roint, Lei~ni tz, develor,ing DGscartes'view had 
efe~?~d~he OffOSite, w~ich is impl~ed in the attempt_to demonstrate the 
oss1~1l1ty of God's exmstence and 1s overtl~ stated 1n his "New Essays" 
Concerninr; Hunan Understandine", where he write s t:1at " when v;e say 

that a thing exists or thct it has r@al existence, this eKistence is it-
2 seli a f_;redicate." Novr the decision as to vrhether eKistence '-:le a r.redi-

qate or not, w-11ether all 1 r:.r-:osi ti :::.ns are anal"j~tic or there ~)e some - · _ 
~ich are syhthetic,eg. existential, is ver~ difficult. Logicians of the 
·irst rank have in the main favoured Kant'~ rositiori. "The inferences of 
ormal logic have nothing whatever to do with real existence: that is, 

3 :~currence ~nder the conditions of time and .srace", writes Jeveons. This 1 
is lso trt;e, _according to Mr 3. Russell, of Sym~olic Logic. He is careful 

o distinguish ·)etween the two kinds uf oxi~~euc~: ":A:~h:: llH:~a.ning of exist­
~nce which ~Cvt..C~ in Philosophy and in dail~ life", he vr rites," is the 
meaning which can be predicated of an individual, the meaning in which 

1 Critique : ~,337. 335. 
2 LeiJ .. 1i~~ :New Essays;r~,40l,(Langley Trans.) 
3 Jevons: Studies In Formal L~gic: r.55. 



1 

3 

4 

50 

we inquire vrhether God esists, in vrhich vre affirn: tha-:::; Socrates existed 

and den'' tl1at Hamlet eKisted. The entities dealt with in ~~lathemntics 
do not ~xist in this sense: the mu.m·.)er 2, or the 1 rincir-le of the sy llo 
eism or mul ti1lication, are o')jects which mathematics considers :)vt 
which certainl~ forM no rart of the world of existent thines. This·sensE 
lies .1-:1~..:.~~ vL~,;jlO.c ::>~mJolic logic, •.Jhich does not care a r.in whether 
its entities exist in this sense or not." "The sense in which existencej 
is used is c. defina )le anc1 1;urely technical sense: nanel-y thts, -~..._ sa~~ 

that A exists means that A i3 J. --.:::;.~~;:,· '/i:1i..;'_1 11~~:: :tt least one mem'.Jer.Thu=: 
whatever is not a clas-s(eg. Socra ~es) does not exist in this S(?.tnse! and 
among classes there is just one which does not exist) namely, the class 
having no nem~)ers, -~hich is called the nlJll class." Thus,thoueh for·mal 

s: i:'J.')olic logic en::_:,: deal with the existence of God as a class concer-.t, 
which class vrill have one member, it according to th_e a ':love can have 
nothing to do with existence L.1 the first of these '.sense: L t cannot 
I1"1_n+, to~. m~m'1er o-r +.~18t, ~)!~~~ ~.~ ~Yi~tin~ tn rP. Thi~ h~~ ~~·vn·1 r1ccert 
ed j~ only some logicians. Ih answer to these remarks of Mr. Russell, 
rrinted contemroraneousl~ with them a writer claims and with some 
justice th~t "Sym~olic LQgic has the rig~t to occL~S itself with anl 
question ,-,hatever on \"Thich it can throw any lieht. "Sur-l-ortine this is 
the recent attemr.t on th,e rart of Prof.C.J. Keyser to show the contri}}u .. j 
tion of Mathematics towards the solution of the ultimate r ro~)lems of 
Theoloe-y and the restoration ::;-~ that derJartment of thoucht. While this 
latter ma~ :Je ~f Vc....J..u~ ,yet it is evident th:t strictly formal or ssm~)ol 
ic logical cenondtration. cannot esta.llish con9lusivel-y the existence of 
ans object, in fact can throw ver~) little lieht on the su·.)ject of exist~ 
ence.The e~tent to which this is held, will depend on ~he attitude taker 
to the contradictory categorical statements of Kant -·who suprorted and 

_j 

Lei hni tz who dissente~~from"l the predicabili ty of existence. In the re-
marks above reeardine the existence of God and the nature~ of thc.. t exist 
ence, }he view of Kant was assumed, 3ut as that assumption affects the 
thi-nkers view :Jf the rower of l ro:::f to demonstrate existence it require:: 
to je justified in some way. Kant held definitel~,as was seen a)ove 1 

that eKistence was not a r::redicate, ie., it is not. containec-1 in the cun­
ce~t of anything, ~e must go ~eyond the conce~t if we wish t0 oliim 
existence for the ojject. On the other hand, Lei~nitz states d8finitelrl 
that existence is a predicate. While Kant r~rould hold that a concer.t may 
have meanine wlbthout existence, Lei ·)ni tz maintainal that an acclilra te 

1 Mind : N. S. XII, r-3~8. 3 llussell 
2 i')id •...•. {!~·101 Ht..b:! ~\~u.0C0 ... ~ 
3 diJJert Journal :Jan~l909, 1,37(). 
4 Se Kant'.s Critique,r-.336 
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anal~'sis of t:1e conceft vrould r;ive existence as one of its r-redicates. 
That the f ..~roer is trve ar i. cars from the fact that a concert :i.s never 
a su')ject Jut always -~~he meanine of a gramaticc'.l 1 redicate. There is a 
fumdamental distinction -1etween a thine and a concert. ~e cannot say of 
X that it is Alexander the Great or the num)er 5 2s accurately as we 
can sa~: that X is g:eeen or X is mammal. In t'1e latter case the £rammat­
icc-·_l 1 redicate is a concer.t under ~·rhich the X is su·Jsumed, ~Jut in the 
former ez., "~ is the num.'Jer 5", "is the nurn~Jer 5" is onl:; a lart of the 
~redicate the whole ~redica te -Jeing "is identical wi t~1 the number 5", 
w'h ich is a concept under vrhich X is subf;umed, so the. t ~ the n~,'"""')er 5" 
nev~r fort"'~ -th• T·.,.~Ql(' of a rredicate ~Jut only a r-art. Thus ther·e is a 
distinction )etitreen what can a~ l,car only as a"thing" and ever':} other ,, 
a·Jject of thought - ~ distinction which does not vanish even if we hol q' 
that sane conce~ts can also Je things. To take an e~am1--le alreudy 
emr..lo,:ed in this in this connection:-"The cc:bncer-t of a horse is an eas­
il; f~rmed conce1: t", here the concer:t forms the su~Jject, -~)ut· it no lonz 
er is a concert but a · "thine" suJsumed under the conce .. t of t:1e j..rcC:.ic ... 
ate "c.;..~i~~ focmed concept", ~ t is as much c.. r.rol- er name as "Mon:::.rea ~" 
is in the :rror.osi tion "Montreal is ~i city". Again the rredicative value 
in the concer-t remains even where a "subject-c±ncert" is emrl0~ed in 
such sentences as "Ali namma1.s are red-~Jloo-~ed") for this is equivalent 
to sayine; "If a thing is a mammal, it has red ~)load." Also when a con­
ce:pt falls under a hieher c·vncept, ie. a genera which contains su')ordin.e 
ate species, are radically different from concerts of the first order 
tJnder which things fall,eg~ Socrates is a man" is radically different 
fro~:-l "A Greek is. a man.", the latter ~s transitive, the former not. This 
difference is indicated throu.sh the use,~)~ some ,of "P.ror-ert~" and "Mark"' 
and· in the S}!!l:)olica rer.resentation of exact Logic suc:1 as that of Eeano: 
~YE and c. The view here r..·ut forward is also 3Utressed ur 'J~ the view· er Dr. Hi Lle:)rand and others, "that ever~ categorical Pror~o. si tion im1Jlies 
fxistence unless it explicitly. denies it.", or more strongly> that every 
_,articular r,rol~oSition r:ositivel~l asserts existence, eg. vre cannot say 

some witches are women" ~Jecause it equals, "There are (or exist) some 
tritphes etc ... ~·rhich is untrue unless we sr.ecify that the universe of · 
hot;r;'i.t is one of fanc~ or sur-ersti tion. So that there is a gulf fixed 
etween the"oonce~. ~"a.nd the"thing" -and th'! reasoning w·hich holds that 
he most far-seeing and ela~Jorate examination and anal-ysis of the concet 
s and must Je una)le to"clal't out" the predicate eKistence f~r ~he 
im~le reason that existence is not a rredicate need not je ashamed, ~ut 
ay ask the question .iind exr~ect a negative rep 1 y , "Has r- roof any thins to 
ell us of ex1stence? 3ut if on the ot~1er: hand, se,Cie svch id e.:~:_ of reality : 

1 In u ciscussto~ letvreen ~ • F1·~ ... c ...-A. ~Ri.~~. 
2 Mind :N. S. VOL,VI i-542. 
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and existence as that given a·Jove, nodellcr~ on Dr. Jradle!!·'s dc:finiti~n 
-a vievr T~rhich, if it ')G a com.,Jn noti:n, ciffe.rs frjn that descri )ed 
I-)~T Fichte, accord in~ to vrhich Jeing "is SO!::Iethias, whic:1 in a:1d through 
itself neither is nor can ·Je , receives froo wi t'1ot.t a SUfer-::!d .:-ed 
,existence- "ihich tht~s is an existence of nothiDs" f.: r accordine to this 
"3einc al~ne is" 2nf existence is a manifestati~n of or a forill 0f tl1at 
3eine- rna~- the thinker find hl.:.....:.;~ ..... .r 0uuli- e.1.J.ed to make use of loe;ic if 

~8 .;....~ ~v e;;;~u--llish the existence of the ideal element vr:1ich is con­
structed on the Jasis of ex1.erienced fact. It cc~s not s~{':\m .an c....1.togeth 

:er accurate method of rroceedure, if in- the consideration of the nature 
.of God ideal attri 'Jutes er elements :x:' ioond necessar~ , ·Jut. in the 
:attemrt to r,:-rove .his existence, that science, the r rimary function of 
~hich is tb treat of existence of that natur~ je entirely neglected. 

~t was seen a'Jove in t:1e surve~1 of ~he nature of -God and of Existence, 
!that the nature <ilf the former is not such that his existence is cvl:l­
[·letely limited to tei!lroral existence in sr ace. It is difficult, t:·1 ere­
for to go the entire length \ATith -3. Russel.l when hA pl~nP.s Go~ ... mongthe 
p,_,j c~~s t~a ~ ~ave existence in the sense of the former nean i.ns , n~t 

~enies him a rlace among thosewhioh exist in t~e sense of the second 
meaning of t.l-tat term. It \'fill ai ~ear more cleG.rl~ in tbe sequel v:hether 
ogical deMonstration . is competent tc, esta')lish definite: rroof or 

roofs of God's existence in either of these senses-- for the Ontologic~ 
1 ar.c~:r1 :.-nt in the hands of so2e ar-~ arentl'y attem1 ts the demonstration 
f the former--., ·Jut in all t'1e discussion it ought tbo ~Je )Orne in mind 
s in fact:. it has not )y man:; Theisti .. ~ wir..L"•rsJ -~~lt:.~.l. t!1ere is :1. differ-J 
nee ~Jetween ;rvvf and inference; the latter r roceedine from fremise to 
onclusion and the former from conclusion to :.remise. Theone is the 
everse of the other; \AThile ·~oth attemi-t to esta·.Jlish the same fact, the 
nference is the r-·rocef?S of finding it. ·In Theistic "Proofs" est-eci:~ill~-

he Cosmological and the Teleological, many inferences have erroneously 
een eiven t..~etitle rroof. Moreover the degrees of cogency in Inductive}.J 
roof have not al\'rays ·Jeen most evident. Inductive Argument 1 if Prof. 
yslor may 'Je trusted, is 3ut an argument oo show vrhy one sui;-posi tion or 
ractical conclusion is rreferra'Jle to another sur-A._osi tion and the cun­
lusion can never reach any hir;her accuracy than pro,Ja')ili ty. Or as a 
ecent "Triter haS ~·rPl ~- said that "'":'"' l :~ ..,.'"' n.reunen.t Startin,c frora DeceSS­

c~r~ rremises is formally capa·Jle of ~rineine out a necessar~ result". 

1 Fic:1te: Works,The Doctrine of Religion,! ,p.392 (Smith) 

2 se. .3. ·Russell: Philoso ~ hy of Lei 'Jni tz l, .173. 
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EXA.\1! NATION 

Wi~1 these consider­
ations in mind a return may no\., :)e made to the su~ject with which the 
r.resent l~ar.er is more rlirectly concerned. It is found that in tracing 
the histcbric develc~rt!l.ent of the "1~ro:~fs", t:1e Tele:.:.logical cume first, 
t11en the ·aosmolv..;ica. ... f"".&. ..... v~~-~d ~~ ti1e un.t-:..logioal. ~his order was simply 
reversed jy Kant in his treatment of them, ;)ut here the Cosmologioal, as 
ruriJorting to :)egin with objective existence wil; )e first examined, 
then the Teleological, and fin all!,_ cs the crovm of all and to vthioh all 
according to Kant, revert, the Ontological. As in the historical outline 
there was a certain overla1.ring of the ground, so in t:1is e xamina ~~ion , 
enti~e isolation cannot ·le e.xrected, ')ut, as far as possible, the argu:- · 
tnents •.:ill ;)e treated seraratel"J, their relation and inter-derendence 
~eing reserved for the concluding paragraphs of the 1arer. 

COSMOLOGICAL 

A ')eginnine is made with 
the Cosmological t>ecause it starts. from an existence of the kind which 
the examination of the natt1re of God and of His existence sug~ested as 
beine imrl ied in the several historical treatments. The main question, 
~he crux of the df-scussion is the pro.)lem as stated ·<ly Kant. Th~other . 
ninor modifivati(.,ns must :Je first dealt with, ~n order to clear the -,;a~ 

r ...,r. t:le .::::"iu ,.vin t u:~ issu•. 
One ver!: trifling element needs onl~ to :Je mentioned to show 

ts force or lac' k of force, that is, that -~here· are effects in nature 
rea ter than man can r~roduce which must depend on God. This vievr of 
rysirr;us, as the Er_)icureans plainly saw, thou_:::h 1-ointing to a fact in 

ature does not allow for the alternative view th~ nature herself might 
.rodu~e these results. From this it cannot ~)einferred that ·a Supreme 
ntelligent 3eing is producing these effects, Qut at the.very most onlya,. 
ower\· su~.e~ior to man though it ImlJ ~Je of a different qature. 'I!his, thougt 

phase of the Causation Argument_, verges on t~1e ·)order line of the Teleo-
ogical and thoueh it was again put forward ab~ d~f~n~~~ ~Y the Scholas-
1as, an~ may be valt!ahle as regulative of man's coboe~tion of his own 
owers, i·t cannot ~)e dP-fended against the ori tic ism s or the Sceptics. 

Another developement or rhase of the causation Argument whict 
($hares somewhat the same featires, is that put forward by Plato and 



54 

de'.e lor-ed )~ the Stoics and some Moderns.a th~~t is, ... ...1..1. ~ ... ~~ cvd.~0ious 

culel in-telligent 3eings in the· universe demund an adequate cause. Plato 
conceived of the 'Jody of the universe as .fossessed with a soul which.· 
\was the cause of the human souls s the :)od~ of the universe vras the 
icause of the human .)eDdies. Zeno and Cicero claioed that· the,·world must 
roe a living and wise :)ei:ng containing consciOtJSfi€SS and reason, else tl t 
!could not produce "living and wise :Jeings out of itself"; tht:S reason-
ling for -t.~e divinity of -the world. This same reasoning was emr;lo~ed J~ 

escartes, Geelincx, Male)ranche, John Locke and others, to esta:)lish .... 
ot so much the dmvini ty of the world as the exifitence of a God t~1e 

ause of the conscious and intellieent ')eings in the world. All this 
ill req11irt!\ M0.r'"' ~areful investie?.tion when the question of' 3iologic al. 
volution is discussed. At the rresent,i.t ma~ H~ noted that though the 
ttitude of the Epicureans that all is material so tlmt the conscious 
nd intelligent soul needs no o~iginating cause other tht:~n the materia 1 
niverse, cannot ~1e considered fatal to this argument, yet t:1e o')jecti nn 

. f' the Sce~tics to Zeno' s argument is not without some weight, that is, 
that it is not strict!~· logical to a-rgue fr::om the:analog·y with man, 
that because. 1an i,s ':lo~li and soul and t:1~ JOci.Y is a part of the ';)ody 
t>f ti1e universe, so there must .be a soul of the universe of which man'1s 
oul~ is a part:o1 The~: savr, evidentl~·, that though "non igitur caret sensu 
undus• :Je true, it is not necessarily the same truth as," the vrorld is 
living and wise bein£,sinoo it f;roduces living and wise 3eings out of 

tself". Whet is t:'lere logically 1o r~revent the possi Jility that the 
oul of man may be the result of the isolation o~ the seraration of the 

- ody o~ man from the :)ody of the universe. 3ut vrhen- Aristotle and the 
Stoics conceive of this vrorld soul as not so nuch " a spiritual fount-

in-head" from which the individual sm1lS are s:pringing, but :]~S an 
mmanent _cosmic rrincirle which at the same time comprPh"'nr"s t~1e sum 
otal 9f !things, the:.; have rnr-!'~er9und for defendinr; their view. There 
s much to commend the view· of the universe which makes God immanent in 
11 · thin&s and at .the same time consideres Him as v t ~ ol~ YtJ"f £r'1ANS. These 
en in their sy~tems are treating what vrould be termed :)y more modern 

writers the "Absolute", tlv-, "Cltimate R~ality" ,the sum total of what 
as 3een called •spiri tual" and "material" thin~s conceived of as a 

t nit;.: or Fichte'.s "only life which exists entirely in itself and f:cv.u~. 
· tself and .)~ itself~ 1~a.td~ '1s cri tic ism thit the Teleological argument 
ecurrs ~or sur.r:-ort to the Cosmolc~gical wouldar.r--ly to thi"J f-:.Jrm of the 

jrgt;ment. and must .)e again cor:si~ered ~n the su'oseque~t treatment of. tae 
'.l.ieleolog1cal Pro·_ f. Here may 1 t )e m.ot1ced pnly th::~ t 1f men thvs con-

1 "'ich~e: ~:12 Nature of t~1e Sc'1olar;Lect.III,pol48 
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ceive of God as ~oth active and ~assive, inert matter ~nd active force 
vrhen viewed fron different stand:r-:~ ints, the : ro ")lem is not r."' ._:arding 
Gmd's ex.istence _:Je-t: a-;:::; "_a 2~"t,:l:-'C:. If everything I see Jefore me t>e God; if 
Go~1 r1 nd t':-1A orieinal amtt:r ·)e. one) where .. is the, need a~d _;·rhence ~l~e 
or1ein of the r ro_jf that He ex1sts. 3ut ~~.:1 e r:ro )lem for tn ese wr1 il'~rs 

1 
and esrecially for Aristotle,was to esta)lish the existence of a God 
whose nature W:Jpld not on11- iatisfy Cosmotheism :)ut would ·..,,.. su~'1 2.s to. 
transc2nd the cosr:1os and to comr,rPh~n~ it in its entirety. T;his is a gain 
conn.a~+ .... ~ -... ;_ t~1 anc; cannot :)e serarated from their doctrine of "First 
Mover" 
~ 

This thAory of a First ~Over, which as has )een senn, was 
emplo!- ?.d 0-y Plato, who thought that the action of one 1 hysical o.)ject on 
another im1lied an inherent r-ovrer which in turn. necessitated the exist ..... 
ence of an a~)solute rower car,aJle of moving itself and a 11 else, ,nts at 
tJ.~e time an vffe;e·~ J"'v ~h~ i-'i-'_ysiua.l· eKl)alnations' of the earlier and con­
tem~orary Philosor:hers. This ofcourse to the Greek mind iml-lied the 
eternity of matter, and-matter too which was in continual motion. The 
best kind of motion of Plato jecomes for Aristotle the eternal cause of 
eternal l.!lOtio~. He s·1;t'T that unless ~t~on was either inherent in the 
original matter or was, as it were, suferinduced from without, the -
universe \Y"ould have remained in r-er~etual rest which was the very ol.·l-03-

ite to vrhat has. happened. He apparently favours the former and this "r(J 
:J/t~TDV J(1vwv t:lK.Jv-afr"v". T1T:1at he is oprosine is thedoctriae overtly 

siated later ~Y the Epicureabs,th~ if there is affarent in the universe 
a rececdinf series of causal events ii:Uplying motion, it is absurd to 
trace tlhis 1laek to o:)scuri t!l and then say· that there must have :)een a 
time when it vras not, 'Jut that the atoms of the mat::rial universe, emerg­
ed foom their r;erpetual homogeneity or r-err,etual hatmoni;Jus motion 
inde,r;endGnt of.one another into the vresent condition of action ~nd re.;. 
action Jy some chance deviation or hitting on one another. The modific­
ation of this ·)~ such schoolmen as-Thomas Aquinas was due to the elAm-
ents incorz;:;orated from Christian Thp,i_~m, ~'1e creaton ex nihilo and con­
scquen~ cualism. =:1e ser::aration ef the moving- rrincir,le from the moved 
and the concer;ti.:;n of inert matter crec-;;.ted -)s an O~nir:-otent Jc,ing 
neoessltated for these latter the 'introduction of a power cara:)le of 
originating and conservine motion in the lifeless mass. The o~jects in­
cara~le of inducine motio~1 on one another and the moticn which was 
ar .. p.rent must .)e :reduce.::. .)~ ~vw~ adequate cause, which is God .. This 
naturallt has ~een defend~d Jy many Theistic writers even in srite of 
Kant's criticism. Kant held that when he ascri)ed motive force to a bod~ 
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and thus thought of it under the category of causality he cognised it o: 
that category 2.s an o )ject of sense, )Vt when he thought of " a Sur_)er­
sensi~le )eine as the first mover~ and thus ~Y the category of causalit: 
as rezards its determination of the world, he could not think of it as 
eKi~ting in srace or time or simultaneously with other things, so that 
he could have"no determinati.:;ns vrhatever, which could make intel Ligi 1le 
the condi tic;n of the z.:.::-Jssi.)ili t~ of motion ·)y means of this 3eing as 
its ground". Hence this conclusi.y-., "I do not .;n -f:•1e very least coenise 
it '1y rnP~.ns or +~~ r~"'~icate cause( as first mover), for itself; -)t:t I 
have onlj the representation of a something containine the ground of th' 

1 !motions in the world." Kant no dou')t ls. right here when he 1-oints out 

I 
that. ;:he c~~certion of motion as exrressing a relati?? :)et~reen the tVTo 

. sens1 Jle o )Jects cannot .)e extended to the sur:;ersens1 )le F1rst Mover, 
'jut this statement of his conclcsi~n is an ~dvanoe u~on the conceftion 
of a first mover even though it gives only "a something containine the 
ground of the mbtions in the wotld." The argument might here make this 
a r-oint of der.;arture to consider the ultimate n;:d~1·r~ of moti::;n and its 
,rresent"groung" of exr.lanation. 3ut Kant a.:r-parently thought of the 
'argument as dealing with the nature of a sur~ersensi ble origin of motion. 
pre-existent to the first noti::::;n o-r the universe, so tlYat this is 
1r;arallel w'i th or is a r.Jhase of the Caus~ti0n argument rrorer. This argu­
lnent from motion does not thus necess~rily consider the pro'.)lem of the 
1eterni t~ of amtter. Whether motion ~)e inherent in the original matter or 
lsu~erinduced at some time upon eternal mat er ~~ an eternal source of 
motion is not an integral rart of the argumAnt. G~~nttn~ even the etern-

