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INTRODUCTION

The existence and nature
of Go? have “een the sudject-natter £or the thought of men in nost
ages. For the demonstration and the explanation of these;Theological
and Philsso:hical writers have jut forsard =many and varying arguaents,
Sut with a large proportion of these writings the present pajer will
not he concerned. It will cunliune ios treatment to the three :reat
i roofs around which the Theistic and the Anti-theistic discussion of

these, the

)

the pzast has largzly zentred. And in the considoration of
rirrose will se,nst so mueh either to sive an historieal account of
their cevelopement, for that will »e jursuecd only to.the eriticism of
Kant,or to examine them with a view to working out a new ;roof —— a
reatsiement or a comhination of these rositions——, =s to examine hovr
far these ";roofs" are in reality proofs of what the: purport to
demonsirate. This will necessitate that the “rief historical state-
ment >2 followed >y a more orief examination of the nature both of the
God, and of the existence of t.e God, whose existence these yroofs
have atter};ted to establish, and also  of the nature of Proof. The
result of this examination will Jjustify some criticisms and discussion
of the !"Pro.fs"outlined, while the whole will conclude with a

summary statement of the results accomplished »y these attempts and an
indication of their real import.
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4TSTORICAL

The Metaphysical
froofs of the existence of God, as elassified by Immanuel Kant, are
not easily distinguished from one another even in the writings of that
thinker's immediate rredecessors,much less in the earlier develor-—
ment of Theistic thought. They are late stages in an evolution of
thought which »egan when Philosorhy was »ut emerging from !Mythology.
The religious conceptions ofthe pre-rhilosorhic writers were indeed
vaguely expressed. Fven in the literature oft