• 0 

ity of matter, th~ lllO+.i rm arguruant and tl1e treatment of the ultimate 
origin and natur~ of energy would ~e yet entitled to a cinsideration. 
3ut · r-1ore of t.JL~is in the treatment o~ the Teleological Argument. Yet the 
eternei t~ of matter comes in for sr~ecial treatment in the r~urel~ causat­
ion ~hase of this argvnent. To the r-re-christian Greeks, it vfas a subj­
ect of no difficulty. The matter of the wo r~C. f,_,r t:l(:;ili uen·tained its 
own cause:God was an immanent cosmic princirle;He was a something which 
was t~e ground of the existence of the Lniverse. This is definitely true 
of Plato, Aristotle and the Stoics. The-Epicure;lns also and the Sceptics 
thciaugh the-y conceived the world as in no sense in need of a transcend-

1 

ent God, yet they thougl1t of it as containing within itself its ovm , 
cause. This was to a lagre extent r-eversed bs the Chrisjians in their 
d octrine of creatio ex nihilo, in which the immanence of God r;ras 
3acrificed in the interests of His transcendence. Now~he Causation Argu 
nent ¥rhen careful11- examinee_ leads to a conclusion from vrhich either of.· 

1 OritiquP. of Pur~ Jt1dement:Pt.II, Sl:?c.91, 
Calr18ccbt ::tno Mackintosh, SPlr-·,-i~.i.ons fco!1 the Li t(?~-.a ~.J!c:=-, 

of' Th (~ t sn • L • 2 52 • 
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these tvro may Je inferred. In tr2.cing the history of the universe in a 

receeding order as a series of causal events it i s e.-lcally rossi ")le to 
conceive of ~hat series as infinitelj receedinr;, ie., as an infin;t" 
series, as it is to: think of it as ~r.~~ng ar~litraril~, at an~/ one stage 
in it~ """'~cssi':"n. Furt71er, if as sor;le have declared, it must ":le thought 
of as endin.s sonevrhere, cannot it ~)e conceived of as an t1ni t ;ont::.ining 
~V"i th ir· itself its own cause and not necessaril~~ as )eing such as t:1r1.t a 
bause _1ust )e so11eht for that initial stage, which cause to ·le causa sui 
What can r-revent a search of a eause for this cause, ie. wh·y must it ~Je 

causa sui any nore than an~- other? This as a l0gicc.l r-ro~)len is r .. .;, v u...,.~.i­
clusive:it ,.-r~vG.; 4 .. v~~.L~-u.t:, u~all. It is on this latter that the criticism 
pf Kant is effective, that the rrincir.le of causalit·y is 11 without sig­
bificance excer.t in the sensuous world." The theory :.f causality held -:JY 
t:1ose Yrhom Kant was criticising was- that ''lhich t~1e. Scholastics had hand­
~d down from Aristotle: the rrincirle Jf Efficient Causation assumed br 
~he Scholastics, jy Descartes, and by all the Philosorhers to the time 
'or Hnme. "It is manifest ·)~ the natural light that t:1ere must at least 
as much reality in the efficient arid total cause cs in the effre t", writs 
escartPs. \Vhile Locke remarks," a cause is that which makes any other 
hing ejther simple idea, su)stance, or mode ~egin to 0e." Such 2 defin-

"tion according to HUrne is useless;"Shot~ld any one •• r.retend t.o r1~~"'"'c .... 
ause, ·)~7 saying it is somethin~ ~·!"ocuctive of an.:;ther,'tis evident he 

10uld say nothine.",ie. he would )e definins it in and ·ly a synon~mous 
erm. The idAa of causali t~~ ''rhen eKn.mined must contain the two relations 
ontigui t~' and succession and also an additional relation of "neces~ary 
onnection" which lat~er resolves itself into "Jostant conjunction." T 
hus Causation is only a succession of antecedants and consequents,­
lvrays con-joined vrhich "_r.:.;~u..;a;.j a. corresronding antecedant and con­
equent of feeling on feeling, from wgich our idea of cau:::;ali ts is formed 
ausality does not exist apat:t from the mind. This also was the theory 

·-:-f J. S. Mill, though he gives it more than:1a ps-ychic significance. 
~fter distinguishing :)etween efticient 8,nd rhysical causes he defines 
the lavr of Causali t~T as the " familiar truth that invaria'.)ili ty of 
uccession is foLnd )y o~servation to o)tain between ever~ fact in 
ature and some other fact which has r.:receeded it, inder.edentl ~ of alL 
onsiderations resp~cting the ultimate mode of the r:roduction of r.henom.;, 
na or of ever·J other question regarding the nature -Jf "things in them­
elves". It is sililply invaria.)le anteced?nt and invaria',JlP. con8.f!:'o('!~C'n~. 

• 

1 Me~it~tian III, 1 49 (U1en Co~ct) 
~Essay Ooncernin~~ The Hbman liJnr~e·-,.'qt:·n\t]it-,z,3!-~.II; 02§,r.?-18. 
3 Tr(:\atis~ Pt. II,SPc.2,p.379 (Gr('0n anc Gross) 

..•. Pt. III S0c. ~. 
i 

4 J. S. Mill: Srsten ~f Loeic; 3k.III, C5,Sec.2 r.~13. 
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This limitation of the causalit~ of nature to ~~e Lhenomena , was also 
rreviously the tenef\t of Kant. It vras ~c~..Jrdin~ -~e; llim, "the conjunction 
vf u. part,icular state with another:- r-receedins it in the world of sense · 

1 the former follovrine the latter ~J~r vittue of a law." This never gets 
beyond phenomena for "the cavsali ty of a cause must itself 'Je an effect 
- must itself have ~)egun to ·Je, and therefore, according to the rrin-

2 cirle of the understanding itself requires a cause.", se that, fractic­
ally for Kant t~1e r=rincile of cat.1sali ty is an universal axiom indi 3I~en­
si~)le in all science. It was with such views of causality as these in 
mind that Hume and Kant criticised the-cosmologiaal Argument, ro that 
to :Je fair to ·these vrri ters this must 'Je remembered in an·y examinati:::;n 
of their treatment of t:1e :c~roofs. Hume was c-.,ertainl·~.- accurate, accord­
ing to his theor-y of causatiJn, when he insists th?~t t~"' argument can 
give no ultimate conclnsi 0"' "Jut that there vvas an infinite regression 
or rrogeession of rhenomenal events. Kant also is justified in his 
criticism that "no ;r:henomenal cause can a:JsoltJtely and of itself begin 
a series. Every action in so f~r as it is rroductive of an event. is 
itself an event or occt:rrence and r~resu~ r.oses another peeceedinr; state, 
in ~which its cause existed. Thus ,;verythini: t!1.u ~ :.1u""·.r.. enoti is :Ju-~ a con­
tinLk:J.ti~n of -b. seriesJ and an absolute ~)eginr:ing is iJlr~ossi'Jle in the 
sens'Uous \•rorld. The actions of natural causes are, accordinely) them­
sAlves effects -in time. A primal action, an action which forms an 

3 a3solute 'Jeginnin:_: is beyond the causal f0 11Ter of rhenomena; "and that, 
the r:rincirle of causality--" a i·-rirrci.rle vri thout significance eKcept 
in the sensuous world~is employed to help us beyond the limits of its 
s~here. This· has ·)een recognise.c1 ')31 at least one Theistic writer, who 
agrees t."Tith Kant in that, "In the endless regress of the usual forn of 
t~e argum•nt ~e reach an end of efficient force~ in the ph~sical ~~alm 
and therevvi th, causation ceases, -leavingthe attemr.·t--as ought to have 

4 0een seen- to r::rove an absolute c·avse abortive." T~1e sarrp urY"i_4:~r re-
echoes what Lotze and others h~,r~ claimed, that it is to -Je frer~l"y 
g~anted "that r ersonal ·)e i.ng -at the end of the series of th ingp or 
events isan illegitimate or unwarranted displace~ent and su~stitution 

th<t the areument in fact does not suffice to set UI- the r:ersonality 
of the self-existent First Cause". . ·~~at an Infinite Jeing, who is 

or causa ~tJi cannot )e reached ·)-y the •. rocess of 2:..c:cc;l~ negativ-
4 ing the finite~ .. lll.~ 1ivt a ste{; further ~e taken and :'it ·)e said that the 

onl ~ conclusion "V;hich can ')e ohta~ned, if any can, is that there must be 
only a physiQal existence the physical. antecedent of the rresent 
phy"sical universe. The result is that assuming Rune',s and Kant'~s caus-

1 J. S . .,,i1l!S~Tstem of L gic; Bk Ill, S~C.2,i-.29D. 
2 Kant: Transcen~ental Dlatectic ;3U.IC.2 Sec 9,3. r.300. 
3 . . • . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . • .. . r . 305 
4 Lincsay: Rec~nt Acvances in T~1P.istie T~1ouettt, l-·161.:14~. 
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ausality doctrinG the legitimac1 of their reasonings and their conclus 
ons reearding the first cause mus~ _~)e admitted. So that Prof. Flint is 
iehtly attacking the criticism when he begins to examine the princir.le 

· f causality. Thov;;;h this writer e:a tns little ",J}· sayine of the theories 
f Hume ~nd J .s. M~ll, that they ~rre"utterl!J~ inadequate statements and 
xt:lanations" of the :r:rincirle of causalit~ and t:uts nature as an eff'ect 
hose- cause is God,on arr arentl!i the same level as an] urdinary event, 
hich is the effect of some other like occurrence, yet he insists rieht 
~i that it i~ the theory of Causality e~rlo~ ed b~ Hume and 'Kant which is 
o ~e discussed. 'Howeve~ in his own view ~e ~rbcticall~ harks back to 
he view of Locke. In assuming causality what is assumed 1 according to 
rof. Flint, is "that whateveP. has llegun to be, must have had an ant.e-­
edant,or ground or cause which accounjs for it." Thisis guarded n·y the 
ubstituti'on or"what has ~Jegun"ie. an event, for an "effect" and"exist"- . 
nee", and by the saving word .. ground". 3ut the manner of its emr.lc1.-men t 
oes not substantiate its finality, ie. ,his acute attempt to find ~)~ exam 
nation anc:absolute beginning fmr the universe,"b~ reasoning back from 
ere individlJal effects or objects -or even from· the sur-r-osititious stat~ 
f the universe that end in rristi_ne mist and ether ••• J so. that the . 
.niverse may in this sense demand a. "ground• <br cause which is God, C?.n"­

ot fQ.irl:i rass current in this highly intr'llectual and deflni tel·~ 
ciPntifi.~ ~o-po :"htl~ -'::he rrincirle of Causality as a~ostulate of .scient 
fie thought~may be stated thus-:-" ever-ything wf1ich 'Jeginsto :)e must ~- . 

1 ave a· cat:se• and while an .indefinite regress may be complained of as 
xrlaining nothing 'Jut impl::ilkg a perversion of the causal p:cincircle as 
hus understood ,we do yet arrear to ::>e left with a choice 'Jetweeb an 

· nfini te regress and a first cause which first cause can ~a v-!.l-l#a.ined 
nll "J: an~~-~ . ..: .. &..r~itra..u~ :.aes·ertion of the causal )principle at the point . . 
here it ~ecomes inconvenient to remain faithful to i~." The search for 
~eginning _of the causal series is not justified by the results of 

odern scientific investigation and the desertion of the princi~le at an 
rbitrary p:int is unreasonable. So that -with Prof. Strong, who agrees 
ith Prof. ·Flint-that the argument is from begun existence to a suff~c.;. : 
~ent cause of thstbeginning 1 it JilB.Y je reasona'Jly contended against 
iaan',s statement "While ~·-,he law of causa~ity does not lead _logically 

tr_j tot he conclusion of a first cause it compels us to affirm it", "that 
·t iS not tbe law of Causality which com~els us tq affirm, for this 
er-=tainly"does not logicall1r lead u~ to the conclusion"". 9t1"t it has 

: een la.rgely )J reverting to th~ rre-Hpmian and Pre-K_antien theorie:] of 
ausnlity and ".ly tlevelopine these that the modern writers have obtained 

1 Blj_nt: TheiLsm; I· 98. 9fr 1 9R .. 
2 LiRdsay: Recent Advances .. p.l57. 
3 TennantV:8amhridgP Essays; p 81. 
4 A. E. Ta1rlor: MPtarhysics. Quoted tn r,.amb. Theol. Essays.l.Bl. 
5 Stron~ Systematic Theol8gj~ r. 40,41. 
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their doctrines. In so doine some, it seems,have unfair!~ dealt with 

·Kant and his followers forgettine that he does recognise at least the 
possi~)ility of a causalit-y other· t:tan taht of the sensuous vrorld, and 
ha:':i only missed the more :~:.ccurate view c.n account of his a~)solute C:.i;.;­
tinction -,Jetween noumena and i :~enomena.. When a writer remarks that Kant 
restricted causali t~ to the sensuous r.henomena and .·. aintained the im­
r:ossi"'Jilit~' of foundine :any argument on a r-·rincir.-le ~:rhich with him did 
not hold"exceptin relation to the world of sense", for a world that 
shall lie, a3 he puts it "beyond the vrorld of sense and time" and adds 
that·, •vrhen Kant restricts the validity of the rrincir-le of causality 
to the sensuous world, he overlooks how.sy:,thetic tliought is of itself 
and how unwarranted is his denial of-every sort of causalit~, save that 
only which finds rJla~ vri thin the range c)of exrjerience.", thc:.t writer 
either fails to give due credit to or ilkterr~rets with a broad outlook 

1 and clear insieht_, that section in the Dialectic called "Solution of thP 
Cosmo~oeical Idea of the totality of thP ~~~uciion of cosmical events 
from their causPs", ''"h"':l' Kant, after distinguishing ver!J carefully 
causality of nature a'nd causality of freedom, argues, that since rhenom 
en a are "nothing more than mere rerresentations, connected v1ith each 
otber in accordance \Vi th empiric:::.! laws the must have a ground which 
is not r:henomenal" and ·accordingly," thecausali ty. of such an intelli~.i. 1 

i';)le cause is not determinec~ er dcter!uina.Jle Ll1 r.;henomena; althoueh its 
e.ffea~s as phenomena, must· '::le determined by other r:henomenal existences:· 
so that "this cause and its ;;ausali ty exist, therefore J out of and ar~art 
fror.l the series of phenomena!'I'He does riot r.ecognise the way K·ant, after I 
~tatine th~ ftact that "we are'o)lidged to acknowledge ~he existence of a 

I -

chain of cau~es in whiuh, however, a3solute totality cannot ;)e focnd" • 
la3ours to an~wer the question,"Whether admittin~ theexistence of nature 
al necessity in the worl.d of r-henomena, it· is r-ossi'Jle to consider an 
effec.t_as at the same time an effect of natur0 and an effect of freedom­
- or whether th es~~ two modes of caus2.li ty are contradictor~i and incorn­
pati')le" Though. Kant conc-ludes this section with the statement that his 
intentionin it WaS not to prove "the actual PXistc.n~e of freedom", nor 
to demonstzrat.e the "rossi')ility of freedom", "Jut merely to shovr "th(;_t 
nature and fre0dom are atleast not o~r:osed" yet the vrr1 ters since him 
have made this the starting rc.int of their reasoning and have sought to 
rescue causality froi!l the realm of r~henomena an~ to restore it meaning 
so as to include the no.tion of creative or formative power. As has heea 
seen a:Jove; the view· of Kant "~'ras thLt the. i--rincifle of causality was a 
an ~~+01..1 whose validit] must be m;·".intained because it is one of the 

1 Karit TraRsoendental Di2lectic: 3k. II. C.II, SecXI,3 r.299. 

p. 305. 
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logical presur-1 ositions of k;.ovrledge and ~·Those ~)eine must ·)e due to the 
oind itselfJ tor ~e formal elements implied. in our knowledge cannot 
themselves ~e regarded as material passively suprlied to the mind; and ~ 
that of Hume wasJ th~"t c'ausalit~· vras merely nental and ph~rdical seque~cS: 
3oth these theories are treatmen~ ·or the r-roolem from a wronz stand- ' 
rpint. Kant has not shown m d indeed it would be difficu.l t to show that 
the causal r-rincir-lr-· is an indisr,ensi)le axiom. Any effort to do so mus~ 
derend on an assl1mrtion like that. of Hume's tha. t exrerience is comrosedJ 
of a number of detached events. This does not ~!'~~!"'.r accurate. We do ·not 
concPiVP of two o;)jects, on~ ~ cause and another an effect, as t·.:io 
individuals and then s.earch, as HUme does in hi_. Treatise for a 1 ink con 
necting them: vve rather isolate one continuum of e&IIerience and then 
within this ar~)itraril.y isolate two elemAnts which were formerl~~ and in 
reali t~ inser.ara ')le, Pxcer t in concerti on. Cause and effect are in teal­
itr not distinct and ~e[ara~le,events )ut merel~ oarlier ar1d later 
staees ,:f a conti~!LuUt; fd'ocess. Thisis evident from the r,u.rr-ose which 
the rh~~sical sciences set )eforethemselves at the I.;"r'·e::~ent ;~ime...- a 1 ur-... .. 
r:."lse which is the develo~ el!l:--:'nt of the conception which underla-y the 
answer of Le Place t~·Naroleon's ~:estion regarding the a~sence of the 
mention of God in his Mechanique Celeste "Sir,I had no need of that 
h~:rothesis• J and does not contradict the resr-onse of Legrange ~o the · · 
re~ort of the con·V"ersation "Nev·erth.eless· th:.:. -:~ is a h-ypothesis that 
accounts for :::an~r things•-ie.) the esta )lishment o:~ m~=tthe.matic;:l relat­
ions :)etvreen the events of a ;;ontinuous course J or in other o.Tords, the 
descrirtion of the c·ourse of events ~)~ the aid of the fewes t and the 
sirlest r;;ormulae. Fully worked out this view of the nfl.tPrc er ~·1e ex­
perimental-science leads to the so-~~.1, ed "descriptive" ideal of scien­
ti~·ic ~?.xrlanation advocated ~)~ such eminent thinkers as 1\irchoff, Mach, 
and Ostwald among fhysicists, and with various modifications, Avenarius 
Munsterherg, Royce and James Ward among recent r.hilosorhers." "The 
eff"orts of Kirchoff, of Herz and I may say of Avenarius.• w-rites Dr • .3J4sh 
•show· the effort to eliminate ex~lanati<in from· science :s ·the ul.l.irnate 
zoal and to limit it;; tu..jki ·t;o d~scription which shall be sscsimf,le and 
as comrlete as possiole.""The newer rhysical science •• banishes from its 
termikology all such vrords cs. involve metaphysical adjuncts to what is 
actuali1,1 presented. to us fuy the world on the surface. It (ispenses with 
"force" SaVe as a l-Urely _mathematical relatio~; it replac~S ,"causes and 
er·rects" ~l1'- equations: it recognises that "matter", w·i th which the 
scientist deals, is very distinct from the "substance " of the meta­
r-hysician •• It .ad~.its the short earnings of the mechanical theory of the 

1 Se. Ward: NRturalism.and A&nob~icism Vol:r, C.! 
Hi')')ert Jor·rnal: Jan.l909,r:.3'73 ... 

~ A. E. Taylor: E~ements of Met~physies:r.l74. 
3 ~venarius and ~1e StaQdpoint of Pure Ex~eriemce, 3ush; 

Novo 1908. 
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4niverse and asserts that there is no necessi tv fort he eh·:.; ice of this 

~ather than of other methods of systematisins :ur scientific knvwledge: 
It rroclaims that its role is not· eK;l~nation ataall, ')ut onl~ descrll- :t 

1 tion." This role it is now content to l~la~' in its tr~atment of ol~ctron~ 
and- radio-activity. The l-rincirles rPl?t;""'·S to thG conservation and the 
tran~f'orM':ltt '""'l "J.eo 2nergy, conservatiort of mass and momentum etc, etc · ) 
are vri tnesses of this Manner of l-roce,~dure. In this recognition of the 
continuousness of the evolutionary or transform i nz r.rocess, there is tm~ 
tacit assumrtion that there is no such thine as eausali t~~ or cause. The 
~rincille of Causalit~ is a nere ~ostulate made )ecause o~ its ~~uc~iudi 
efficacy'and justified )~ G~~erience, yet altogether inCilfa~le of ' 
logical den;::;nstration. But even in such dootrines as the consevation of 
energ~, a princJple, very similar to the causatipn r-rincirle, is con­
tained, ;,•rhich may ~e called the • _ Princirle o:f Ground and Conseq~ent"; 
The formulae or the mathematica.l relations existing between earlier and 
later events do not rer:resent a cause ::>ut express the law of the whole. 
In fact in all modern experimental science,in all search for a "how" and 
not' a "why" the r::rincir.le of Causalit~ has realty )een a'Jandoned for the 
more accurate conception of events as connected in a s~'!"t ~s· "1:, ... reason .­
or an nnderlyin~ grot1nd O'!" rrincir le. As long a.s a thinker confines his 
attention to.fhysical and ex~eri~ental science and seeks to recognise · 
and comfirm the mathematical abd. ~uantitative relations of "earlier" and 
•later~ stages of a continuous ~rocess, he re~uires to ~ecogniae only 
rhenomena. Kirchoff is rieht ,when in his introduction to his"Vorlesun­
gen u3er Mathematische Physik" in the cause of the r.recision of mechanQ 
ics, he writes.)" I, therefore, r-rorose, as this task,the descrir:tion of 
the movements "Thich occur in nature, a descrirtion as cc~nr jte and .-· · . 

2 si~rle as r~ossi')le." So that desrite therossi:Jle lament for~.,·he\rJ.uteria.l 
ism of the ra~t, it i:;; ·~ ..... re intelligent to recognise scien e as the 
effort to descri ;Je exrerience rather th::n to try to regard it as ex.plai n 

2 ing e:Kperi·,~nce in any ultimate sense." It is th-is very fact that has 
~roueht the princir.le into disrepute. While it is true that, "the sheer 
imrotence of se ience to di any thing more for us .than _take D:S to the 
succession of antecedants and consequents cannot ~le too r lainly eKr.ress-.. 
ed•and that "the artificiality of our whole r-henomenal sequence has ~een 
thorough!~- laid bare '.)efore our evolutional science with its correlation 

3 and con~erti~ility of forces", yet it must be recognised that for t~e 
r.urposes of. science,which are :rractica.l, not much more can :)e destrPd ,so 
~~at ·~e aspect of cause when taken simpl~ to signify antecedant,rather 
than. relation ·or rheno'{l1Pn~ to thct which is real, • ma~ not '.le "a:)surd 

1 Cam)rifge Theological Es~ays,l90,,F.R. Tennant, r.SO. 
2 Avenarit:s and the Standroi.nt of Pure Exr:erience: W. T. 3t~, 

r. S?, 58. 

3 Lindsay:RecPnt Advances; r .144. 
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1 nd meaningless", if in that asr-ect it ·)e ccbnsidered as a mere" postulate 
ealin~ with "antecedant" and "conseauent" stages of a continuous 

~ . ~ 

rocess. It is not an aKion indisrensibl·e in all thinhine \)ut a r;ostul­
te "which science invents, tentatively ar:r;lies to Nature, and finds OJY 

ex.pertence to ;)e generally verified within the actual 1 imi t..s of actual 
2 )servation.• 

And before r:-as:;ing 01 to discuss the "True Principle of 
ausali ty" or rather "The Princi1-.le of Grot.nd and Consequent" it mieh t 
e w-ell to examine ~rh ether Causali t~l taken in the more. acurate sense· 
s dealing with "earlier• and "later" stages of one ~henomenal fJ~oce~~~ 

·s car-able of taking us to anythins o~'ler than a succession of anteced• 
nts and consequents. Does this clear ur: the ·qrestion ·of the eternity 
f matter. At this r-oint the consideration is neither of an event A 
receeded ~~ an event 3 and 3 ~Y C,nor af A&3 interce~ted by or trans-

(O>rmed throueh C etc., for now the event is A-3 ie., there is no actua 1 
~equence of A and~ 3 for the stages of the transition are onl~ dio.:>t~i .. lE>-

. ·is!'l.ed J~ a.n · d.r~.ifioial and arbitrary abstraction. When vfe isolate 1 as 
·t were, a bit or ex~erienoe and distinguish A and 3 as stages in that 
xperience an infikite number of intermediate stages may 0e sought, 
houghit might ~)e an unr:rofita.)le search. 3:ut ,any, attemr-t to explain ·' 
he"later" intime )y a rrior in a c6ntinuous rroaess, the conception of 

an infinite reeression must ·)e emr loyed. "The· absence of a ::>eginnin~ 
fvll~wiii as n~~~i:)~aJ."j.l1 :from the 1-rinoiple of eK~lainins the latter 

stages of a continuous rro~ess as conditioned b~ the earlier, as it does 
3 when the stages are taken to ~e distinct events.• If this be carried_ 

further and the totality of the rresent cosmic system be eonsidered as 
the posterior stage of a continuous developement for which a temporar-

ly r1riqrstage is sought theinfini te regress is ~e~un which can never lead to 
any •cause• of the -~resent universe which ~ould 3e other than ~ universe 
of the S?.me nature with itself.· Theidea of a cause, a first cause, causa 
sui would )e an impossibility. T~e series would ~eceed ad infinitum 
unless arbitrarily interttupted and if so interru~ted the final stage of 
the regression itrould not of necessity be or·1other na~ure essentiaLly -!.'. 

than thepresent. 3ut"reason finds tt ;~rossi~lle to star an31where in the 
4 infinite regress of finite or rhenonenal causes. "'lhe princirjle' or· o~us­

ali ty utterly ·tl!ils ·to. get neyona··'an infinite regress to an absolute 
be~innin~. ·"The rror:osal to prove ")y the scientific law of causality, the 

1 Lindsay:R~oent Adv~nces; r. 144. 
'"' Cao~). T1eol. SS!1ays: Ph~·si~~!~.l Science and the 3(_~ine of Goc 

F. R. T~nnant; r.€9. 
3 A. E. ~aylor~Elem0nts of Me ~u.j.~:1~ sics, I·, 1?9. 
4 S t , ,t . 4 e n: ... ~1e1sm., r. . 
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existence :;f an uncaused 3eine seems, inde(?d, little ·letter tl1an a con­
tradiction in terms~ Hence, "writes Proi. Seth, "the deistic God (ie. the 
"~tre sur-reme or ereat cause,t!1e- first cause) i~ at last disc~rd~d_u.:.i Q. 

1 h~ :r.othesis wliieh is not required." The primordial stage ,however, must 
co:.~ctain w·i thin it t.L"1e ground oi the succeedins stages of the continuous 
process. This \till :le more evident in the discussion of Evolution whichl 
by its co-relati0n and conveptijility of forces has insisted ufon it. 
Physical science with its causal r-ostulate ?-nd descri:r--tive method has 
ne~lected the search ror a temporal seq~ence car_,a'.lle of explaining the 
entire rrocess and demands rather its own immanently prevadine r:.rinci.i.--le 

. . 1 It has been. the confusion of. th~se two latter. roir:ts of 
v~ew w1 th the~radual shad1ng off of the pr1nc1r:le of causal1 t~ 1nto the 
more logicall:- real.Princii-1.; of Grot:nd and Consequent, which has given 
the causation ar&gment the cogency it has had for rn~n~.,. rn:f:nds and has-·· 
:Jrought it into tovch iAri_ t.l--_ --:~1e Ontological Ar&pment. That this 1~roof 
does der:end on the ~_.dmissicn of t:1e Ontological to r-roduce a r.roof of 
Go(('ls existence as the·most-:r-erfect. existence is quite evident. 3ut how 
iar on the way is this proof alone cara)le of leading?·Is a thinker . 
justified_ in adrni tting that it demonstrates •int!lerendent" or "uncondi t­
ioned" existence? If any existence e&.,some ~hjsio~l oijject or the 
~~l.i.;.-.~~er ~ii1uS~.Lf ~:Je sin~led out, thtt existence must be thot·ght of as · 
~art·or a larger whole,ie.,it is conditioned existence, or at least a 
~elated existence. If then the IR rt of a whole exists, or if there Je 
~ondi tioned existence r ,.::-'the_ whole must exist, there must '.:le uncondi t.;. .-1 

ioned exis·Lence in the sense of a totality or inter-related eKistence, 
either finite or irrfinite. A conae~t4on similar to this underlies the 
aialectic of. He gel's Lv~ic of which a simr.le examr-le is given at the 
le&innirig of his Phaenomenologie. It vrill surely ~le granted if the being 
'Jf the isolated existence ·le granted. In order, ho'!ever to make· the · 
~roof accurate, this existence or 'Jeine .of the so-called finite being 
flOuld first require demonstration, ·whiah onl-y removes the solution one _ 
:>ter further and ~letrays its impoc:;si~il 1ty; for this is not a matter of 
~-ro:Jf at all: t!lere is i'Pason to :·ta.int<~.in. And when the "cause" of this 
~onditioned existence is sought, it is to '1e found onl-y in the exr:lanat. 
ionof its.relation to the underl~in~ r.rinci~le of the continued series' 
lf the cont1itioned existence,ie., the :Kantian "intelligf'Jle {ie, non­
:;ensuous) existence~ which means the exrlanat~on of the series. This · 
Latter t:1G !elc~l~~ic ..... l .d.r~u.ment attem}!ts, stJ~-r.orted ,cs it is, jJ the 
)ntological, vfhich :)y its con:1ection with these t\ro arguments must 
,:>trive. on the one hand tcb invalidate the contention of Cleanthes as the 

1 P~of. A. Seth: THeism r. 4 
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sroH.:esman of H ... me•s scer.ticisrn, that the succession of O)jects taken 

1in its totali t"!.' J or the en ~ir0 ser:i.eo.> ui.' events mieht itself ·.)e the 
unconditioned existeRce for in th.is case, as in the case~ of the ex­
planat ion of the r.articular causes of the individt:al particles ::;f 

matter in a collection of twenty, the cause of the entire collect~cn 
1 W"Ould Je P.sufficientl·~· ex~lained in expalaininz the cause of the pa.rtS 11 

an.d- on the other hand rescue Theism from a re r-ose in a" dim sr ... encerian 
Onknowa)le", if the eKistence of· a God of the nature a '.:love desc·ribed 

is to ~e concluded. Regardine the former,teibnitz has said th't 
a sufficient reason must· )e given fpr the en-~ire contingent series 

which meta~h~sically necessar¥ sufficient reason of all contingents 
must be a necessary existent 1.e. ,_a ';)eing wh~se essence iuvolves exist 
ence,in which treatment of ·the Cosmologinal arenmPn~ 'hr: t!efinitely 
i_ntro~r·cr..s ~l:r' On"':-:--~ ~eical Proof of vrhich more must .)e said later. This 
can )e attained orily by the identification of the "unconditioned"or 
~inder-e.ndent"or "inter-related whole of existence" with the ens real 
:ssimum or Perfect 3eing. The cosmological Argt~ment, whether it dea:J_ 
ith the "rhenomenal" or the "ultimately real", can, ~owever go no 
arther than to estaJlish the existence vf IJ~i~ "nc:cetisar~" or 11 uncon­
'itioned" existence: it can give us~ God who is "the ultimate Riality 

·nto which.all else can be resolved and which cannot 'Je resolved into 
nything '::leyond; that in terms of which all else can be expressed,and 

3 ~hi eh cannot itself ·Je exrressAd itself in anything outside itself. "It 
rulli "cannot of ~~fJlf attain to the r~li~ious concer;tion of a God", 
ut it uan and does lead,•to the meta~hysical conception":,. not a ~roof 

2 of an unconditioned"-vrhich is merely to say that the [;rincirle of 
round and Consequent is a true c~,nd valid r-rincir:le. And as long as , 
he proof is content with this re~ul t, it is a rer.fectl~r legitimate 
rgunent; for -·it sal7s not.hing regarding the question of the one~ an·d · 
he man!i, it does· not set ::,le the question of thcl t:l ti_fr'~t~ !;~tt:rc or · 
he "groun:B•or thP int."r-related universe, or of· th'e rhenomenal_ and t lle 
eal, -Jut simrl~c thct there is a "vrhole", a Totalit1 of eKistence whinh 
s real, which is unconditioned ':ly an~'thing extraneous to itself, vrl1i a h 
s the Absolute and which has areal Ground .. This may be Pan-theism, :)ut 
t may 'Je more ·than mere Pantheism. It is the result of the conclusion 
aintainee iJy many, not that the infiai tc ie; vJt4.;.ine~ · ·il:J ne~~:d,i ving tba 
inite hut that the ~inite is known by isolation from or an arbitrary 
imitation of th·e infinj. te which is fiirst known. A species of Onto­
ristemological ar~ume~t has been workeo out with the :purr.;ose of show-

, t-lnmP. ~ Din.loP:l!«DS Conc0 rn. i.ne Na·tnra 1; Rel ie'i:)n, 433. 
~ Lotz~: Miorocosnos;Vol.IT.)r.eee. 
3 H~l~~n~ : Pat~wa~ to R~alil~. r.l9. 
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ing that oan's means of knowing the universe leads him to know the 
A3solute in its true character as Rational Sririt. This is touched on 
under the Epistenological forn of the Ontological r_,ro_,f 'Jelow :it reall ~ 
is a fusion of theCosmological and t!1e Ontoloeicai. The areument here 
eives "some cause of the universe indefinitel~1 great •. Whether this 
cat1se is the cause of oeine, or merely a cause of change;waether it is 
cr:.llSe ar.art from the universe, or. one wi:th it; v1hether it i~ i ntPl1-i :'"'"'~ 
or, unintellieent, infinite o-r fi...,~_te, one o'r many, this argt;ment cannot 
assure us", tArri tes a Christian Theist. 3ut to sr-eak of a First cause of 
the A~solute ) ie., of this Totali ts of eKistence, is , as WiJ.S seen a 'Jove, 
surely an abuse of terms. If the A'.lsolute had a cause then it would not 
:)e the A~)solute or Totality. This is what Fichte. meant when he said " 
•3eing al~ne is--ie.,that olhl-y which is)~ a~d throu:h itself# is •. ~.uih> 
Jeir." is simr:;le J homogeneous and immuta:)le; there is in it neither ~)eg­
inning nor ending, no variation or change of form, out it is always 
and forever ·the same unalterable and continuing aeing." Nor is this 
o:pr;osed to the vi err of Kant, if his th.ought of _,phenomena and of noumena 
~fe re-interr.;reted and it :)e held, as Hegel in a measure maintained, that 
~e rhenonena re~eal · i~ ~?me d e?ree the noui11ena. a~~ ~re not entirel!r_. 
~1f:ferent from •1ntellig1:)l~ eKistence•; for that thrnkerywrites,"All 
sensuous. t.henoihena may.::. be ec>ntin.e~ht~and eansequently'-possess ·only -an 
e~piPi~?ll; con~itioned existence, an~ iet there may ~ay also exi~t a 
~on-emr.irical condition Of the Vthole SerieS 1 or in c~ther WOrdS, a necess 
~:ryL :)eing. ~ and again, •It has.: leen shown •• that the .;ontingency of all 
bhe rchenomena of natur·e and their emrirical conditions is quite c<Dnsist­
nt with the ar~i~rary h~pothesis of a necessary though ~urely intelli- . 
i')le condition, that. no real con.tradiction exists 'Jetween them and con-
equentl~, joth ma~ ·)e true." He also holds ou ~ this ho1~e. to him who 

rould o~r ose1he a,nti-cosmo-theist-•The existence of such an a':lsol utel J 
ecessa rs being may · be imrossi ~)le ; ~)ut this can neve;r )e demonstrated 
ron the universal contin~ency and defendence of sensuoDs rhenomena) nor 

t
, ... om t.J.1t: l-:~ncit .. _le which for-~ids us to. discontinue a serie~ at some 
ember of ~"G or to seek for 1ts cause 1n some s~here of ex1stenee '.:>eyond 
e world of nature." 

lStrone :Systema-:ic Theology; r .41. 
3 Se •. I11tngworth: RPason an~ nevelatton, c. 2. 
~ Fichte! Wc;>rksn T~~e Doctrinr~ of ~E'ligion,Lec.I ,r .392 (Smit!1) 
4 Kant: Criti~ue, 315 31€. 

5 Kant l t;fittque; Solt1ti.·:::n of t~1e Cosm:)lJeic(:~.l io~a of t~1e 

Tot~lity of ~~e Dependenc~ of PhenoDe~al Existenc£. 

r. 316 
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TELEOLOGICAL 

The teleolosic­
al argUI!lent takes this "unconditioned existence" or this "sum-total of 
the continuous world-' ~rocess" and· ende:-'.vours to find in it its own true 
nature ie.,to discover the character of its underl~ing princirle or 
ground. The Cosmol.Jgical Argument leads to a concer--tion of a totali-ty 
of existence: the Teleological s~s its character. These are clo~elJ 
eonnec.ted, the latter especially with the princirle of efficient causal 
i t'j of the former. Some moderns have reha-:Jili ~ated the doctrine of eau~ € 

claiming , as Mr. Lindsay does,that "~ow·er, and not mere antecedence,is J 
\~rhat the metar-h·ysical idea of cause proclaims, and even from the scient~ 
ific ·side recent wtiters like Le Conte have held to our consciousness 
of will-power as the sot1rce of causality, rather than trace it to the 
observation of external sequences.", or as A.K. ROgers, vvho does not 
a1tree that thefeeling of eff'ort is adequate to meet the requirements of. 
the prO~)lem of the origin of the idea ,for ~- 3etvreen th.e sense Of effort· 
and the subsequent result there is no eonnection whatever that is trans~ 
parent to thour;ht", that the scientifi_~ """aning o ~ causality does n:Jt 
exhaust the full content ~r the concer-tion, .)t:t that." the real ':>asis 
of interr.retation" of ~he causal idea is "the rational ~nd intelligi'ule 
connecti9n r:r~sent in ~related str~es 9f fac~s or ste1~~ united.~)-~ thei_r 
associat~on w~th a common end." Tn1s v1ews tne underly1ng I;-rlnClt.te or 

l 
ground of the inter-related exi~tenoe as ar.-urr.osi ve series in which the 
earlier and the later stages are related to one another :)~ their· own 
intrinsic nature, so t11.at. the •world is itself in its true nature a con~ 
sc3lous ex1.=erience, in which alone 1:urroses are em:)odied." This has not 
always been the manner of the statement of the Physico-the, logic.ai argu~ 
ment and its loe;ical_ justification ··rill ~Je ex.amtned later. Meanwhile the 
Humian and tb..e r;re-Kantian Proof's must be discusse~. 

The criticism of thts argumenthy Hume and Kant, is most 
,imr·~rtant and has not .)e--n without effect in mouldine themodern views. 
~ant's remarks on two r--oints must be considered final .. When he insists 
'rtha t the proof aannot demonstr~:.te theexistence of a God of infinite ~~; · 
~-risdom and go·:Jdn~ss, -he raises the pro0l_em of infini tn(l" ~'1~ o_,. e&ist­
~nce. That it giv~s only a causP ~~ a nature prorortionate to the num~er 
1n~ value of theindications of design und accordingly not an absolute!} 
~1ise, :)ut only a most vrise cause, is an accurate contention regardin.s tbe 
a3solute wisdom of the cause, for the assertion of the a·Jsolute harmon­
iousness and goodness of or in nature which is neede to su.)stantiate thF 

1 Li~dsa~ Re~cnt Adv8nces; r.l45 
~A. K. Rop_;;~,rs: T'1e R~lip:i:-)lS Concepti~;n of The World;r.r. 

144, 1 4? 1_49. 
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lnference to 1n,f1n1 te ··rlsdom and g~udness 1n 1 ts a utaor E>- es .)e~ ond vlle. 

~ealm of :.,he emrirical, ,:)ut it is a ~cluestionAthe car aJilit~ or the ';rork 
)f tile i·rouf is -~u ..Lui.'er· a. catASe a·ca.li,. or on..L~ a n1e ti1vci or dGV8..1..v1-emen >J 

le- is a iso accurate -:rh en !1e remarks that it -:_s insufTicient to r-rove the 
~xistence .:;f God as the Greater of the Cnivt:?rse, :)l_:t why does he a,d!:.i t 
~l):Rt it is corrr1 etent to "demonstrate the ex.istence of an Architect of 
~:.he vrorld) whose efforts are limited ~)!I the cal_,a")ilitiesof t~1e material 
)n \'fhich he works ? It is no 'loi~'y~ due to the then our:rent manner of 
riewinP" teleolo~=--,- as somethin_r: introduced int-J matter from ~l. sour·ce 

ljJ ......., .., -

=xt0rna 1 to it. Th8 argu~ent r ror erl~r consi(3ered oueht not to aim at 
.r·ovine either an Architect or a Creator. Tl1e argument,however)which 
\ant and flume ne re a ttackin,:: did air.1 at such 3. conclusion and that lare e 
l~' )eC(\Jt-se. or theinfluence of t~le Creationist doctrine of Cl"1ristin.rp.ty' 

~
in~) allo,.rP,n of :=t D~d~-1:;_,... i_r.-t~rrretation. Aristotle had sroken of 06~ 

a; ~-~tlol.§. The. Schol_a_ st~c~ of t:1~ Midr1..le Ages ~hou.sh~ 0f God as en~~rel ~· 
1st1nct from 1ut ex.8rc1s1n.s <tn 1nfl1Jence on t~1e vror.J.d, s0 th~~t e>oa1es 
noueht of a;3 comr.osed of inert and 1-(_:.ssive matter incar-a )le in them- .. 

selves of the rowPr of knowin: or -workine for ends are conceived of as 
~o workin~. Again in the Earl~ MRdern Philosorher~ we are continually 
~earin: of God and Nature. Descartes ':~s -was seen, hesitates to main­
tain onl-~ "Deus ex machina" ~et·, general!~~ sr-eaking Dualism was his 
theory. In Srinoza's God the saue ex.ternalit~~ of the .. sr.iritual" or t thou:··ht" element to the"material" or "eKtension" is most evident. While· 
:f.n Lei;ni·'~:z theinfluen~e of God which r roduces the ~Hlrmony in t:1e several 
$onads is from wi ·-.hout; his G.,.,c i~:, an eternal Architect, who has eterna 1 
~atter u: on which to Tork. In fact,-· durinE ·fu. e intera:al extending from 
the t~me of the Neo-Platonists to the time of HtJme and Kant, themajorit·y 1 

~f writers 'Jho dealt with desien and teleoloz~· ,held, ~~~3 was set'n in the 
xamination of tl1 .. e nature of God, that the acti ::.n, interference, guidan oo 
r control which God i!f'::~s sur,l o:;;ed t ~· exercise on ~he universe was mani-

1 tl. . . . . - . t ru r } .-.1 f (/ 
est y ur-on ra1er tn:tn tnrouP"·n or~ 1. ThP·-,v~l7 J!nM/ppb~~~-·--:;re con-
idered as too a~solutel~ distinct and se1arate. This is true to a great 

· ~r or le ~s deeree, of thd>se who even mainta.ined the irlEi~tnPnt~'~' e>f G:>d as 
1el1 :-is His Transcendence,eg. ,Aristotle, to sor:1e C.egree the Stoics, 

Geulincx, 3erkeley and others. Tht.s the teleological ar~ument criticised 
,)~' Ht~s8 and Kant ende:ivoured to esta-)lish the existence uf an infinite 
qod and imrlied theconcer.tion of the sum-total of existence as. comrose d 
df the universe of men and things in vrh ich God was working, thou;:,h not 
in'.:ardly and imi!lanentl~ )ut frorD ¥rithout,ie.as a factor fundamentally 
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different from the essential nature of the universe. Thi:~ is evic~.enced 
also~)~ the ver~ .r;,ossi.Jilit·y, •~rhich ~)ecame an actualit~'J of the format­
ion of the Deistic doctrine in contradistinction to the T4eistic. Now 
with sol!le sueh view as this of the universe an attemr.ted teleological 
I-· roof of the· existence of God was worked out. Of this Kant, as quoted 
a~ove, has accurate!~ outlined the chief rnomerita. Any criticism of a 
rroof which has tl'1ese as its essentials cannot ~o ver~c far 0eyond th · t 
of Kant. He a:pr-~ears to L~ake it for grant:"d that there are "manifest 
siens of an arraneement full of r-urrose", ;:Thich some have questioned,and 
his distinction oetw·een thedemonstartion of the existence wf a creator 
~n~ of an. architect is only anothPr ~~~ cP i~~ic~ting t~at this rroo~ 
is not concerned with ther:roblem of the eternit~ of matter,or at least 
of the origin of the matter of the universe ie. J th~ it was not called 
upon to rrove the non-etP.rni t~ of matter, )Ut th :c·,t granting the exist'en c 
of the catterJit could lead t0 the qonclusion that some very fOwerful 
Architect has so arraneed the elements of matter. His other remark 
a-:>ot:t : roportion would Je more to ti1e r-oint ilc.t.d lt Jwen. Ut·l.-'lJ.~jd ·w ~-~~!~ 

ArC'hi tect, rather than to "cause", eKcert to a final cause vrhich the 
droof did not warrant. It vrould have shown, what he r.revi0usl·y had hint-
8d, that the Architect's f.:Owers were prorortionate to the evidences of 
a,rrangement of mean..c:; to ends. This Kant no dou')t saw, '..lut he evidently 
did not notice the most fundamental misconception contained in the momen 
ta else he woulc, not have talked of a •kind_ of causality-- namely, under 
standing and ·will"-- vrhich "reside in n?,tu!'e~ With those momenta as 
t::1e onl11 ones his reoD,rk elsewhecc is more convincing, ie. , that the idea 
6r design may le onlr su~jective and regulative, a working hypothesis, 
and not o·)jective or "constitutive". Had Kant,hovre1er, rec.ognisec1 that 
merely a "')lind all-r.owerful nature procln~i n~ t~~ ~""infs ~-~ ~ (;v;:·n-ts · · 

1 ;·r~ich fill thP vrorln ~-n t•nconsci.:·us fecundity" ,had not a su')lime and 
r~ise cause added onto it or infused into it in some manner )~· means of 
~hich it eould infltJencc it and di.rc~ct it, ')tJt that the ·cause i'ras in 
:>or2e sense within the universe,not ·;~erely residi:ns; in it, )1,t 'Jeing 
lts essenti;:.l nature, so th··,t nature was tll-r-owerful, not 'Jlind )tJt 

Lntelligen~ or r..er·~d.i-ti J."uc1~vtiive, ~li.ti cri-'\t:i..Citi....:.. vfvul.::. :1u.v~ t:..vl~en L.. C.i~ f­
~rent form. 3ut his work had its effect in at least showing th .. e limits 
>f this argument and its derendence on theCo~:;oloeicaf ie., that onl·~· 
·rh en a first cause or ground of tlae universe was esta '1liSJ.~ed or r-'ostul at 
~d, could this rroof rroceed to se,rch for marks 'Thich evidGnced its 
~haracte~ as intellieent or rurrosive. Since Kant, this has ·)ec;n genera 1 
~Y acknowledged and it has ·Jean relegated to. its true function of deve 1 .. 
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or ing t~e Cosmological Proof. 3ut su:-Jsequeht to him it has ·)een largelY 
modified ':Jy the !!lodern scientific theories and esrecially t~1at of Evol­
ution. 

~volution, as evollJtio!} or as a scientific hyrJ:)thesis, was 
as noticed in the historical outline a1ove, not e.mrl:ryed :J1 its earli­
est and most accur~te ex1.ol!lents c=s. a ··rea1.on to defeat Theism .. Nor indeed 
can it so do. I t is the r.seudo- science, which may Je descri Jed in the 1 

words of a modern writer regarding ~hrsical scienn~ RS "a ~i.n~ of R~nd­
wich of eenuine science ~)etween two thick la·yers of metar.hysics", which 
has )rought confusion -~ the entire I,osi ticn instead of the definite -
aid which the t:urel~, scientific theory. should render in clearin;:: tlp the 
situation. J~- this is meant, t1r~.t when evolutionar-y scientists h:_::.ve 
trartsformed themselves into evolutionary f,hilo~or.hers the:i have not 
o.l~iaJs rcc~~~~i~ed tl1e ri~htful l::;siti.:;n and the true merit of the scien 
ce. Prof. Hux~ey himself wrote as follows,~The teleological ar~ument 
runs thus-- an organ or organism(!) is rreceisel:l fitted to r.erform a 
functio~~ or r-urpose (3); therefore, it was specially constructed to per 
~arm th~:.- t r~urr~ose. In Pale1's famous illustration, the adartation of all 
the ~-arts of the watch to the function or pt.rr:ose of showing the time, 
is held to ~e evidence that , the watch vras sreciall-~· contrived. to thP,t-, . -
end, on the ground that the onl~,o cause vre· kno,~r of comr;etent to r .. roduce 
such an effect as a ~atch whi~shall keer time, is a.cont~iving intell­
igence, :~~~·+i_n~ i".'-lflll mr>~"'(""'l ~i.rectl1T to thctt end" J and. suezests that it 
is r-ossi )le to think of a watch gradual!~· evalving from a revolving 
:)a.rrel 'Jy !means of a •tend'ency in the structure to var~ indefini tel·y•, 
and b~ "s~methine in the surroundine world which helved ~11 variati~ns 
in the directi>on :of an accurate time-keeper and checked all those in 
Jther directions", which vr:.:uld destro~ the force of Paley's argumen·t:" 
11 for it would then 'Je d ?monstrated th;;_t an ar,raratus thoroughly well 
3.daf ted to a r;artioular pur1,ose might )e the result of a method of trial 
:1nd error worked out ',)y unintelligent agents, as w·ell as of the direct 
:t.r~r-lica tion of ll.i.le illea.ns ai, l:ror_c ia. lie ~u ~!ua. ~ ~nd ..;~ u.n. in ~e~~ i.~n."' 
g~rit." \rnile it must 'Je recoenised that the writer was in thi_s passage 
nly statine the issue and a rossi)lc line of proceedure and not stat­
ng that "the teleological argtnnent had •..• rec.eived its death-')low, 
ro_m Darwtn." Yet man-y have clai~:1ed tha~ his r-ossi;)ilit·y is ~actuality .• 
arwin hi.mself had l!rrit:~en,"The old argument from design in n,ature ...• 

r'ails, now that the law of natural sei.ection has ~leen discovered ... The rE 

4:;eems to :)e no i:J. __ ,re design in the v aria.)il i ty of areanic ~)eings •.. than 
tn the course which the wind o~ows.", or again,"! have no intention to 

1 Cam'J. Theol. Essa-ys: F. R. Tennant: ~ect. II)~El. 

2 La~ Sermons, B.330,331. 
4 Prof. Flint: ~·,PiS" m, r .1~8 ... 
3 Vol I , c. 8, R!':\l iei ')nJ( Let i~ers to As a Grey) 
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\·Tritr~ atheistically. Jut I own that I canriot see as .._ . .Lainly as others do 

and as I should wish -~ do) evidences of desien and ~eneficience on all 
sides .of us. I am inclined tc. \ok at ever~ thing as resulting from design-

d laws, with -~he det:,ils whether· e;ood or -.)ad, left to the workj_ne out 
1 f what vre may call chance." Now this doctrine in a WrlPp0d form h~~ 

trongly a}.: posed Theism. In the ~1ands of Comte. Wei.ssman, Helmhol tz, 
o~anes, Haeckel, the Author of Mr. 1alfour's Apolozetics, 36~hner, ahd 
any writ8rs of the Ratioalist Press Associati~n, it has de~lt heavy 

. low·s. These Dar-tvinists haye out-oar~Y"ined· Darw'in hirnself and res··rc 
arwinism, not evolution, as fundamentally th r.. interr r"'~ta.tion of all 

'"" ·sm and DOnism". Weismann, writes,"The phil.osorhical sieni_ficance of 
atural select-ion lies in thefact th('_t it shows us how to exr:-·lc~.in the 
rigin of useful, vre-11-adarted structures purely ~)-~r :-Jechanic:'l force ancl 

~ without hB-vine to fall ·)aeJ5 on~- directive force." "n:)_rw:i_n",w·rit~'~S 
H;:Jec;kel ,_" :~3-~re us the key to t~1e man lstic explancttion of orea.nisrn .. Mech 
~nisn. alorte can-give us a true el:{planation of natur3.l r;;henomena.;for it 
ttr;:tces th~rn to their real efficient causes, namel ~c, to ')1 ind and t:ncon­
~coius agencies." Dar-r;·rin hinself, _ 'H~1en con~ernec vrit.!1 the evolt:ti:Jn of 
~iving oreanis~ )ased it on two ~ostulates; the originalcreation of a 
fevr at'- one ,)eing; anc, the existence· of variations, vri thout vrhich, he 
sa1·s 1 natural ~election can do nothing and \'Then ciscussin:: :_12J1 treats 
rrtmari1:· 0_,. +~~ 0'7'1ln-!-:;~, ... -'!' '1i_g-")0C~'" from the lOYfer animals. 3ut it 
must ne admitted th~t Dar\ATin hiJ:lSel r i.\TaS not ~lways consistent. "Some 
~1ave imatined that natural selection incmces varia')ility, ''Ihereas) it 
tmrlies Only the rreserv~tion of such variations as arise and are )enef­
icial to the ~eing under its conditions of life•, is his contentioq at 
~ne tj.ne, '"Thile at an other hG sreal{s o~ natural selection as f;icking 
out with uner17ine skill ea~h inr.rovement anc. as at>le to ''rroduoe str·uc~ 
~res". Anc his rrofessed.followers eoifig further) claimed for natural 
Se1ection "the lofty position of a COIDf.-'etent ~Kplanatory C~ic princil;l€' 
tt has in fact been spokerl of as an" agent" or as "ros3-~ne r-J~·rer". 
3ut it i~ nothin:; of the sort. even 'AT0re it universa:T1.y valid:Darwin hin1:-

:

elf a:t one tii!1P :-; t .least clafirted it to Je 1ut a theory to account for : 
he process of evolution. It is hut a "natural la~". "Som~ have o~jected"i 
rites Dc,r'~-'rimJ" that ~'.s plants have n·J volition, natural selection is not: 

a~rlica'Jle to them. In the literal sense of the w·ord, no dou~')t, natural 
$election is a :raise term; ~Jut w·hoever o'.)jected w chemists sr-eaking of 
ihe elective affinities of the various ele~ents? .• It has )een said that 

1 QuotPd from Religion ,Letters t,:) Asa'Gre~·,in StirlinE,r-3~8 
Las"t Words on MatP.ri:~lism,r.l','-'9 Se. (1~1ristian Ar'Jlop:etic,r.e. 

3 T~1 e' Evolution Theory: r. 55. 5€. 
Se. ~'lard: Natur8.lisD 8,nc1 AznosticismVol. I.r~73 

.-Roi:taes: narHrin ~.nf ~fter Bar,Nin. Val. II. c. I .. 
4 H~0kel: Riddle of the Universe,r.284,'?e5 



I sreak of natural selection as an acti VP :power or Deity; ·)ut ''rho 

o)jects to an author Sfeakinz of~the attraction of gravity as ruling 
the movemen-~s of the rlanet_s? Rver!lone 't{r:ows ··i~!J~t is r1e~1nt ana imr :_ ied 

1 ')·y such met·:J.rhoric~~-1 cxrressions." The :n0:tnin:; of t'1is is unnistakea')le 
The Dar;•tini::tns, of ~-r~on t'!_1e a,Jove are rer ~':··sr~ntati ves, ov0-r·lo Jk the 
- • · · ·• · · · ,.. .._. + • .. t• + · t• t · 1 -- Y" t' 1 s th ~rP. 1Ll~J..l\:;U.\-_Lvt:J.3 .... 1: ~J:~e ._,:1eor:, na .... 1n :1e rro 01. __ asm o. cle neuc eu v "" 

is ·;_ povrer residing •trl1i_ch c~n resr:.Jnd to external inflvences and ~lY 
t!leans of ':vhic"1 the·:,· can construct c~~ lls) tJ.sst :es and org~,_ns in resr-·onSG 
to,cnd nirect a~arjt~.ti9~sto, the conritions of' li-PAo What is t~is rovrefl 
"IF",as P_rof.G. Henslovr r1·s cont8nc1.~~d vri~'!-1 som0 sho"r of ac0uracy, 

•nar,•rin ~vas ri.t:··ht in StJr,~:osinf-" the C-reator to 'Jav0 breRthed life into ~ ~A ~ . 

a sinele for1:1, or to have made a speck of rrotorlasm with its nucleus, 
.• then that srjeck was ~ufficient to evelve the w·hole of t~e vegeta')le. 
and animal -.,~orlds Jincludi11g man; rast pr·esent ~nd future~ If ~He reflect 
on 'this phenomenon i're discover that the protoplasm is endouren ·lrit~l a 
rractically creative omnip::>tence. To most ;~inds suc1 an c.stonndtn~ f;:j_cj; 
WC·Ulf ')I? Sufficient of' itself a~ an: i_n-r~ 11 i 1,1 c. ·ur~ ~'"'""'~S ..._~ n;,.. :'r:r.-T~cj_.-.n-t., 

~ rower 'Jehind nature." 3t;t this .... 1erel-y asst;mes the statement cC' Dar'uin 
anC. wot.lf not nPcessari l~i convince th~ sar-~e mi.nds of t,1e acttF).li ty of 
dPsign. This ~,.rot1lc! ')e as fatal as the natur~l selr-~ction of Darwin:to : 
the concerti on ,~~r J~}1e desi~n argtJment as imrlyin·g a ·nei t~: ~.~rho rroceeds 
mn ··t:"1e same .r~anner as ahumr1n artificer, first conc~i.ving_ an idea,. then 
~:J.I{in: a rlan and t!1en constrtJc~inz a ttechanism t:~ satis£'~; the condit .... 1 

ions ::f the plan, conceiving all the adaltati.·:1ns in i.l.te i-li:l.nts u.nd 
animals 1Jefor0 their creation; so t.hr:.t Da~vrin was rigidl ~; true to his 
own rrinc-irlt?.s 1'Then he rP-marks t~at he covld not see evidences of desie1 
an~ )eneficience on ~very sidP ~f him, for not~in: ~e thought was n~de 
in anticirat1cn of its use or requirement, ~Y t its structure is evolved 
3-s~ the "universal :r:rocess· of self-adcq::tation to t~1e environnPntal forc­
.es." He could n.:;t see evidences sufficient to justify t~10 teleolozs of 
Huxley's p.~scri:r,tion vrhich '1eld that "P.ac'h organisr1 is· lil\e a rifle 
~ullet fired· straight at a mark" ~ecause for him"orzanisn are like 

3 grape-shot, of w·hich one hits somethin:r and thG .--.l~st fal.1 wlae.~-" _But 
there is no necessity to tqke teleol~g-y in this strict sense of sur;ros-
ine t~12~~ ~"'.~': ~~..,.~n;~,.... .;!1 "~- rifle ~)U~.1 et fired straight at a nark." 
.while Darwi.n could not see evid0nces of this he covld not, as Iverach 
roiR:ts out,"disrense with superintendence, nor with an agency which ~-.-.:.h 

4 watches, ricks out, accumulates 'and forms", ie.,he cotld not eKplain -

1 Orir:i'1 0~ S{r'>Cies: D;4 rNin; r.€3. 
2 C'hristi~ln Ar:~-lo~etic! M~:', 190'?-'.[.19. 
3 H~x.:~~: vf! ~he urigin .:.:f Sr-ecies; Ar:rendix· qcctec in 

. ' Iverach, p.lC4. 
4 Evolution ann Christianity,r 10~. 
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evo1Ltion e.s due to" :Jlind and liJ.nconsc.i.vLS u.&encics". Thus natural sel-
ection as an ul tim_ate r:rincir le of organic evolution le8ve~ Dan:~ :.. i 

desiderata. Huxley quotes t~e followin~ from the great Palaeontolcgist 
Zittel;-"The naturalist evolution offers .the onl~· natural sol1:tion of 
the rro'Jlem of the d~velor ement and su~cession of orgc·.nic ~Jeirtgs ... That 
the rrincirle of natural selection discovered jy narwin leaves many 
phaenomena unexplqined is no longer denied 1y even the warmest followerf 

1 of Darwin." 
Passing from Zo~log~ to 1iology a similar rPsult is 

o~tained. In considerinz man something more than"natural s~le~tion" or 
~urvival of the fittest",must )e taken into acnount to exrl2in in any 
~~~ thA idea of rrogress and the fqct of the de~elopement from the 
rrotozoa ur to r1an. The theories .-Jf Srencer and HtJxley have n()thine in 
them 'J~· which this dev0lor8r1E?nt of form and structure can -.Je explained 
much less th.-~ fact :.n3. t th8re is in the t:pward develor ement a point 
reached T·r~en a 3eing com0s on the stage who can adapt himself to his 
environnent, not only ·>!' 'Jein~ I'!1od'ified ')y the environment, 'lut chiefly 
the environmerd;, .i.u ~;,...., .;;rt:Gr it~elf. And in this higher state t1H~re are 
other\'elements, such as volitional and rati::~nal self-cor.sciousness, of 
which an account rntist )e given. It is not the ~usiness of the rresent 
rarer to disctJSS the merits -Of diffprent psychol.Jgic:=d. stand-roi nts :her Et 
it need only 'Je rer.1arked that thP onus pro'1andi yet lies with the 
emriricist to show that either volition or rational self-consciousness 
can 0e rroduced 1-; the action of external stimuli or ,JY environment. Du 
3ois Reymonc in his Die Sieben Wel tr~thsel s:pecifie·:' some seven 1 imi ts 
to the naterialists ex.rlanation and among the:-, are theorigin of life an c 
the ori~in of consctot:sness and rational t!1oue;tt. And for _some .more 
recent writers the position has altered ·)ut li-t~~.le. nrof. Orr in a ·, _..;.~: 

recent work, wri tes~In the forefront, in 'c~1e develof;ment+ of nature, thE 
origin of life.stands as a ~lank wall in the wa~ of any thoroush-going 

~ theory of naturalistic evolution." "Science has a~andonee, w~th some 
little indignation, the endeavOtJr to eet fron matter to mind, . to derive 
the mental fror!J t 11f:\ rhysical .. " -

Tbe ·torics of evolutionary Zoology and 3iology, having 
~een examined and•the._power of life" and "modifying cause" of Lamark, 
and t!1e "natural selectl.on 11 and " strug6le f0r c~~istcnce" of Darwin) 
having )een found incapa~le or sur:lying a comrietely satisfactory 
exrlanation Qf t:1e facJ:s of these sciences,. attention must ':)e directed 
to the rro~lem of cosmic evolut_;on as dealt vri th ·)~~ Spr--ncer in order 
th~t it_ ma1• ':le seen whether it is justified or not in its assumption or 
an indefinite incoherent ho!!logeneity and in its passage from this to a 

1 Natt:re~ Nov.1,1894. Qt~'.::'ted in Orr; God's Ir:aee in· Man r.92 
. foot-note. 

2 Orr: Go0 's Im~.z8 i.n Uan; r .118. 
3::Cam'l. Th~ol. "'ssays: F. R. Temnant; Ph~rsic~~l Sci·~nce and 

th~ 1eing of God r.€5. 
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definite coherent heteroeenGit-y ·)y the m·'ans of the r:rincirle of force 
and natt~r without an~ introduction. of an intellectual eleDent, external 
:>r intern.al, rational or instinctive .:;f some nature si_milar to the Idea 
of~Hege.l, the Will of s·chopenhau.er,t I1e A)Solute- of Schel1.ing or t!1e 
Div~ne Wisdor1 of Lei')nitz. S_rencer systematically e.xcludes the rossibil-, 
i_ty of a plastic rrincirle which might giev form to matter, allowed ~1y 
Lamark and sometir.lPS ~ven ')-~' Darwin. ls this justifia'1le? Is the law o~ 
segr~~ation g,n ~c~1vg_t~ exrla.nation, of the . harmonio·usness o-t the. hetero 
g~ner1:.y? In the organic· world it will have to expla;in an externa and an 
internal harm-on-y ie J the harnon-!J of the conponent t:,a:rts -_::f an organ~sm 
:tnd t!H~ harmorr~7 'Jf the. T•T!-lolA W'i th its ,nvi·~On!!lent. A rurely nechn.nical 
::..~ent is set t:J solve the rro~)lem of ·corP.esr:,nC'ence and rrorortion in a 
livine beine. Reeardine its internal harmony or "co-ordind,tL: .... n•• J~~c 
g_uestion ma:- ·1~ askeC., ho~·r and w·hy dc)es "integration" rroduce svch 
t3omrata'1ility of thP. ·elements ltrithin the types themselves. To this ·i 

=>fencer's theor~· st;pj/lies no ansvrer. ~or does it to the same question 
3oncernine the corresr,ond~nce of a ":>ei ng with its I!ledium. There must 

~ -

1ave existed some definiteness i:1 the- similar elements, else "~JThy simil~Jr 

:)efore sogrega tion r:-roduced the coherent and definite heterogeneity from, 
1 ~he homoQ'eneovs. Indeed w·i th this "homo~eneous•• and the entir<? s-v .. stem I ...... ....... -

there is as erious difficLl t~, which Janet and oth0rs have not failec to 
p9int ottt. The incefini te, incoherent, t~ndifferentiated homogeneity is 
the res1~l-t-, of a logical Qonfusion only. "For how•: asks Janet ~·•can there 
:1e in a'· r~i~..;+;_,.rl"\ TAfl\01,n, ~-, .... ""11~t""'!~- ~::'-:-~r:~n(-\:··~ ~:;;'"~r"S, ....,j_~.p,...,...,w .. +, .;'1"\ 

species or even in intensity? Ho vr can there ~)e in a vrhol e an external - . .. " ' 3.nc an 1nternal s1de? In r1 w'hole a3solutel-y ho,...,ogeneous there can be no 
internal and P-xternal sir~s and th~ "cistri '1ntion of force must ~::>e as 
10r.t'Jgeneous as the distri ')tJtion of matt~r" and therP can ~)e no forces 
~~f:"erent in sr eci es a0d in i_ntensi t~7. The r:rimi tive homoeenei t-y once in 
!qt;flibriur:J, f•rill remain so indefinite!~ until ~n internal. force, though 
mch is excludee ~Y the natu~e of the case, act 'upon it, or_an internal 
;:rincirl e of develop!!lent, not deduced from the lavrs of :r.-12 ttcr and force, 
lmpell it to divers"ity."In other ~·rord~,if,"the indefinite -incoherent 
~onogeneity"in vrhich ,according to Mr. S~encer,_ some rearrangement must 
result, vrere a state devoid of all qual i. tati ve diversity and __ predicable 
~·r the t.niverse, th~n,. . 1 an~,r rearra.ngenent COl.Jld ~---esu~ t cnly- from exter 

e:J_. nal' interference, it could n·:~t ~~gin from with in." So tt t · t' J. t _ ,1 a w1 ll an e , 

, Jaoet~ Final Causes ~· 2'70. 
2 Ward: Natur~lisrn and A~nosticisn; Volf I,r.823. 



'75 

"l1e must conclude that this py:pothesis of ~n a,1solute homogeneity imr:li-

~
s con-:rc..diction •• that ho,•tt?vt?.r hl.·gh. we ascend ~.·re mu~t..,s __ t~ll__a;d~-~~- the 
xistence of the sn.nP ane ~!1(? other, as Plato said(7D daVJou 'Of-/~ zJyc~ )and 
hat consequentl-y t!1e neterogeneous is qu-ite as much a f;rincir 1 e as the 

1 lior-!oeeneous itself'." "T!l 0 horrr:·e;enAous th- t is to develor.e into the het­
rogeneous,must )e irnr:licitly heterogeneovs from the start":"the hetero­
enelt-y th2t. arrears in the development is nothin[: essentiallJr new, ')ut 

~ I ways ,)een at least rotential. •r Develorment or evolution, is not the 
~ akii-:~ of sor.:eth inz out of nothing, -)Ut the unf~l~ in~ er wariifestation 
f th:t vrhich in another asrect eternall·y is. On this rc,int Hegel a~d 

3 e~elianism have ')een rnos~ ihsisjent. 
From this it may ?e serm how the doctrine ·:f the origin 

cf Motion or the Prir!V'- Mover is a 1 ink connecting the causation and the 
Teleological arguments. In discn:~sing the Cosmological argument it was _ 
seen that granting the eternity of matter an expfanation of the "cause"' 
of r:1otion could yet '1c demanded,ie.,an exrlanation of force, or,~Prof'~ 
Flint-expressed it, an exrlanation of the orisin of energy. Here a re­
turn must ')e made t.o the dilema of Aristotlt? a.s. t_:; whether the moti-.Jn 
was an inherent ~nality of original mp.tter.or was sur:erinduced from 
without. If t;1e tatter_ .,)e accepted, then th-e whol0 cannot ')e honoeeneou.;~ 
for the cause 1'Tot·ld ·)e 2. div~rsit·!i extPrnal to the wholP itself. If the1 
former, ~'Thich is the nore accurate, ':'lhich Aristotle ar~r arently held and 
which Kant's vif?.w· fayoered, then ;·ri t.."lin the ~rholP ~here is already a 
heterogeneity or distri')t;t,i()n of motion r:rorortion~,te to the distri")ut­
ion of ~atter. He~ce the assu~rtion of a homogen~ous ~ass is on either 
hJ....-c,tllesis t,;n\'rarr.anted, and th8- conclusion is _r~ached th~.:t in some vray 
t'"le "c.ause" of motion is correlative with and itl!Ilanently inheren·t, in 
the matter in _some way as its essential nature. thou~h yet distingvish-

4 la')le at least in conception from it. 
No1.'T fr::rJ the a~ove su~~7-!':J ~l~~-" me~!zr) surve·y of the -· · 

theory of evolution it rna:~ ·1e plainly seen t11at evoluti ::n can ,)e vie,~red 

fron two t irrercnt st.andpoints. As a cosmic formula, it !!la~r ·)e a des­
cription of the genesis and history of the facts to vvhich it is ar;·:plied 
or it may 'Je such a description plus a metaphysical theory of t~ei r .:~ 
causes or ultimatels real nature. It ma~ )e looked u~on as expressing 
the gredation in ~the stages of a develor;:ment, ··)~- degrees or intervals 
-rrnr~ ~·r~c.-'-: ?-Ccoroing to ot!r conce;:-.tion may 1e_c6nsirered less perfect to 
=~re ferfect forms. This is the scientific ~ .. spect of evolution. In it­
self it n~ither orroses nor fa~roers teleoloc~ or finality ,Jut it 
ft:rnishes the l!laterial for t~1e discussion of the Theistic rroof. On the 

1 Janet: Final Causes· r. 27t. 
~ 3owne: Th~is~; r. 9~. 
3 Se. Pro?. Seth: Theiso r.4e. 
4 "our theory e>f t!1e c _-s~.cl·Js" writes .Lotze{Mierocosmos II ,€84) 

'rnt:st so::'?how and s0:-: 0 ''Th~r'? !'C'~oenise t~1~ qctual ~ovemPn-t, i tsE!lf as an 

oriein~ll~ given rt~t!lit-y, and can never succ~eed in r)xtretcting it fran 
rest".Sc Seth~4~ Heeelianism"has insisted th~t devel9rment is not an 

,., d · t · ,... t• t ' · .. · t'1 e r ' f a'-. 1 100 :::; aa VTn-Ic 1 w·as 1n no sense l · e Je ore 11 
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ot~er hand this may ')e view·ed me~arhysically. 
1
Here again two views are 

~rossi')le. This sci0ntific theor~r rncry rossi ')1~7 11~xr lainer1 as t:-&e state­
!!lent of a develorment which is the successive ~rourings attempted try 
:n~ture until favoura'Jle circumstqn-..,es brov::rht 1.'-lo,·t the exact coin.cid­
lenc~~~; :·r1i i eh rroduc~o the rresent definite coher-ent hetero~eneous 
:univ0rse. Or other,-Tise it ma~· ,)e ~ ·~x.r:lained ~. a g~adu,.tl evoluti ~;nary 
:raanifes ~. ~tivi.l. _f ;..:.n intellizence workinz systematicall:: in and through 
the matter of the un 1 verse. The pro~Jlem is whether -~~1e facts uf t:u~. 
caeS" favour Theism or Natu ·alism an·:::1 Naturalistic M:~_terial is!!l. The 

1 decisio~ betv1een the two vie7r p::ints is part of the rro:)lem of the 

1

1teleoloeical :-.ro.:;f of the present time. 
... Thct there is order in the vn i verse can scarcely :Je dou b 

1
ted. Prof. Flint has examined all the sciences fairly accurately and 
~as fount: in eacij of them eviden<1es of <•rh at we call order. The reizn of 
~aw is ~~tone way of stating the rresence of orde~.- 3u~ is ~rof.Flint­
lrizht in claiming that order can only, rroce?d fr;om an intellieence and 
!that·~ question ofthe arguMent under discussion is ~.mether the world 
ex~1i'Jits order or not? Kant did not raise the ·questiGn regarding the 
r·::~sen.ce of order: he sirnr: ly assumed it, or at lea.st recoenised that it 
~·T8,S 0Sel~-evident -truth. What Kant dissent~cl fr')m ilfaS teleo: ug~' and r. 

finqlit'!l in n::t,ture, not ord~?.r an·-"' system. ls Janet more accurate ~·.rhen 

~e ac~er:ts the testimo,.,y of scit?.nce a.s unanimously !lnd overwhelmingl·y 
1n favour of order and s·ystem ane rroceP.ds to esta-)lish the legitimacy 
pf draw·ing a conciusion from a sylloeism of whic'1 t~1is fact is the 
f.linor .r:remise and -::,i."!e major is t~!c..~,u..;.l "order) or strictly sr:eaking, 
all adar:tati~n of Means to ends surT :)Ses an in~elligence." His conclus­
ion would ·,)C that the order and the adapta.tion .in the universe are 
sizns of intelligence. Je,net ar-rears to have erllphasisc.d the less i:'Jr­
ortant rremise of t 11e sylloeism. It is n':::t ::'ltogetherithe ·major pr(~mise 
yrh ic~ neads deraonstYati:>n ,nor is it -:~1e r ationali ty of era wing the con­
clt1sion from t!1e tvro rremises. The question i.s :'rhether the facts referr 
fd to design reall: justi:fy ~his reference ie. ,whether the order and 

purr.ose--1: i-(P. adaptation·3 and conbin.ations fovnd in the universe are 
referra')lG to only a desizning and rurpJsiv0 Mind. '!'here mus~ Je an 
inductive search into nature fo:r activity c..J:? ends. Here order and dcsi go. 
mvst ~)e ~.;. .... +;n~pishPfl. ':':'h~ ce -4-:,,~~T ".P +'-'"" ~!"'~" ..... ,......p ~Y'0~,,~t,i_on ~n0 non-
tinu1.tion r.F1Y ')e 0 !ltirel y st?rarate from the se:irch for finali tv. The 
forrrler is t'1at witlJ'-:whi'cl\ 1 ~V01lution is·" -chiefl·y con.cerned. rt i~ that 
~fhich t~~ minor pr~mis~ of this argument pretends to esta')l ish. 3ut do €S 

1 Se. ~ard: Natural ism anc Agnosticism; r,ect VII. 
?. _.,~,net ! Fi ;'1 <:'.1 ~~ l~Ses. r. 290. 
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tt 1":\sta~)l i.sh :inal it~' i•rhen. it esta')l ish "'S ~rd:r a~d a~artation? Even in 
unqn rurroslvt? or -. ntent1onal :::'l.cts t~1e d1St1nction )etuAen or-der and 
inality is so ~~arked tha""': in :"''Y acti-Jn they v~ry alnost in the inv0r00' 

~ropo"'tion. Most :'cti'?ns •·r'lich 'ire rer:ormed ·;ri th the gr!~tes: Ceer;e of 
rxactnPSS ~nd re~ularl ~~ art~ r:tost devold of rt:!'rose or flnall t~~. Tnen 
·hgain, how r:w,n:i even of ~an's intelligen~ acti·Jns are rvrr--:;,sfve; have a' 
fin'"'.l asrect or rel~te definitel-y t8 t;1e continuous purr:Jse of his life l 
~rid in the soluticn. '"'f ::.:~0 :.., ro Jl e·c:: of cosmic develor:ment it would arrear 
that t!1e te~.e~l :.g:ical inte-~--pretati ~~,as inclv~ine an, aimi~g at an end, 
1pust ~)e nod1f1ed and :!1ad0. eess r:rott•nent, or,1t !:la~: :-le, s;1ve way to a 
~ifferent inter~retation of t~e order and adaptation of the un~verse.It­
~eerns to )e going too far to agree in toto with ~anet and his ar:arent 
follower Prof. 9own0, in cl:tioing a')solute validity for the teleo~ogical 
+.rgument. "There is no need to ~dduce instances of apr.arent design .....• 
~esides, all ad~it that in the organic real"'· t~1e w·orld grot!nd rroce2eds 
I 

1 's if it had plans and r 1 rroses", ~'rrites Prof. Bo"~rne. Ar0 all agreed? 
~fit r.-roceeds ?.S if it ~""~eH~ [l!='.nS r:Y)d r~!rpo~es and has themJ VJh?t furth 
<fr neeC! has t~e arguMGnt? Is notth1? ::et at 1 t ~.>ecks to esta )l1sn? Grant 

~
ne cvr.~n tl)::.t it rroc;eeds"as if"it had rlans ~nd r;urpOSt?S ·i:~hi_s is no. 
uarantt?e that it ~11-s ~heT'l. 3tl"S :"ire"'~ jnstifie·~1 in sa]in.~ t~1at thr? 

- orld zround rroce~cs t~us? Do0s. a candid examination of the evolution- . 
r!i develop:nent , of' whic1 the rrr-:-sent order rt!l": ~1~.rmony of the universe 

cir~ "t11e !!1anifest rnsul t, reveal that it is rroce0d ine; to\Atards an end or 
~nl: that it is consci~us or intAlli~ent or imrltes an ~lernent other 
t~~n ~h~ rhysic2l and m~chanicql? This latter can ~0 )rieflr dealt 
Vfith novr ·~r:1ile the tormer ,·rl1ic·n iu rea.li ~~ involves 0on ideal and thus 
~s )eyond the realm of ~)e empirical must ~e discussed later. . 
t The Eutaxi:Jlogical argt1ment, ~·r:1 ich ought to ')e recognis-. 

d,n ~s ~ntirely distinct fror1 the argument'1'to desien" l ·)eine an argument 
from th~ order and harmony of rn tu re, is rurel~~ emriric;:~.l thoush it l1a s 
~een confusea ~~ many writers with the argument for finality. In the 
0r!lpi rical tre2tnent of t'1e world ; rocess ')-y Dar~'tinism and t!1e evolution 
of Srencer and Huxley, there were,as was seen a')ove,many facts left , .. 
:unexplai~·ed and in explica')lP ~)Y those :_·.heories. Th-;s vn~.s recognisee 
~t the time and has ~)er:-·n !!!Ore forci ')1 y so since. These scientific 1:.:1_ vrs 
ar~? val id"onl~7 fort he ar;troximate methods of t~c r:ractical science 
~nd· not ~.--t~.1~ .,-':'~ +,.,- .... ,....:~o~o,~s"!~.,. ~xan~ univ'?~s~~ f1t::l~r"-:-!"''"'~,.... "'f" +'h.-:-. 

r~ilosorhers•; •• "scientific rostulatPs, hoTvev?r.productive of results 
~nd ho?revAr necessary to thP8Xistencr• of scienc~ and' her work of des-
cription, a rA 'Jy no means to ·)e adopt~d as tl!e expressions of ultimate 

~ ~eality."·And ~~every recoenition o~ th~ incomretence of evolutio~­
has ~aused, not the ~)andortment of the theory, ·mt rather its modificat 

- I . 

ion, on the part, of ._,_nu(::, i~1-~~ a s:,stem ·:rl1ich is a develor;ment of the 

1 Prof. 3o··rne: Theism r . 87. 
~Cam). Theol. Essays : P~~sicql0Sci~ncP and t~e 3eine oP Gd 

r. ~73 
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vieT·rs oi' sue~ ~t?.n as gtvart, Asa Grey, ~..!urr~1~7 '· o~·ren ,car1-ent8r and T11e 

Dul{8 of Argyl~, col1tenp.~r-'ries of the ~ut··ors of t~1~-:-. -1:.heories. This 
vif:'"r is n -·t in_ orr<)Si tion to Dar\finism as a scie;ttific h~:r-thesis, ~Jut, 
s·~f"in~ its inadeq.u~cy as a M8tar:'1ysic th~~: hB.ve denied th~ viP"r of 
HcL::l1ol tz as quoted '1y St .... auss, that " Dg,rw·in •s theor~T sho-.·rs ho\~ every 
adaptaion of st"'l··cture in organism can --ori~it1a.·t~· ... with::..ut ad~~ixture of 
intell igcnce, tliroush ')1 i.nd or era tions of a natural lP.w·.", and in t!1e 
rlace of bli~~ natural selection or,natural l~w have su)stituted an 
intelligence. The ;uestion f~r the later day Darwinian is not as to the 
existl.?nce of t~1e laiN'S on ":·rhich Darvrinianism vr:1s ')ased ,)et as to their 
sufficiency. of -~~1emselves to exr:-=>lin t:1e e'rolutionary rrocess. "On 
!every side ",writes ~rof. Orr,"we hear thG admission r:-:a.de that ·while 
lthe fa.ct of evelt:tion or t~P roctrine 'Jf descent stands s~cu~e ,_ the 
Jlat:rs \·r~1ich Dar•,'rin- invoked to expl:::.in it.--esr,ecia.Jl~r natural selection­
lare i ~q~equate for that purr::;se and that the real fac.·tors in evoluti:; n 
~re yet to seek and must .•. be sought withih ~h0 organism."Weisnann 
JlilS gq1_.:t "~•rl":\-n ~.hP .,.,..pn'h_ """'~i.'"'.,.. ._.,..""~1,"'":, ~8·- ... -~..:t "'1~· ..... '1~.f.: .p".,..,'-"~ +hf" 
! ... ... -

ievolution, of t!le liYjllX w·orl~ has r-roce~ded f~'Jr:l a ziven 'v~zinnin·: 
is f"<:"l.r from 'Jeing settled : ... ThA hovr of evolution is sti 11 dotl ·)tful 
')vt not the fac.t and this is the sure found1tion on which we s Land to 
Id ay.·" The history of t!1is change n~~~d not hPre ')e ~raced. The ~:~dern 
tie•'f of evolution, tho• :;h exrresse" in various manners, seems to have 
.as its eh ief features ·the r'u.i J..vWld~: 1 a t:1c recozni tic:n of d ire<1ti ve 
lin-':eltie0nce i~ th8 evoluti-Jnar:~ rrocess; __ 2) the denialthat t~H~one only 
rode of rrogress is )y insensi~le gradations; 3,that nature can be 
13.rranged in"aseendin2: series of kiDgd ::··s- the hi_ -:-her i_r1 each_ case 
jinvol_vine new £"actors, and requirine a specific cause to account for it 
tfh~- defence of the tvro 1ast f these would take the :rresent ex~-~;inat'i en 
rt::o far afield fro~ its r.r.esent r.urr-ose. The vie,,.., of the former and thE 
~heory general!:"' here adopt~,.~ mA~~ ')e 'Jest st:I:l~J?.c up in the words of the 
:tv1o rarall-el sections of Ru~olf ,Qt~o's r.otrast bet~·reen ''Darwin" and 
*Korschinsky und cie Neweren" :~( 1) Die New·ercn-" All organic ;)eing 
tis, capa~le of modificati::ln. This cc_ra')ility, a fondar.1entil,in:~er r:-ro1:er 
t~T ,...,.p l t '{rin- ~)ei'"lgs general I y, i nder:-end ?f1:t..,of exteraal condi ti.::lns ... is 
rreserv~d usua!l~ in q latAnt ~or~ )y inherit3n~e. It ~re~ks out here 
~nd there in sudcr--n chan~es"_.. n~'.-r~rin-Advance in nature, th<?"rerfoc t 
'• .. -r • . • 1 1- • t . . lng o. orzan1s~s. 1s ~n ~ ~ ~ore eo~: 1ea ed ~dar.tat1on t~ external 
1 :Jndi tions. lt is attaine,., in rur~?ly mec~ani.c:tl ~·ray, throue11 acct mulB-t­
. o~ ,-:;f Marks· 2. t one t i_ne t1sefu~ "~- Die Ne~~rcren~-"The adaptati8n 
ou~ht ,)Y ng,tural sele(;tiv1l hu.s ~-..:.:- t:1. ~n.: to do \'Ti t!1 r er!:'ectins; f:;r· the 

rganisr.1 '•rhich r~ysiologicall :- and morpho.logiaclly stands hieher are 
ot always )etter adapted to~external relations than those ~hich stand 

1 Prof. Orr:· T'1P. ~~1risti2n Vi8l't :rf Goc a'·yf! t1.P Ylorld .r .9'7, 98 • 
2 The Evoluti:n ThClory: I, r.'3. 
3 Darwinismus van Heut~ und Theol~gie in ~heol3eisc~e 

Rvndsch~u J~n.l904, Quoted Orr,r. ~95. 
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!Evolution is not explica'Jl~ mechanicall~·. T:1e origin of hi£he-,-- forms 
I -

1 out of t~1c lower is anly :possi )18 throu.sh a_ tenden(3Y to ;"i>dvance ··rhich 
'reside,-) .in the organism. T~1is tenaenc~r is nearl-y r0lated to, or ident.:. 
ical 1::ith, the tend0ncy t:- change. It imrels the org::tnisn, so far as 
ext~?""na1. r.onditions rermit, towards perfection." This metar:hysic?.l vi!_?v: 
of Evol.Ution doe_s not in an·~· ~vay destro~· t1v~ value of natcrc:ll Selecti~ i 
:::.~ a descriptive hypothesis·~: Nor i•ronlc" Natural Selecti-Jn, '~rere it entir· 

1 '1 . . 1"-"t + ..... '.l •. , . . ..L .£,.·"' e :- ~c(!erta 1 e, 1n an~: ~·1ay 1nvq la.3. ,,e ·c,nls f:1J::·os0:r:'11Cat l'l"cerrr~ __ .., __ ..,-- · 
of the world; for how·ever :rar mechanical dr;scrir-tion may 'le carried 
within the fieihd of 'Jiolo~y "exp~r:>.nation" ''rill nst ')e fully attained. 

Thus this evo~ution ex~lains organic evolution and the same 
vi(~··r is eKtend~d to exr..~l:=tin t~1e cosmic r•roces~3, and ~ontri')ut8 the 
desiderata of Do.rwi!.ii~;;~isr:. This at tht?. same time meets. and defec.ts the 
o~jection.of Hume that "i~ the ~aterial world rests on a similar ide~l 
world, this ideal world P.lus~ r0st on sor~e other a no so on without end" • 
so t~13t _"S!tis i_de~·l arranf!emont of ·-he univ-erse _re::_.uires .a cause, for 
accordinz to this vi8i.'T the naterial ;yorld has its cause wi tT:lin itself 
~nd God is ttre "co.use" Qf the iceal an~ the materj.al ·urorlr: I recess. The 
Theist of course ~.'relc0!'.1.r>s such a -f:. 11eor~7 :1nd cl a ins t 11at t:1e something 
'1ehind 2-nd ;·.Tithin the great orc~ered develor.ment is a directin;:: intelli­
gence -,.r~1ic~1 -he c011s God. The systematic world ;:-,rocess has as lts ; 
"ground" an intelligen~e at l0.ast capable of dirGctins th~ evolution­
ary r:roc~ss '.o its r:rPsP.nt r.Ji.nt of re'!elorment. He can claim th;t 
nc.tu~e itst?lf has ~)(:H":\n una,)le cf ttsel~ ')~- pure!~~ nech3.ni -;al mer-\nS to 
')rin!! 8..')0Ut hP.r or~rn arr !i-r"ent or~er ~n~ that tl)p '.niverse ts t'H? efr·r~ct 
of ·.~'lind ')ecaus~ it is ch3.racteriser ·)~/ r ror~orti Jn anci !1armony, vrh i c~1 is 
cnl!i exrlic:Cl.')le ,1y the oreration or r1ind._ I-f t1e T·1eist cares. to 
so estimate the evidPnce, ;ylmt -is to rrevent him?T11e g;ain or loss is 
all his o~n~~Ih'~uch su)lime and co~r.licated su~jects, everyone should 

1 ~)e inch;leed ·''ln th~ 1 i ~1ert~ of conjecture and argt:ment.·" And for his 
advr;ntnge here it na:· 'Je said acc_ordin~ tv tile cri ~icisn of Kant, that 
an Architect onl!; c0.n ,y~:~ inferred and that one whose ~ower is r~ropor­
tion to his wor;k. Thr?.modern Theist may answer tha-~~ all he dE:~sirGS is 
an Arc~1itect or arti-ficer, w·ho thoush he r:J.tJst work fromvrithin the mater 
ial and not from ~i thoct u~on it, i~ possessor -;f r~o,.'rer rror;rtionate 
to his ,~rori< for now his vrork and· its evidence? and t:1e r1anifestation of 

~ his rower is_all )ut ~nfinite. 9ut is t~is conclusion of the Eutaziolo­
eical aret.1ment logically justified? To sa~, that· -·Jecause A,- 3, c, or D 
have ~)ecn una')le ~o explafn the facts of the case and that the ass"Cmrt· 
ion of E will exralin t~em, thereforr E is t~e only ~xplanation is not 

1 Ht.lli~ : Eitqt:ir·~ 147 

~Se. Stirline: Phtl0s~~~~ ~nd R~ligi0n.r .. 304. 
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accurate. -rt has neglectef' F, G, .. ad infinitum a.nd also that fcrther 
exaMination of A, 1, C, and D ~ight_ reveal quqlities prorortiona~e to 
the tasl{. T~1t? cc:nclt.1sion is not justifiecl. ~'!hi le it l~a:' ·)e areueo V1at 
Mr. Lir:tdsa-y ts rieht when ta his rJ.l!Gry as to 3uchn~r's view reear<line 
"what sort sCi0ntific reason ma: "')e", he ans~·1ers ·~e are T~ont to _regard 
scientific reason as havingresrect,-~. ~Jeiore ~ill, tothe theory which 
')~St fits in \Al'i th the facts" 1 : 7 et r-~"'Qffi ~ l0~ical roint Of Vi8Vf it ffiU_#:;t 

'Je I!lai !1tained that the o~us pro ')a.ndi lies '~:ri t,1 t~e T11 eist to shovr t 11 3.t 
(':.)v,.r-y other"h!;-r,qthesis save t~e Theistic theory is to ')e taken as 

1 adr!li ttedl:- inS"l:ffici'?nt'! The proof would have to show that the order, 
i.:..~~ it not ·Je called th0 d~·n;=:~.r1ic order, ie.! tht?. order in t:1e evoltlti·,)n­
ar:· rrcoess to tht? pr0s'"'nt time an c. tl1e sto. tic cbrder of the movements 
oi t;e ip_org~nic ·:ro~ld, cannot have ~)een the result of anythine ·.)r:t an 
intelligent· factor. 3ut it is legitimate to,..argve thP.t sin~e the ht:mc.n 
mi_nd sees :=.:n every kand and in t'he course of the development ~Jf -r}·Ie uni­
verse what ar:r ears t·::- i-t as order and fi~ds on the one hand th~-tt the non 
intell i~ent caps-es vrpich '1ave ~)een advanced ::'ls exr)anatory, are incom­
retent ~nd on th0 other ~~at it ~as a conaerticn of order fro~ its OWQ 
proceedurP, it is jvstifiAd in claiming that the ,.,orld order is cue tc·: 
t~1e trirection of intelligence. i?Thile this postulate ~·rhen mad.r?, makes 
rossihle the ex~lanation ~r d~scription of the greater part of cosmic 
pheno~ena it is yet a postrilate and cannot claim to )e logical proof.It 
is o·)t:=tinef' n-)~ "J:- .... :-1e"':·~c,.... o_,. :_--'to"': .. ; ~:~ ""fT"'"" b_,. i..,~"v>"'~'""~ ~,,+ 0-r ~nr:l.l-

oey. It is h6wever a postul~te w~ich anyone is ~arranted in making_for 
r t:rr oses of science and of rractical l i.fe an,: is confirmed 'Jy the same 
for rractic~.I I lJrf-·JSf:\S ~·r:1Pn made. 

'Nhen the C!f:\Sizn argur:H~n~ is jaken ur;- and this rcstulate 
for t!1e r1oment neglected, ~-~rh at. is found that is l8gically more cPrta·in? 
The question to )e irum--cliu.tel~ met is l•rhether this is emr-irical or rure­
ly ideal anc1 su')jective. This does not affect '.he rostulate or a.s~Dm~J.,.:.. 
ion made at t'he close, of the previ:Jl:S r-aragrar.h. What was t\!erP asstJmed 
~Nas a re~' I ·;power ')~~in0 and ~·ri thin the phemomenal develorment of the ~ 

universe, ~)Ut the question here is t:1at raisec ')!/ Kant, w!1ether the prin 
cir::le of desien or f'inalit~~ is"r8,e:ulative" or "constitutive". As lone as 
"d~sien" is talked of i.t must ~)e recognise,-1 t~1:1t an ideal is )eins .' l 

dealt with. In this sense "--=~esi,en" or "fin:~.lit-y" can ,Je only an h~ll_.ot!:.!. 
esis T•ihic~1 the !":1ind maljes for its _o,m c-~.nvenienc0. anc this cannot ~Je 

de~onstPa~le. In ~ny other way t~~n a very loose ane neta[horinal-~ense 
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4esien has no existence excert in the ~ind~ And wh~n desi:n in the uni­
~erse is -t."1ou,:l1t of i.Pl. ~rhat w0.y cn.n it -:Je conceivPd excert as existing 

l
de'l.ll ~ in. some. m in<' ~n ~ as '1ein;: er~duall y accorr.! 1 islH',d in the r .. rq~rcs s 
ve evolt~t1on of t~e~· un1verse? From the r:rocess ur:: to tne rresent t1me 
t Ot1~'1t to ')P.. , [OSSi 'Jl0 for a thinker to infer that t~1e c:ia.:.·u.G ~er·istfcs 

qf the itlan im:[:ly an in tell tgencP anc1 to re?:S~u from its characteristic:· 

qature ~:~at :~~ ;l.an ·;;ill Je fulfilled. T!lis is what 1i1 e argt~ment cannot 
4o. "Science, .a·s a mere exposition of the facts of the t:.ni verse, can 

l
ev~r-_Shovr us Div~lle Design for the good reason that. therP is no such 
esign in th~se facts." . · 

- ,. 3ut the ~entire meanin:_: of the argument has changec1 sine e. 
ant, ~o t!lat, thou:~ that vrri ter r:r2;~· ~1_ave ~)een .justif:i.efl_ in t!~scr1~iri'g 
it as. regulative; it nvst hoTij in its evoltJtionary asr:ect ')e ccmsioerr?d 
constitutive. rt aeals ~ith a ~rorosition exrressing, or a concertion 
regarded as cor!"esroridin::; ~qi +.~1, t:H?. trun natvre of:" -:,~ ings. It has inco r 
ror-ated the viB•:rs of Regelian Idealism ·that n:J.tllre is mere!~· the .. ~. 
"other" of _reason and tha-t. in the history or. t1e ''TOrld rrocess we '1ave 
t~~ necessar~ stages in the proeress of !)solute Sririt on its ~ay to 
eol!lr-lete self-realisatior,, for accordinr; to Hegel the universe is r(tt_; 

ional through 2.nd through to the smallest d~tail; "the real is rational 
and t·1e :2tio~- al is real." It is not consti ttJti ve in thr:- sense of )e­
ing a rrinciple inherent in t~e hvn;n mind an~ ar.rlica)le in a necess­
a~y s_ense and ttniversal ::1anner ')t·t as rerresenting facts and exrressin g 
the -·elation :lf real to !'"'c?al or relations yrithin the A~solute. ''Mod?rn 
th..;~.:ht has •.. f-tJrged the desien argument of its olq and external and 
a~cidental character and has ~ecot:;nige..:. t:1e imiJanence of· desien." The 
arjument does not rest content with the sporadic signs of adartation 
1Jut examines the cosr::ic rrocess as a whole: the evicence of r=-vrpos.e is 
sought "in the order and t~e rneaninz gradvally revealing itself in the 
whol0 continuotJs a~t, not. an~ single fact ont of relation to the series 
of ~~rhich it is a pa.rt." The qt~estion ·'T~ich it asks is whether this pro­
cess has a meanin~J n~ether i~ mariifests growth, developrnentr rrogress, 
etc., It emrloys the evolution r:rocess to shovr thc.t theorder of the 
"Cniverse coes not contradict t'H~: [-:)SSf")ility of -the 'Presenee of final­
it;,. Transforming or re-interrret~ne Dar,~rinism a.nd the cosmic evolution 
Of t"1(? !h~~1-i !!In -f:yf-A 7 thto TYIIJnOY>T"l ''TI.L 4 oi~m h~.S not ·Je~en don tent J nef ther; 
\'Ti thout. "seek.: ne SO~e higher prinej_r le _Of develorment i/Jh ich a carryinr: 
9-ri th ·it 1 it may ·Je, t:1e- r:resurr-osi tion of •onsciotJS r;reconcei ~.rinP' . . ~ . ~ 

int-?11 izePc"" g,nc" creativ~ cause, ~~!ill determin :':' the" direction" and 

1 Flint:. T ... 1eisr1, r.l55. 
2 Lindsay: r ~89,190. 
3 !. K. Rozers: The Religi~us Coneertion ~r T~e World;r 96 
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linit the a1:1ount of "~l:::tl"'ia')tlit:;", nor wit'1~.1:t clO-'.iminz the existence 
)f "far ~ore t~an ')1 ind I!l.Pchanical ner~e(~tsi t~ticn :.f t 11e vrhole J even 
~nd~ rl~ ine, ~n.r1-r osi tine R~ason a~ <the ro-~t an-d oase of all." The tel­
~ological argt~ment i~ 2.·:~ $at~sfied ~!1at the evic0·1.e'· t::.; /''X~attste~~ ~~rr1en 
r,...o~r t~1e a: r.arent ina'Yi.li t~· of me~~li'lnicii.l forees to st;r-1!7 an adeqt1ate 
?.X{;lA.nati·Jn of the f~1cts of the :·\y-orld rrocess, it infers the existence 

- ~ 

Jf a. ".:;;1_iriteal" ~ro1~n• ')ehinc the 1~1enor:1enal forces and t~1en cl~,ims 
t'!:lat t~is must ')e mind or sometping in~el~i~ent i.n or -~e·r to qcnol;nt 
ror the ora0r Of t~ie uniV~?Y'Sr~, ·11~-t ·'~ 0eans Of t~1;tS or ,~_er ':Lnd ;lal"'iD011~ 

Jf the s· .. ·stem it seeks to confir~· these conclusions ')y nc:.int-=tining that 
this "spfritt~al" or ultra-na:.eri~·l "gro1 ne" is irtnanently rational, 
end-fo!"rning,pt·:rr<:;sive an~~ free or as in some cases a "purely Sr,irittlal 
t>erson.;l.lit-:;'!·,., It does,t~1ere is rea;:)on to ,)elieve, recoznise t11at '~'Te have' 
10 riz'-,t to assnme the. "ends and rurr.oses ~l1ich are ·'.Jeing aubserved ':Ty 

3reaticn .. as lying aompletel1 srread out ~efore us in the order of 
things at !:'-resent 1\nO\'flJ to 'l'S.", ')ut on the other ~and, it feels t:1at 
t:·. emphasize mere brute ~resent fact, wm t has already ~)Pen orought to 
tn~··light of day i svmmed up an·d made tt1ll~· actual, is to miss the whole 

f
ignificance of evolution." It lobks at the ~efore ane a~t~r ~~ ~~­
orld and claims ~hat aright interpretation of tl1e "before" must reve?-1 
the hi.dden trend, the sug~estionJ not fully realised as jet, of what 

t
eve.rthe less in the fut-ure w·ill s Land reyealed as thevi tal ~erm of 
hings to come_." While in doi ne this it 11as riehtly, as most writers 
ill RCrnit, kept ~men fast to the essence of the argum~ntJ ,~ich is not 

bne o-r t:1e infinite a tall, ·.:lut reall~- on~ _of' r1ind--Mind as the inferred 
~esul t of design·", yet it has gone beyonl the 1)ounds of lot;ich.l de~~on-. ~ 
tration. This can be detected as the view even of those who would most 
esire to defend t~1e argunent and cl;:tim that as a rroof it is valid. 
rof. 1o~me, in i.is· r:reface '.~rrit~s of th P rroofs in _general i that, "the arg 
ment t'!"len is not dern~J~strativ,:_), and rests :finally on the g:ssurned ·.exist' 
·n~c·e of a perfect 3eine." Of this tPleolo?.ical._ .... r:roof Mr. Lindsc:v clai~' - . ., ' 
we must postulate surreme self-conscious Intelligence. as immanent." Yet·· 
ven .H~gel, i·f:t.en t:~e .. what ~s " was rostulated as Reason, seems, in thos • 
assages ·~ere.he speaks of the"range of the contingent" in nature 

to syrrender th..=:.t claim to demonstrate the t~tt.PY"_ ration;:tli ty of 
~xi st ~11 ~ ~ • "Whether '!re • • 1 o J J-: at Ar is to tl e or at H eg e 1" , writes pro f . 
~ringle-ra+:terson, "it urot~ld se"'m ns if it ~we~e imr:Jssi'')le tor the ' . 
~inite mind to carry thro~:p:h in detail th~ dem:Jnstration of the rat'ional 
it: of existence." Janet in the Classic ~n Final CausAs writ:s of the 
are:unent: "N~ !!lore has it tie certaiaty that experimant and calculat-

1 Lindsa~: ~.:~5,~;1~6; 197;198. 

3 Rogers: r.106. 
3 T~cisr1 p .. IV. 
4: 3alcYrin Qictisnary, I 502. 
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ion co.n zivr: ; it is a hyr)ot'1esis, a doct:r--inc, an or d>nion; it is neither 
a theo:-r1 an axion nor ~- fact" J 8.nd speaks of a rart of it as "insusc8rti 
i. ')le of denor:strat i.on and verificaticn." Even Prof. Fl i. 1t confesses th:) tr 

. ~ 

"-~v ~;.::>.3Lne desir:n ~-n t~.1c universe is to as:->ll;'l(-\ '' 7 ~1a""S cahnot '1e rrd>v_ed, 
yea, "That the The-ist require~:~ tu >.:>i.!G~l (...~~·.inst the Pantheist r;annot ·1e 

rroved." In faot_to ne:loeici;#l_Ly·-cozent this argument iflould hav'~ tu 
procec~ some,•rhat thus: Upon examination of the cosmic r-'rocess to the 
~resent time it would arrabie a se:,ies of sym~ols of sooe kind to eK­
rjress t:1e difF"erent qr~ali tative s.J_~az"S of vrhat it considPres ~1n irrnan­
:ent rrincirle-; .such_ a series fort :1e want of ')etter s~~m·)ols miel"lt ·)e 
exr.r~?.ssed ·)y t!1e even intfeers _of vrh ich onl·y a 1 i.r~i ted nvm:)er are at 
irres~nt re:;ognisa:)le eg. ,102,104~ •••..... (11 plus.l). The argumant vrould 
[then have to show th~t ~n accurat0 examination of tht~ part of the · 
1

series -.'rould reveal its true natnre as a whole so that those rreceGdine 
\o~ c.nc those following (N plus 1), esr.:ecialls the' latter, de;uld 'Je 
inferr~d ~ith accurqcy, for neith0r are as yet definitel~ k~own. And 
then, furt~er, it ~oul~ l~ incvm~ent uron it to d~monstrate that t~e 
latt~r ,mau it not )e said the :ast,mern~ers of the series) for it wovld 
have to )e d0fintt~ if it were 0f teleolo~ical si~nificancP. were the 
I """"' • ~ . 

only ones t!-lat coulc'l and that tl1e:; must follow ~lY r·?aso:t of the nature 
:or t!1e fe"r knovrn. Mr. Lincsay aerees";\Tit~1 Mr. Morris in thinJ-.:ing t!1at 
1t:1e trt:e r~ath of Theistic r:ro!:!ress lies tod~:; in tr~'inz to discern the 
p.ature of the end for whic·1 t.i.1.i.11g~ sujsist ~)Y deer~""' stud·y of the nature 
of tL"'le rrocess~s th~.t ma~e for the end-make for it,too, in a. vf.:.~rld -~:1:-.t 

is quite unfinished." This ~'TOPld ~)e ciffictJlt if not imrossi~Jle r:vr:n 
grantin·~ that the vrorlc rrocess cot~ld '_)e th1;s syrJ.')ollic~~._lly indicated .. 
3vt it is im~ossi 'Jle ac ·ur:1tel!:- to dotthis, so that the whole tas.k is 
hor:eless. "Qualit:;.tiv8 diversity" writes f·rof. Ward, "ma-y ·)e replaced ~)y 
qt:antitative formul1.e and the range of ma.t'hematicr~l descripti0'1 extended 
vrithout assigna.'Jle limit. Bu~ suc~1 r:roceedur0 is r-lainl~r one af a·bstr(!ct 
iofi and -if carri0o to its u.ttf;!rmost- lAaves us •• vrith a)solutely no 
real content to which our num~)ers and diagrams cor~---esr-ond and ar- ~. 1 y." 
?,...':' ..... ~~. c. Pieor: claims in his modern ~)ook on"The Pro'3lem of Theism", 
that t'hA eonvereenc~ of I!lan!r rT1PnOI"'!t?n~ to a "rf"Gnl ~" .;~ n~ ":lrnof that 
the rest:l t is"foreseen"and"desi-P"aed". Is it not true that the vievr of 
tikr. Il1 1~2w·o~th tyhe~, he cl~ i.ms that t'1e confirmation of the pr,":\s8nce of 
iatelligence at worl{ in t!le t~niverse is that h!an' s intelligence calculat 
~s- c~rtairy ef~ects r~rhic~ in time are rroduced ')-y the workins on nattJre 

1 Lindsav:r. 38?. 
2 Fli~t !~~iSM, ~.154. 
3 Lindsq~~ p.~13. 

4 Se. Divine I~.u-!UHenee and als:> R~eSOf\ ane ~evelat ion. 
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~s not a confirnation that finality :~_s present ip t~1e vniyerse, ')ut 
rat~er th~.t r:1an's~ quantative c1 enotntion is ac,·urate cnoueh to allow him 
to cs.lcvlate the r rocer·dt]rf? 9f na.tl:re's forces ~)~cause the~' are accuring 

f
0 gularly r.1ore ~n th~ an:=tlogy of man's well formed :-vt )its in th~ a~1sence 

or cfinitr> design r'lther than 'Jccrt.use they are designed ))i an intelligence 
nalogous to ~an's? And vrhen t'-te argumen~ is clos~ly scrutini.zee it is 
ound afte~ ali t"o :)e an are:uMAnt fron analogy ,yet a r:ermissa')le aretJ-

·thcn~ t "" analoe·y r-ermis.sa':)le for r-racticril rnrpr:.ses of life, since man 
ust )ezin in all his interrretation of data rrom'th~ stan~r~ 4 ~+ ~~ m~~. 

I Ol:rever, any argt·mant .from 8,nalog~,- C8.n only givP rro~)a')i.lity anC' t:1e 
resent teleolozical 0-rgument is. no exc~r- tion. T~1tJS here again, even at 
he ,)est and zi,rine th0 Teleologist the ')enefi t of t:1e r-ossi ')il i ty) it 
s rossi ')lr-: only to :r.take 1. rostul~t~ c:r ~~ssumrti.on thg,t t·1~ world rroc~s~ 
s rroceedin~ intellieently,an~ ~urrosively to ends. 

I ~· Then a;;ain vrhen the results of the Eutaxio 1 oe; c~ 1 and 
the Teleoloei~al qrguments are com'Jined there is 1)ut little adva.Do~. I~ .
1
kas found thet an assumrtion or an unknown something manifesting itself 
n the evolutionary process was justifiea and t,1en from the order qf the 

. niverse and :.~f the COSI'1iC rrincir le . that this "something" could 
1 est '>e conceived of as a dir('ctive intel.l ier?n-ce. Wh~n t~is is done ther~ 

s a strc;ng. presumrtion to thin!{ of this as workin·z to ends or an end. 
he examination of the rrocess lead ine to the rlausi ,)ilit~ of. the S(~.me 

ssumrtion confirms the p0sitir)n. And :::~nother fn.ct •.·rhic~ ce.n t~1en ')e 
.mrloyed is th"t in r~an w·ho is a rart of th(-1 great develor~~,ent) in vrhom 
-~rhars this intell.igenc~ shows itself most rl~inly there are evident!~, 

signs as well as ':3 ~"'"~~;0,·1~n,:a~s of an aiminp: r~t ends. If this ~)e certai1 
and the proeess can ')e vie~.'rer:! as 3.n entire i~rhole,~·rhich ofcouse is.not 
t:nquesti'Jn0c" '1·y some, t!-1en it can 'v~ arr;ued t11~~.t since t~er8 is _finalit· 
in .one part there is in th~ w-hole. lut admi ttin z nll this, admitting 
even t'11.t the details ,,hic~1 do not B-rrear to manifest design mas all be 
Qx~lica~le~and son~ d~y Pxplqined on ~his hypot~esis,ie. that there is 
evid~nce of finality throug~v~~ the entire sy~tem, enou~~ evid0nce is 
not yet ~ecumulated to ~levr1.te ~.his aret~ment to t::-te r~vsi ti:~n of Proof~ 
There remairits the question raisec ·)y Htime fun his "Of a _Particnlar Prov­
idence and of a. Future State". He puts into the mouth of Er icurus the 

- ~ 

followine vrords·: vrhile we fl.rgue from the course of nature, and infer 
a r:articular intelligent caose, \··hich first Jestowe~ and still :r:-reserv­
es or: 'ler .in the universe, we em'Jrace a r;rincir,le,w'hic1 is ')oth uncert­
ain and useless •.. It is vseless; ')ecaus_e our knowledee of this cause 
~)t?.ing derived entireiy fror1 the course of nature. '''8 0-an never, accord-

1 Page,l50. 
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ine to the rulr:s of jus"': rea$oning, return ·)ack from the cause wi tl1 an·y 
ne\•r inf'erence,or makin~ ~rl~itions tJ the com.mon. and exrerienced cours~ 
of .natBre, esta')lish any nt?.''T rrincirl_ s of conduct and :)ehaviour.", or 
~lS rrevi6usl!r_, "~~~_, ~"'"m ""''"'+ +,.... -r•fT!t?m.')Ar t'hP+. ~11 yoor reasonin": <bn this 
Su'.Jject can o"n1-y 'Je nr~wrn fr01~ effects to causes; and that. every argu­
ment, deduce~ r~~~ cnuses to effect. must necess~rily ~e a gross 
sor:hiSl'!l; since it is inr:ossi '1lc for yov to kn: .. ·~r P._nythinz of the cavse 
'JtJt ''f~Hl.t you T1ave anteced0"'tly, not inf19:reo 11ut discoverPd to the full 

1 in t~e effect." 
So that, as concludine t'1e prest:'nt discussi-Jn of t~-te 

"~eleo1oeical Pro::i'",. it ~~lJ ·)~ sair t:hat I!luch the sa::!le criticism of the 
,t-r-.;of as t~at of Hume ,'Kant and Lotze w'TiC!1 was rel0v~nt jn t;ei r ca·y 
ar~lies to the TrOOf in ;i.t~ i:.:~~C:.crn develo;.cd f:;rm • ..,.~1ile- 8ne r:!D,:' .'lE'":)old 
enouehto c1ai~, on. 'Jehal£' of Theisti_~ thot~zht, that its =~arch ~1as :)~~n 
a ma~nificient rro_gress in vividness and r:rasc of the p:randeur and of 

......, 6- - - .A. -

the glory -of an illimita)lr' 'HOrki•1g 1 • ~. one,too, the COnf::>rmity to rur-
pose of whose )earty and s u~)limi ty reason has stu f::>ornly refused to 
regard as eKrlica')le ot~1erwise than as t:1e 0xrre~sion-o~)jective1y exist 
ent, after ev('lr~r ~llovrance for vrhat has ')e0.~1 contri 'buted ~)"Y the r:1ind of 

2 tpe sr:~)ject- of Desfgnins Intelligence", yet it must ')e recognised 
w·i th Lotze, t~!at in order to rank as i roo:r, it wovld have to satisfy 

3 several requirements vr11ich it can fulfil onty with p:co')a~)ility. While 
.;+ "'~"r ·Je a~reed that ~ends and neans are inconceiva')le and i:rr::·JSsi ')le 

~ - L 

excert n.s inf?nl or se·);ec~'fv"" ~,...1.,+;0"~.1 ~ystems 1 ''T
11ich t~1e creative 

understan~in~ a'Jsolutel:; produces and the vrill rerrodvces in Naturl? ~.~ 
4 .1 ' . t - ..L • 1 + . " t' tT... h ~ . -'- t d . t rea. Jr o JJec 1 ve r3. J 1ona sys ... ems , on ne o .o.!f?r ~ a ne 1 v rnus ')e a _:::1 

ted that the argur1.ents ~1ere classed l·ncer t~1e ~el~olozical rroof· do not 
logic::tlly de!!lonstrate that tht? ~'Tor1d: "g:rot.;nd" is Intel 1 igenco. or Mi11c 
rursui:1g ~x1 C'!ld. At the sar.10 ti~e it ~ust ·x~ ev~r re~r:-m~)ered th2.t th8 
proof is a.:: -t:1e urhile r.rocer?.0ine on th~ assumrtiQn of ~ "r:1round" of 

- ~ I 

"totality" taken over fron t~s CosBolv~ic~l Ar:ument. 

1 Hume: An Enqciry ,.,qncerning Human. Understandine c. XI. 
~ Lindsay: R~oent Advanc0s; r. ~0€,?. 
3 s~ .. Lotze J ~fi_croe!O 3I1os- Vol ~r .ee?. 
4 Lindsay r.?l4, Quoting Dr. F. E. !)~ott. 
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ONTOLOGICAL 

The criticism o~ 
he Qntologic~~,l Pro:>f~ as that of t'1e other ~·w-e,;, t.:t.t.st necessaril·y ·)e 
antro-centric. Yet its weakness is evident even befcbre it falls into 
!1e hands of 'Rant. In ~v11a't has a')ove ':>e(~n ter::-~ed t:1c~ l:~gical view of 
he argui!l~p.t there is a difficul t~r patent even in t:1e discus~:~ i.Jn of it 

· y Lei·lnitz, 1.~1hich depends on his entir·:: phtlosophy. He definitely 
tates, as quoted a'Jove, the r-~osi t ion covert Is· 1eld ··1-y Desca:ttes J tha J... 

xistence is a rredicate. In his Primary TrUths, he maintains that all 
:ror~osition are analytic, als? in anot!!er r.1a~ in his vrork he sa¥s that 

1 every rredicate is truly cont~ine~ in the nature of t~e subject" And 
t is· cP1 this that ~1e '13.S'~s his Ontolosi.cai p·(':::-:f. If !;~tts be s.:ranted i 

then his ~- ""~ ,.....,. of t;h P. Po~i '1i 1 i ty o~ N ~n-eon trad i et i OJJ. in ti: e con: ept · · 

I
f God I!la~; )e =-~.ccurate. Hld d~nonstrat1on cerends on '1""~ .P~,lnr-e ,Jo . 
rovt? that the contradictory of thf) r rorosi ~i -:-n "A and B are comr,ata\,)1 e" 
s necessar-y. "I£" it j_s not necessa·--!7 th~:t A ann 3 cannot exist in t\1e 

t 
1 .:e + +h +h r r ~ . + . -*-he m I • t _, Sl. '"' +'r1e ar.1e su )J c.,, v 0y .n. ere o e \:::XlSv 1n ~;. sa e StJ JJec , an·· rtC•-:: v 

easonine is the same in reeard to an~7 other ass1.:rv:d ql alities of this 
inll, t:~erc:"ore, all rerfec~ions are conrata·11e ... Datur ereo sivP 

lntelligi ~otest sulj8ctum omnium 1erfectioncrn sive Ens Perfectissimum. 
~nde ipsun qcoque wxistere ratet cum in numero perfectio0em exis~Gntia 

~ tontineatur." This involves the identit-y of the Law of Identity_ and the 
3 rincipium Contradictionis. If this )e true, if the rrincirium nontrad­

ctiois and the law of identity are identical, t~1en the former is :-a ~ ~~ 

yntheti~al :rorosition and hence therA ~s at least one proposition 
hich is not·analytic. And: so :1iS r,ro:f is invalidated since rror::;sit­
ons a~out a sim~le rrorertr A o~ 3 may Je synthetic. There are also 
t~1er ~ropositions which are considered synthetic, 0g. ,mather.Jaticc,l and 
elati~nal. If existential rropositiors are trvly synthetic we ahve one 
.rPe proosition a~Jout Lei~)nitz's monad vrhic:1 is '~Ot analytic. 3ut on jhe 
t~er hand, if exis~~nn~ ~~ ~ ~~~~i"~t~, then ac~ording to-Lei~nitz, it 

+u~t ~e contained in the concert and notion of it and so his m~n-~ 

t
lwa:·s existed o,nd Goc on his view Tlrol~ld ')e superfluous. 

It was ~eainst this fundamental error in t~~ view of 
ei'lnitz that Kapt directee his criticism. Htm0 ')efore him had seen -that 
~e conce~ti~n o~ the exis~~nce an~ th~ non:e~istenc~ die not.i~volve 

~ contrad1et1on Jecau:::;e ex~ii:itcnce 1.'S- an emr1r1cc~J fqct, q ros}t1on in 

tpace and not an attri :)utc and predicate, so -t."lat no o~istenc- cGtll;1 ·~ e 
er:tonstrated· a priori. While Hume's view· and his remark a~)out there 
eing no 3eing vrhose existence imr-lies a contra_diction have '1een large~ 

1 Ner,v Essays- Langley Trass. r. .72() Of t~1e_ ·Method of Distine­
uis!line th-~ real from i.maginary phPnooena. 

:·.714,'715. Ger11ard's Lei,Jnitz 
Phi~~ Schrift. VII,262. 
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largelll overlookeL... L1 t:1e SU~)sequeilt trPatment of the r,roof, ~is cri tic­
isrr, n.nd that of Kant have ')een ~.~rid8ly acce1--t~J. u.~ c::nclt:siv~. Sc~·"e h~.ve 
priticised ur,f'airly, partly :.ut e>f a sesire to retair~ ~he argt!ment, and 
partly out of a confusion of t~e Psychologic~l or E~isie~ological and . 
ithe Lr.gical as: ects of th? rr~~-)lem .. It should ')e remem·)~r8d tha~ Kant 1n 

liscussine it,is ciscnsst.ng it as a logical rro'blem. Prof. Flint ln 
prosing-Kant's conellJSion writes," mere existence is not a r-redicate , 

)Ut srecifi cajions or determinations of eKistence_ are r r"'c ica)le." This 
~s quite trve: the effect of t:1e former on an att.empt to rrove existence 
~as ')een se0n r ')ov.e, ')ut the latte!' stater:1ent is superflltous to the 
ltoeic2.l argt:ment. Fvrther he c-::)ntintJes, "Now the argvmen~ nowhere imr;li­
r~ ~h~ existence is a rrediaate:it imrlies only that reality,necess~ty~ 
hnd in~er~neence o" exist~nce ~~~ ~~~~in~~PR of existence." The latter 
~s quitP tru~ of the aret1ment as prof. Fl tnt T.-rot•ld state it , "')l t t~~e 
form~r is false for the ar,e:tn!l~n t as Rant criticised it. stater:10nts such 

f: 
these c :· not in v a I id?, te Ka n t ' s cri t i c ism : it is of permanent v a.l v e , 
directed a~ainst an "Intel ~ izi ')1 e" non-sensuovs Deity w~o sto::d trans 

:'1 t ., . · · . , 1 -'- . -'- th ~ . "T 1 d _._, .... , enoen anu 1u e;,:~crna~ re e.~l-~n t..O 1 e vn1verse. o cone tJ e ~.:.nal, ~Je-

ause the notion of the nost rcrfect 3eing inc-lt:des reality as onP. of · 
!its r erfections, t heref"Jre, a most perfect 1eine necessaril·y exiBts) i~, 
fO o')viovsly to conclud·"' false!:· that, after Kant's incisive refut;~:,.tion, 
rny atteF.trt t·:) defend such reasoning WOl:ld ')e eseless") wrttes Lotze, 
fho also ac1(ls, "We do not from the rerfecti.Jn of that which· is ~~erfect 
~r1mediatel!' deduce its reality as a logical consequence; · '1ut without the 
pircumlocution of a deduction we directl·~~ feel the impossi ·Jil i ty of its 

'non-existence." "It is no dOl-1t rerfect·l-~: trtJe" ,writes a modern T11eistic 
~:r=:.logis~,J "that the O·:tc.l:Jzical .or a rriori argument h:1s vrit~ an ever 
f.ncreasinf clearness, ·)eeh seen to ')2 utter I y t~na 'lle to ')ridge the a,)yss 
1,r ... tvreen a nere ider\ and 8. f8_et". It is ofcourse unr1uesticna:lle that · 
f~ant has forev~~ 1~~~ +~~~ ~~~~trP o¥ a)stract thova~t as somethin~ 

~ ~ -
t!1q+. has no relation to the ~r?a1r- ryf :~·,':\al it,:." Mr Lewes ,,,r-tt~~ ..... .r.o +'ho 

Anselmi~)n aret ment, '9It Ax~ihits to vs only the ·~peotacle'"_of'.the ·grossest 
eli-eont~adiction, mac~e rsssi'11e ,JY the attempt to rrove rrecisely su·)­
·ectivels, the tJ.ost rerf'ect o')jectivity". re·Jerweg' s remark that "every 

· nferenc~ from 'cfinition is o~ly hyrotheticall~ tru~, with the rre-
urrosition, th::t is·, of the actual existeGce of the su:)ject", aerees 

trith Kant'::; rosition that existence is not a predicate and show~ t~~ 
0 C..bsurdity of conrarine tog~the_r t~.~o entities, c~ne of which shall Y"Jot 
txist Jut only ')e thought, vrhile the other shall ~1e ~)oth thought .and 
txist ,and inf'~-rvoin,r" that this latter, as greatest, must not only exist 
tn. thot:ght, 'Jut .al*o in~ reality". Dr. Lindsay admits that ~~.he reasoning 
~f Kant was all-availing rteaittst the"Anselmian and Lei 'Jni tzian modes of 

3 Se. St~wart:Logic Vol.I,(D~ndy) rl43 SD~.~3. 
1 Prof. Flintf T'leism ,r. 2'79 2 i ')id. 
3 ~ 4 Lotze: Microcos~os;Vol II P€88 ~p.€'70 3k.IX.C 4· 
5 ~ e Licsay, 21€ ~219. (Hamilt~n and Jones) 
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rresentati:-n". :\s ~y·of .. W'alla.ce ~1'lS said of AnseJ"n 1.nd Descartes i.n this 

con: ec.ti-:.n-"As Kant is su: r :sed to have fo:rf-\ver shor•rn- these dece~ti 
1 decer-tores are novT universal1y ·discredite=:." Thus .it is fot;nd that 

ttiere is -ltttle for ''Thich to hor r·. from thn Ontoloeical a priori are;u­
nent of this natvre strirrec of al1 its cosmol :1gical anc rsychmlogical 
~lc-:r.etions. It is certain· that as a formal s~llogiSr-1 it is fault;; and 
inadequate. "TI1e major rrcrnise in fact ')y rresur:r·~sition contains vrith 

2 in it the "t4Thole ease". 

3 

4 

5 

The imrort of' tit? other r!l···s~ o.P ~-.~; e '"'~r:,·..,~nn+. +.~rmf?.(~ 

0'-:>ov~, t~1e Psycho1o~ical or. ·)et~er the EpistemoloxicG.l, ma: ::>e easily 
discovered in t'··e '1rief histori~r~.l ovtline giv~·n a')ove. As for Plato 

there was .an inter-relatec~ system of ideas, so for t 11e He.~.elian ther··e isJ 
an A'.)solute- an 2-:-r:-c.rentl!" comr lete system of truth, goodness,. ane 1 

~Jeauty. And in 1'nowing- any truth the l1.t:rr.a:J. nine is aware of t:1e a')Solute 
This theory is e videntl y not intend ea to ')e taken, as :suw'i! have ex-

r;ounrr-, it, ~~1.s meaninr; th:'t truth is ulti:natel~~ one Cl.nd that the eter- , 

nal truths, not derendent on the -hum~ .. n ~ind' s perceptiqn, must 'Je r:erc­

ceivef )y dn Eternal· and Infinite Mind. This would involve all ~he diff­
iculties of the L8i~nitzian r:rocif frotJ eterncd_ truths, wl)ich 3. Rvssell 
descri'Jes as "scandr:lous" 'Jecause it confuses God's 1-\·-·ow1edge with th-e 
;trvth He knows. A more a~curate dpscrirtion vvovl.-:: be th?,t it idGntifies 

!t~e i?.ternal truths 0r rather the system of truths and also of 3ea:ut] and 
'or Go0dness etc,,with God. ~~s Aristotle taught,"H~ (God) is Thous~t",or 
as Malebr1.n~he claims_, we see al: :things in "Intel1 iei'1le Existence". 
This ar-r-·_..,:1~ +.0 ~1e the view l)Oi.nt of t 1rP HeP'elian system ~?.s a whole,of 

"".1. .1.-' ... _, 

rr!1:ic~1 Prof. J~t~:PS R0!7CP ~'Trites tll~t in·Lit" -~'1e "--r-·o··r~n.: rro~P~S •••• in 

its ~vo!tJticn, and in its entir~ consti tvtion, n·:-,t only rrecisel!l crreSo-! 
r:ondsto, '1vt is identical with, the essentiql n-=ttlH'~P 0f t'-te i;'forld, t!"le 
p)jeot or trve ~eing, ~1ich is known, so t~at not only the theory of 

!kno~rled~0 cc.n~1ot :)e ser-arat8d fro!;l metar.h-ysics, '1ut also the theory of 
~he cqnstitt;tion of the t·niverse is identical with thP theory of tl)e 

rocess 'tly whic~ we come to know the universe". "I~ has. cohlc; to ·Je oain­
ainer,, o,S ~·re ta.'re_ it; "writes Mr. Lindsay~,-"that this r~roof-; strirt:ed of·-
11 th~t does not 'Jelong to its essence, amounts really to ,an assPrtion 

n the rar~ of the auman sririt or the actualit·:; of its ideal, tlrhich is 
self· t~at is ~erfect and infinite." Is Go~ then merely an ideal ~r has 

:1e are;t:ment noth_ine to do -vri th God? "The deeper meanine of the rroof 
~as jeen seen to ~e_ that the self-existence it assumes is existence ·:.~~·-: ·,._,: 

1 Heg~l's Logic: Wallace; p.415 
2 Stirling: Philosoph~7 and Religion -p. 191 

'3 3. Russell :The Philo~orhy of Lei"v;itz. 

4 3~Idwin Diet. I,p.455~. Hegel's Terminolozy. 
5 Lincsay: Rect:\nt .~f!v~nces i" ".:'~1Pi.s"'::;_..,_ '"'""._,,,.,.h.t..-r. ,214 

Page '78:: '7&B; Stirling :r::.l85 ~ Qvot~a in Stirling p.l86. 
'· 



1 

3 

4 

5 
8 

7 

whic~ is srjiritt'al". "-r.'le maintain", continves t:1is Hegr"lian, "t~at the 
Philosophy of Theism finds in t~G sr:iri t of ~an t!'lat w!1ic~ so trans­
cends raturc, as to oake it vl tin0.te 1 !' irrati ·:;nal to rr"St in ')arren 
r8tj_on:"lism or in an~rthing short of consciocs communion with that t:n~:-
ve ·'sal r resvr: ::.si ti::.n o,... all ~ vr thinking." The Hegelians claim that 
~ant s<?t ~Jt.:t under the misar :-rehensio~- ~hat Ans.:1l:-: =~s·_·e~ .. ~ )·1 chd,t what 
~xists in -1_n~~'! 1 o~-f;n O){i_~+~ ('.lS'":\ in re, ~!;hereas Anselr:l naintained that 
exist~noe is o~ !l ~c0ssi t~r ; n ~~1P concerti on of' God, Its tenent is ~': ~--t:.," 
fthovs"lt its;lf s~f:'ms to_c~:'tnc a vnit~·.of t·1~n.£:S ~-r'1~r11 shall ')e ulti­
pat~, and th1s argument 1s rut an o~ror~ to s1ve loe1c~l forn to our 
belief" in such an ult'i~ate. God is the 'Cltimate ,r~1ich thot ;::ht so demands 
.f.-is t:1e rl ti~n.te concrete totality." 
1 

Now in Heael un~ He~elianism ther~ is somethine so 
1 } - ..... 

~ttractive t..l-tat the. entire system an·d particular!~ t:4e Ontoloeical 
troof.has, witho.vt dL:secti.Jn, ')een readil:' accepted 'J~ some Theistic 
~hinkArs. Thi:? ~ay be due to \'Th'-1 t sr:-~~ nc,:r call its comprehensive nature 
or others its di~fuseness, ')ut m9re accurately r:erhaps, to the_ fundament 
ftl truths •qhic!1 a careful study of it reveals as latent in it. At least 
$uc~1 remarks as those of Dr. Stirling, ,/~1<i> is not orenly anti-Hegel ian, 
bueht to in.dlhce i.Varinr?ss in the acceptance of the tr8atment of t~e 
t"rcof. The latter ~:rri tes, "He gel, in f2.ct, ~~ri 11 not satisfy ~an-y re:-::.ders 
~n these rroors: or- ,: ;_s for ~he -·existence of God. T~1e~: seem so diffuse, 

t. o vague, so inCef'ini te; eve~ to a')otmd in so many ,repetions, in circum­
octJ-'::1 ....,n~, in strange causes out of _place or insusceptible of an~· rnean-

. th . 1 ...1. • 1 t .. " .. !t 1 1 . t }ne In .:.elr l_· aue--ln S10:r ,so C~n·tJS(:'- 1 --:"" 1 ~~"'~.Onr.PSS and l~nlntereS 
l.ng ~'1at on~ t•Tond.ol"'<3 t!'l3. t there ever ~·ras fotJnd. a class of young men - -.·1 

a')le to listen t:J -;theM." No''' ho'{~rev~r true this m:=ty 'v~, it is als-J true 
that dr~ness and colourless~ess are no guarantee of illogicality. iet 
ijel!cl and Heg0lianism :1.re not wi th.:::.;t1t difficulties. One ~rho confesses 
~1imself an out and Oll~ flt:.t.Ol ian ~'rri tes regardinz the Ens R=alissimum~The 
1 judgl!lent then starts with a•this" and the "this" ~1:1en \fe follovr it out 
is fovnd to ·)e relGttcd to and inse1~ara ')le fr8n the t:ni verse taken as a 

~
!hole. In· the individual I have got a rotential and implicit relation- _ 
hip to the whole universeJ -and t:1e jvdgment sta~ting \1Tith this proceeds 
,o unravel the system or r0e.lity." "Knowledge is thus a continuous jtidg­

rrient, proceedin~ al:~a~rs ')y a qualification of what is real". T. H.Green' 

~
lso claims that it is the "Eternally Complete Consci::usness", as f'ar 
ealized in or co!:l~unicated to us thro-- eh r.todif-ications_ of the animal 
rganism, that costitu_tes our knowled,::e". It is also imrlied in the 

-tflought of 3osanquGt that eaah particular jvaee~ent i --·. onl-y a fragment of' 
~nf:' s1_.-,o:le as~ert~on, i:. ,t~a t the whole bod~- ~f true Trorositio-~s can '.:le · 
Cieduced fromtne nnalys1s oT one ~ru'"' !" .... -:-:--"'~, +.1 on. 3ut regardine this, the 

1&2 Lindsa-yV r:.;. ~14ff' •. 
4 Stirlin~: Phtl. ~~~ ieli:i0n ~.1S8. 
3 1i ~)1 i 0~~1 ~c'J, S1,c·_,:t ,Jan. 1909. ~ • 40. 
5 Ha.ld!~nP., Pathv:ra~: to R~8-lity r.l€0 Lee. f. 
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auestion must ·)0 raised '·rhe t11er one trvth can 1e dr:du{3ed fro::t another 
;r not :).nd the answet' must be that no inference follows fror:1 a single 
rrenise. T~is is eK9.Mf1 ifi•?d ih -s~1e sciences. Ge0!'1Ptr:' rfl.coenises ·1 
num~)er of AxioMS ana ; n. t~1e LO~i0 of: G0ometry it is r1ecess~ry ~o show 
t!l~tt each axioM is independent ~:"-.each other. A~~in _in -~~e Science o.f 
Lo;;ic there arc the tw·Q, the"Dictum de ortni et nullo" anc: t!le Law of· 
Id~nttty ,frorJ. wh ic'1 a ')Od!r of truth can ~e deduced, ')ot one can never 
oe d-..:rived frol'1 the other. Thus regardin~ t!1e unit:: or the A~:6olutenessj 
of'trv.th there is a ~ifficult~ in its exr:lanation:it Se0.mS eviot?nt that~ 
t!1ere must ')e at least tw·o differentL'.ted elements in L...:l~ su ,h system. 'i 

And __ thfs difficulty must extend to thP. view of Hegel, since for him God) 
and Truth are synonymous and interchaugea~le. This disrarateness or 
lack of unity 1n the !')solute is also ar~r:-Jrent in the system of Hegel, 
where he endeavours to __ connect Logic with the Philosoph~r of Nature. 
Beginning with Naturl?. and M,. ne as distinct -rorms of r0~.1 i ty and seek..:.. 
ing to s~tisfy the dem~nd for a complete system he was led int0 some 
difficulty in esta,)lishing a relation ~etwe0n them. His statement of 
their:- relation varies accordine to the sta~0..s in the history of his 
~"·:"tP.m.Nature com.es to )P the form to w·hich Mind passeS in o~l!er to g·etj 
ri:" of the l1rnit::)~ion 1!!1:-1.;~~ in ~Pl.P-kn-:-.wledee; "the ex.tern1.lix0.tion 
of thP Notion of Min~ in its rrocess to~ards comrlete realia~~~~~". 

·- -· .L . ... 

Finally, Lvg:ic ')ecornes the sur:reme sc_ience ano th8 Idea "creates natur·e' 
The idea is in its totalit:~ J0ing 1 and as suc1! is Nature, for the total 
it~r of wh::J.t is ls sii!lrly r1ature. This is the result of one form of his 
Di:tlcctic method in which he end~3.VOtn--s to shor~r t~1Ftt t~1P. develot: r.Pnt of • - - A. - .. -

the ideal rJro~J~t.i;J ::::ne ot! all the comrlnx inter-relationships, 'Thich it 
involves, is itself a fact, relativel_y in~e .... end.ent throuehit~~ vep·y vni­
versalityof th8 sinzlr? subjective st9-ges thrOlJgh which it has 0·::cvHl0 

exrlicit 1 so that, in discovering the inevmta~le character oi a given 
process c;>f thinkinz, we .have discovered the onl·~- truth that at this stael 
there is to know·. Tnis truth then becomes "immediate• and its actu~~.~ · 
it~' is experienced. That is to say _the icloal construction gives vs a 
demand for ~a certain syatem of conceptions or relationships, then we ar1 
ledto ask, if there be not somP o"Jjective truth correspcnding to the :. 
i~eal demr:lnd and finall~: this i-de::l demand shows, 'Jy ite ver~ universa~ 
ity and tteeessity,that __ it covers t~~ whole grovnl which any o:Jject coul1 
'1~"'~1'\ oecupy, "so that the fully grown· 3egriff is itself the object 
sought, ~he curtqin is t"1e rictt!~"' "'"'~ t'"t,. t.h;t:ght is the ')eine". The 
universal laws of ideal r:roct?.ss~ t~ken together T•ri th th~ rrocesses -
w-hich em~Jody thes·~ laws, are equivalent to all that is r,roperly to -Je 
m~a~~ )y reality •• Here according to Wallace, Hegel has heen lured oR 

eT. "· G~e~ne: P~ol0~omenq to Bt~ics ~-8~. 
7 Se. 1os8.nquet Ess;'ntiqls oi Lo:;ic T .. ec. IV r ~S ff. 
1 3aillie: Hegel's Logic r. 315. 
2 HeePl L~gic, III, 26. 
3 3aldwin Dictionary: Hesel's Terminology V~l.II,p45?. 
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tJo far )y ~ daring raradox._ At this ~oint ther~ is a difficulty 
si.:nilar to the a'!love. In this transition there is a transiti3n to an 
ot!lerness. Nor can the idea 'Je a':lsolutel ~, comrlete and self-determinate 
if this ?~tion is to ~et rid of a limitation. Similarly, Lo~ic, the 
Saience 6f the A'1Solute Idea cannot ')e a closed _system and yet require 

1 some cot!!pletion from without. Anc further, as Mr. 3aillie' roints out, 
if Lo~ic actt1a11 :-- cove~as for He gel it rrofesses to do, the vrhole of 
ren1ity, then all the essentially constitutive elements of Nature must 

?. ')e eontaine·_:. >•r.; thin th0 Logic and according! y, irrcapa lJl e of comf;letine 
3 it. Other inconsistencies are not wanting .. H(\ avoids the par'adox that 

r.w~~h+.~ at first held ·)ut aftPr;;~ards a'Janooned (and from '.~rhich some of 
his follo\v?rs do no-: seem to "')~ ~nti ..... ~1~ ... f'-r.ojll!l) "that man esta.Jlishes 
God'~ existence ~~ cr0atinz Him and ~akes the ground of His exper~~nc0 

4 ~~e consequence of the Exrerience itself", and recognised the inadequao~ 
of 'leginn tng w-ith anything less than the ''hole. Ho~Arever, t·rhil c Hegel 
ma~l '.Je allOilfed to ')8 on safe" ground r·rhen he regards the A'Jsolute in Rel 
igian a~ transoendin; Reli~ion and ~hen he falls ~ack on Experienc~ for 
the content o-r Logic". yet 1 "~~rhen he regards t,~le ~ bject d (~al t with in the 
t1.10 cases __ as thG same , the inconsistency is too peril0us to be l~ft 

5 un~noticed". Again that the content of the Term '.,God· is entirely 
covered :),) the content of the· teY""m Truth is not evident. Loqic does not 

-.1 ' - '-J 

r..:erefctly reveal the absolute nor' is ~eali ty in its essen~e a process 
~f kno\_4]_".,led~e, for on Heg~l's ·::wn lin0s the irn!nediate in experience vrhioh 
~s reality is a~solutely continuous and indissolu~Jle, otherwise experi­
~nce nrould cease. If \\"e conlo hav? ~'1. sinele irm""lediP.cy of E~perienee in , 
~now1edge, kno''T~edee wot,ld not ·Je ~oo·wleoge, ~Jut exp<?.rience. tnder~yinf 
~11 this and the estination of it is the pro~lem of t~e relation of 

, r"hJ~c.,~ ~nd o'lject. How can thn.t t~hich is "s~_'Jject 11 'Je also "o~ject", if 
truth 'Je a systt::m, ~-· ·, .... .;""': ~~ ')nP2 ThP develormmnt of H~gelianism of-. 
ourse shows that_ according t::. 'that system there is no dif!'eren..,":' ·,,, ·· 
et~reen su~)ject a~_9 o·)ject for if the sysjem ~Je true 3eing is t~1e ground 
f su')ject and o')ject. The vie~·r of HP,e;el 1'ras that "r~ from su'Jjeet and 
"'Jject seeming identical they ar-rear seraratPd by the whole diameter of 
eing. Still, .le-~ the diffr?.rence ~)e asserted to ·le as a~)solute as poSS.:. . 
ble, it is ev~dent,even from the view current!: taken concerning their 
elrt.tion, that on the- one hanci consciousness has in K'l·:~~.rledge solile trLt~ 
hat -is. t!lere i.:; a_l1v-ays some i:~~ntity, some agreement 'letvreen subject 

. nd object;- and o~ the other, there is a closer intimac,y, a nearer agree 
ent 'Jet~'Teen consciovsness and i ~-~ ~O':Jject in some spheres of exr_;erience 
r,an in -others, thou!;h in none short of al)solute truth is the di·stinctj_o 

4 Wal~ace: The L~gi~ ~f Hegel, p.B€. 
1 Hegel: L~gic_; -III 84_2. 
"' Se • 3a i .11 t ~ : He g e 1 ' s Logic; r 31 e , 1'7 , 18 • 
3 Se. Mackintosh: Hegel qnd Hegelianism r.2?5 ff. f~Jt note. 
4 1~illie: r.~35. ~ 5 i)i1 r.~3e 
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and oprosition removed <3ntirt?ly". "Natural R~·alism" clains that the 
ultimate realit~, 1eing, is ~anifestine itsef~ in two codes su~je~t an1 
o')ject, ··r~ich arG finite l!if:rerences withi:1 the !":>solute. "3eine" writes 
!Dr. Lsurie, "nev?r '.'!~_'S :1no nev0r ''Till ··Je 'Jut al~·ra~rs is undividr?dl; 
:tr<?sent,everywher€ self-io?nti·~~,_,l as t~10 contint1um wljich ho~ds all 
hings together-the .:>n-e, in (>difference. I differ £'ror:1 y0v and fco1:1 a 
ree or a stone, '-:>ut ·we are all alike: we_ are one w·i-~~"~ a cifferenc''

11
• 'i 

u~ject and Object are one in 3eine ~ut neitfier is cancelled."There is~ 
ne Jeinzin ~·r~.;~~ ... ~~~- ')p+ ,,:r ";-'fhi.ch all dif~erences arise, including 
he supreme orrosition of Su'Jject and a~)ject". This i.s ~P~1 ism '1vt the~ 
re careful to ;oint out ," not a dualism of antaeonism and setaration 

q>f SU,Jject and o·Jject, ')Ut a dualism whic!1 ta!-<:~s ac':ovnt O£" ')oth factorS 
in one ~~rhole ~f" s-ysjern-su')ject-o'Jject•. Y0t it is oif7icult to go t~1e ; 
entire length v7 ::oldtng t~att God's met3od of eKternalisation, ~"'le syn- ·. 
thesised ::>r r:::.si tic·n of su')ject and ne.f;>.:atin;; o,)j ect, 'vhen ex.pl icit.,. leaves 
~o distinction or difference ,)etureen su~Jject and ojject. W~li.i.8 tb.8 .. :ues 
tion may ')e le~itimr:.tely asked and even with aprejudice in favour of a 
rttegative reply · "who has the right to say that the r!1eno!':!0n~~.l m::.ni C'est­
+.r-tir·f' 'J~ lJniversal mind ar-e"essentially dif.rerent" frot1 finite r:d:nd?" , I 

~-Y not. the counter questicn ')e asked, 11Who h~s a right to say tl?.at aq." 1 
•o":Jject" is a r:henol!lenal rnc.nifestation o.r _universal mind?" Has this ·)~ r:; 
"l)een esta":llished or is it onl·y an or:'inion? Furt~er,as a manifestation 
='f r.tind, effect8d ')~"negation,: !:lay it, or inder:-0. must it, be c;::tr-~t'Jle of 
knowin;:? Can an "o3ject" all.·rays ~e a"su~ject .. ? If man's 1Jody is wi ~.";1-
in the r.ature syste!!l anA in continvity ~~rith it and his mind 1·rithin the 
mind system ~~rl in oontinlJity llrit~1 it, the t~.~ro can ~)e su'Jsuoecl in ·"OnE' 
Concrete" on!~- ')y a derarture from H~gel'. s 01~rn r:·osi ti -:-.,- a der~arture 
which does not ~r.r ear to justify i ts.el.r. This is thou;;~1t to ')e reached 
in a hi~~e·r· experience, in w·hi·"~ w·ill and thJreht and fer?ljng may all 
J 0 one ono~ more, ')lJt wbioh i.s rt?all~7 a return to the im:.,1ediacv o:r a. 
mwer exl-"eriGnce 8f feeli:r1g., This was the view of Lotze, Schleiermache f 
3radley and .0thers. Prof. Seth has dealt so cle~rly wit~Jthe ~ositi~n 
o~ ~he latter that his w·ords are wv.c-:;!1 .;_uotine. "According to Mr. 
Bradley, knowledge inasmueh as it is rela.tiJnal throu~I:n)ut is defective 
as such: it makes distinctions (it distinguishes qvalities, for ex:ample 
in p. t..~ing) ')ut it Rever reduces its distinctions to a r'?.al 11nit~-. T!1e 
V-='·r: relation Of Sli')j~C :~ and O~)ject ~H st PXi.S~ in nvor: _i_nstc..nce of 
r~~~::.wlecge anc implies a difference not overcoi!le. B1rt in the Absolute ., 
al1 differences must 'Je overcome, perf ec -~. tJni ty mlhst 3e real izec; the r~ 
must "le w~at is called an"all-~ervasive transfusion". Now the only hint 

1 J. 1aillie Hee0l's Loeic ~.lCC. 
2 Lauri~: Synthetica; Voli, r.59 & €3 &86 



1 

2 

3 

4 

:ie '1av(? o~ st;c~. astate according: t:~ Mr. 3rg,dley, is in ~tn--,-. f!eeling-t~e 
itf"t:see s -nse of 'leing 1 01:t 'Jt v:rhich _our ~onscio~'S 1 ife seems contin­
:all ~· to el!lP.rge. T1e first cavm of active consci ':;tJSness in+.rCJdtlCeS t~1e 
is~inetions ~r knowled~e into this charact~rless unity. Indeed, Mr. 
radl~l ?d~its t~at ~p ~ardl~ fOSS~ss ~he StatP Of ~ere fecling,"~S MOre 
ha.n th~.t ,.,hich ,.,e a.r·~~ Lt~. ~:-.. e act of loosine". I w·pt1ld ~o further and 

~a,: more definitely tha:t it js a stage ···e -never c~~t..w.ll~ realise, t:1c,uzh 
f;P. .. seei!l at ,tirnes to arrroxj_r_-11.te to it; and conceive it as ,)~irig reached 
~symrtoticall y in t'!le lowest forms of orgar: ic lif~. Such asymr-t.otic ' 
apr.roach consists simrl: in dror-r in.s one ')y o•te. tte distinctisns of ovr 
ponscios existence. Conse<luently t~e state -is describa'Jle onl~- ')y negat­
~ves an~ 5ts r0alization WC?t;lc nH?.an a lar:se int;_} unconsci 1:snes;-:; al toge­
ther .. ••su':)ject• 1roulc ttecome "o1)ject" ·')ut not .. o"Jjecrt",. "su')}-,et". Th(:' 
~if:ference remains, 'for when t,1ey becoMe identical "su)ject"is not at 
all. The last st2te is ;'rors8 t.,1:.~n thP ~irstfor k:\owledge vrovld not 
?nl~. not ~e k~owledee,it woul~ not even ~e experience,b~t it ~ould be 
*esciencE'. A-rtr--r all said and done, w~1ile li.e~eJ has ')een ·:::.f inestima,)le 
:pervice in insisting on the ra.tiohn.l char':)ct''"'r ,..,.p +~-.t:" llni.verse, yet is 
1hot t:he I!!akin3: of Thovght the ex cl usi ve rrinci ~le, either to go to an 
f.xtrerne or t: usr, "tho1·g!1t" in a n•Jn-natural sense. There is· -J:.;e danger 
~f r·?vertine to an a':lstract vievr simil::=tr to th~·.t of Plato ,evPn less 
~atisfa.cto:~' t~2.n ~h·-t o~ Plato, e.nd "redv~inz the universe to a Ph~nt~ 
~smo:r the 1ntellea~:,- an 1mr.ersonal system of thonsht-harmon!i -._or, 1n Mr 
- radle]'S vivid r;h-rase, "an une.arthy 'Jallot uf ~loodless categories"", 
gainst ~·1hich 3radle~;'s"Arpearance and Raality''is rossi'Jl~' an ov~:::r-~~w.l­
us rrotest. 

This has carrie~ the discussion far adrift from- the 
egelian treat~ent o~ the Ontolczical Proof J ,Jut it has at least heli=·ed 
a make it evident th~~~ on Hegel's own r.rinpir~1es t~e 3eine J the A3sol-

{

- te Truth ~vhic'h AKists ~JY reason of rt kind of st~-)jective neeessi ty, o: 
:~-!li?h is. rresu~~-ose; in all log~ca.l :thinkin~: ~annat 1?~ de1:1~nstrat~d to 

. ~e Ioentical Wl.,h T.1e Absolt.te, ~.,he a :lSolutel~. Real, w1 th Goa. 3ut )ack 
4r and 1)ehind all these difficulties, Aven if th0 a:)ove examination ~Je 
~~"'~l~r ac3utate, _there lies a trut~ in Heeel ,it?. ,t!:lat there is somethiag 
ihat transcends r.1-ere _1\_')so~.t?~"' -f:r,1+h_ ,or Ahsolt~te 30aut~ .. , or !bsolPte Good­
rless anc coMrrehends them all in itself. Hegel h~ldJ :=t.s note~" ..,,~""~,that 
~a Notion is no match for 3eing", and ans,vAred to the cri ties that ''tho~ 
'"fhO like to. taunt the rhilosor:hic idP8, \Ali th a difference ~)et-·'Teen ')eiAl" 
~ne:" thon~ht, might have admittec" that Philosorhers were not vrholly .. 

1 Prof. s~~~: _Theism; p. 52. 
2 ••... p. 4€. 
3 Heer~l: -.Loeic, p. 92 
4 • . . . . • . . r. • 91. 
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ignorant Of the fact: 3ut he maintained t.~at certainl~ .i. ~ ~ivt..ld ')C 

trange if the noti'Jn, th0. VP.r~~ heart of ~hr· Mi1cL,the- Ego, in a word,th.E 
concrete Totalitv we ~all Goe, ~err not rich cnouzh to em~race so r~or 

" 0 
a eategory as being, t"1e v~r~- p~rest an~~ r1os~~ a~tract of all."_ I~ the 
nselmian statement th0 kernel of the trr1th was contained, for it was 

• ~, , - t- • "G ::~ . +l 1* N · - 3 . H . +" W' 1 e ..J..t e ~al:_· o:,. ... 1lffi 1 Ou. lS v ... 1e On Jl ecessar~ 8l~g. : lS vne. nO~ 1 •. t_~11. 

!Absol nte, the on 1 y God"~ and no rr:J<Jf of h 1s ex1stenc0 lS poss1·)1e or 
recessary. This is ''That ''!aS se~n in the criti~is·~· 'Jf HAgel's Lo::::ic,ie. J 

that it coL le not exhaust -:!v~ entire content of the A~solute. Prof. 
James has~:recentlY written that "If thinkers ··rho go fromparts tot•rards 
I - ~ • 

,~rholes are ...... ,...,.,Y' to '1P convin.c.ed oJ an A1)solute Spirit's ~xistence, it 
can never ~e )y the style of reasoning of Hegel ~n~ ~~Q dAscirles." 
rieeel 's vie1v was ~ timel::· offset to the su')jectivity of Kant's treat-. 
ment of "S'1e a r:ric.ri f_orr1s of thol ght, for thP knower is l.n t:1c world 
wh ic~ ~1e comes to know and the forms of ~is thol e~t are t~emsP-1 ves a 
unction vf tne whole. And for Reg~l, Nat-Bre lq}r~n vie~~re8 in its formal . 

essence is a system of o')jective t:lc./u~_:)1t. The.hu!!lan f'!i_nd r~?tkinks t~1e 

thour:3ts :.)f creative reason. ·T'hou~:1t is t:1e comDon es:::HiH.0C -.:..f Stibject 
~n~ ~)ject exp~cssing on the intellectual ~ide the hature. "To know 
fe~soa, therefore ~s to know God~ th€ presence of rsason within us is 
thepresence of God; the r:rogressive ration~llization of the world 'Jy 
eience is a continuous extension of knowledge of God- a cumulative 

theis.tic r,roor", '1Tri tes Prof. Seth," if it is right to talk of r_;r::;::.·:f 
in a case vrher(l necess3rlT assur.1rtion might ')etter express the real stat~ 
of 2,ffairs" So that the chief valuP of H~O'Pl is that he 1H'.s shown m8St . ~ 

,lainly tha.t the :rro~f ~·rhich he -::a1lee the"only true one•, was no r.roof 
rt' all, in fact that theY'e is no reoof of the existence of God. He'callf 
he rroJ~s. +~1=1 "sory·evrhat o~)solete m etar;hysical rroofs of God'.s ... ex,ist-i 

ence"."He does not for a r10r1ent r:.llow that ~·-:e'"""" ~""l~n ')P any formal 
cemonstrati::·n or tb·e existence·.'of God". And t'1e very rr:-ason of this is 
~th8t in r:ny nttemrtAd formal demonstration of this fact t~e very truth 
;~!~OSP rro'Jf is soueh~ is alread~ ass1·med in t'1e terms of the demonytrat­
Jion. THiti .is the sar1e trvth t!rhic1 is imrlied in the remark of Lotze tha1 
!"wi thoi~t the circumlocution of a. deC.LctiGn \'V~ a irectl -y feel the imross­
~bility of Its (t~e Most Perfect 3eing) existence". A ~w~ern writer. 
has saie t1a.t the Ontol. ~?:ists "have :Jeen those v1ho at .once saw what 
I . . 

!lay ·Jeyond .the Empiricists• view_ anc were llware of the w·ant of cogency 
li") the Rat:i_·onalists' "rroJfs "as t~cn pre~en.ted. The~. c"'id all the~ ccn!ld 
ithe~ affirmed t~e convictions of t~1eir cnvn e)Cperience at its highest , . .) 
t :·int and fOl.!nC in them t~e tranqtJil i t-y of immediate faith". 3osaJlql1et 

1 Hcgel !Loeic; r.91,~. 
~ Hi )·lert Journ~l, Jan. 1909. 2'79 ... 
3 Prof. Set~l: ::::l.3••·; !-- .22. 
4 Uqllace Hegel's L:gic; ,3~ 
5 Stev>rett: stt1dies in Hegelian phil. Of ~el. fr.282. 
€ Lotze: Mic~ocoso~s; 3~. IX, C.4,r. €?~ (T & T. Cla~k~. 
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~a~: :Je interr.reted in t:1e same ~·ray, 'Y~:en he ,.,rites tha·~- t:-te idec1
. of God 

h2s :)eco':"'le, "rather c,n id e:..l_ -':hrough •·fh ioh we kro~·r than an O,)j ect of ,·~:""loW-
. A 

ledge. Anc t1erefore it is t rged that to rep6~ from the ii~ea of God to 
Ris rr:alit:· is nerel~~ to r~oenise the r:1ovemen~~ ')y l~rhich t~e vniry oP 

t~ines ~attes_ itself exrl icit :."1,like in t.~c. exreriencP 17P call o·urselves 
and in t~e exrerience w0 call the world". The r~o~f has )ecn ~n effort 
- fr::1 -~":...., '~"'~~tvre cf the case an almost ve_in effort- to ~iWle loeical 
form to our thou~ht of thP A~solute. 

? P~il:::sor:~1y and t~1e J~i'lz of' (;od: ~:tm')rio~e T:1e0lJ3;ic~l Essa-ys 
: . 125. 

1 ~ald,,rin Di~tionary Vol. II, 45?, Dr. )ossnquet. 
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In conclu~in~ ~his 

rape~ it ~:rill ,)? ~.-r0ll to ,)rine. together the -·--esults o·r the c,...iticisr.1 
of t:·u~ individual :-roofs~ The ~osmoloeieal has eiv~n ~he fact t~1at ther 
is an unconditioned existence or a vrhole of inter-r_elated existence, 
wl1iC'1 mus-':". ':1ave sane "grotnd" that is real. This is a result \·rhich is 
t- no mor.' . value -:!'!an that whic~1 is a ssu!!!ed in the startine-r:oi_nt, iA. _; 
thr1.t somethine exists, excP.p~ ~,~~+ +11tq is .extended to the universe as 
a whole. This rroof !13..S given in fact ~.vhat the otttoloeical also,-"~rc~i­
a 11 s in its Er j_sterno 1 ogi c al form, r urr: orts to r., e2:1onstra te; show·in~ 
clearly the a ccuracF ot t~1e r~mar'k of Kant a1Jout its ·Jeing the same 
argument in another .. form -r a remarl{ ')y far more C£&~8~~-t~ 8f tH~cosmo­
loeical attenrt l.v 2cduc~?. the necessity of the "[;round" of t:1e uYJ.iverst 
to t~e Ontolp~ical with its epistemologicul ~retensi6ns_than of t~eir 
similarity ;'r11en Kant_ criticised them. Of t11e tw·o the ·aosoolo~icul 
ar-:r-roaches the- nearer to the r roof of the existence of the sumtotal 
vri -:h :tits ground of existence : the Ont.Jl 'Jgical taken alc)ne is 8.erel~ an 
?~ssv~rtion-an aSStF--rti.oni t r1ay -)e necessaril ~- made ,JJ the necessit~i of 
necess~.ry existence, ')ut yet :·n assomrtion- that an a'"lSolute exists 
~hich has t~e infinite attriJ~t~s of Goodness, 3eauty and Perfection, 
etc., 3ut nei thAr the Cost1ol :~gical nor t1H~ Ontol~'J_zica.l ·is comretent in 
any vray to instruct us in :eeard to_ this !~:solute. This ''Tas the 
purport of -the Teleolo~ical. Yet the_ inductiv.e search into the physical 
r_ • ..__.;u,..,~e led onl~ to an inference and not a pro:Jf that the "Gror'nd" of 
the A~)solute ··rqs in-~~1 1 ~:",.,+. So that +.~1P.rroofs are no : roofs:t:1ere c2x~ 
~e no rroofs of God's e~i~t~n~e. "The existence ~f G~f can~~~ ~o logic~­
alls demonstrat~d. T~10re are m8.n: rro·:-fs, ')t!t there is -no demonstration 
and those who ask for and insist on having one, must ·Je r-lainly told 

1 t~a t l!Te hg,ve none to give". At this r·.:;int the su')ject mi:::ht ·)e C. is­
continued, ·)ut 't~l~~re is ~·o!"e t1an this negative rpsult fro:rr: all these 
qttemrts on the f3.rt of -:~1e lluman mind ~v rationalize t'1e facts of 
life and the univ~rse. 

The individual pro.Jfs of G<lo' s existence are n- r roofs at ~all. 
• +" + · r K • d · · · t · · · t h , 1 · 1 1nce v:1G .,lMe 0 ant. an 'llS :? r1 lClSM, 1 . aS )e....,n p a1n y seeR th8.:t 
~r:atately these are insufficient and the several historic rroofs have· 

~eon gather~f together as_eonvArgi~g lines of Jne demonstration."The 
:areument -for the Divine existence is a vast and comrlex s·ynthetic one. 
L a vrhole of :-:1any patt~ - and theforce is in the '~hole, not in anv of 
~he partS•. Th0 various elements have 'Jeen rieced together to form c 

1 Gwatk i'n: Xno~·rledge of God; r .9. 
~ Ji)lio ~~eo~ Sacra Jan. 1909, r.39. 
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sreci~s or MOS~ic. Evid~n.c~ ')r a similar natur~ t.o that P!!1lloyed i_n 
he t~adi tional r.ro·Jfs, ·)vt a lare0r at:iount, h::ts ·Je"'n 'lrouzh t for~,~rar 9 

lUt +.~he l!lethon Of CO!lllet 'li 1 ~£ 3.nq f:'F:'Senti inz gnd ;:1arst1alline; it !laS 
1ntil 8-t least quite r~c'='ntl~j, ·1e~n n·Jt without fault. In n::tny cases it 
l~.s '1een er;r:lJyeC! to demonstratP t~1~1.t Gor, is rath?r than w·hat HP is. 
~1e rroof that God is, ~~1Pre ils reason to '1elievP fron the a'1ove, is 

: ~11rossi 'lle and t:1~ trans r~r c:f t~1e energy directed in t~1e r ast tp -· · 
I 

~~u?. demonstration of R1s8xistence, from this r:ro'.1lem t;3 ~,he endeavour 
~o exrlicqt~ His nature ~n~ r~lation to t~e universe, will )~ a ereat 
'_ain. ~his is r(\alized 'ly the '1est .of recent Theistic writers. Fro~ . 

. FishP.r cl_a ims thct the arguments for thee xist~nee of God do not 
ri~inat~ faith in Hir )ut onl~ Pluct~ate it and defi~e it. "Each of 

~- . .. - . 
11em tends to show, not simply th8.t G,d is, ,~t1t 'what· H:: is. The-y coi!l-
ete the conccrtion "':ly r.ointin:~ out, the particular predic:~.tes ~1roush t 
o 1 i_sht 1 in the manif~station which God ~v1s m(l,de of Hmself." Prof. 

, '18-tkin ~.8.intFlins,and':ri:(·ltly, -~hat"ncither- cai ~~re logically demonstr-

! 
1 P ex, s en. cP. 

teJ\of se -!- o-r of r-,he world'-- of su,lject or o'1ject.. The world and self 
nd God are alil{e in '::lei~g final psstulates of thouzht anc"', thcrefor e 
ncapa'1le of denonstration~ ~1ut " t~1e existence of Qod is not t~H?. 1 es: 

~
.ertain. for ·)ein~ the ne.ces. s8-r:r postulate of ev.er·y .ar. gu.ment inStead of 
he lop,i~~.l conclusion :f one art:r1111l~nt". "T+ ''"":'"'1,., ~":'8Y:" ........ ~ ~~~s - ,_ ·,, 
nother Theist, as if the wa~ of wisdon ~ere to a·Jstain from all 
~ttenrts at· rroving t:Jc Divine exist(:lnce, c\nd assuming as a datum that 

i
od is, to restriet ollr ertrlt!ires to whA.t He is". " Our Transcendent 
~thod" , \Vti tes Dr. Cal c ecott, "transfc;;;; venera -)1 e proofs and sets 
hem ,i~ fresh str:ngtll-. :-ed ')~~ut~r ~s r:,illars of Theistin faith" .. Ado r: ~ 
ne tn1s as the v1e1~T ro1nt t~1e va ~ v0 of the Pro::lfs can ·le easil!r :-- _ 

r,stimated: they "consti tutG an or~a~li_; .i:h:.._;_C: 0f ar~Luit~n ~, eauJ.1 o6 them 
rsta'llishing its sera.tqte el~ment, ~.nc1 thrJS contri'1llting to the genetta: 
result- confirmat··:ry ovidence that God is an Cl complementar~- evidence -
~o what Gocl is". 

1 G. P.ish (~r: "!roun,~s or ~~ ~.; ...... ~'! a11 qn_d Th '?isti c 1~ 1 i <?f r .. 87 • 
~ G··r~_t;:in: T!1P K~0-1TlP:~e8 or GOd; wo1. I, p.~o. 
3. A. 3.- 1ruce: Aroloe~tics r-:.158 .• 
4 8arn)rif:c ~heol8:ical Ess~ys: ;.14?. 
5 Pror. Flint: Aenosticism; r. 589, 
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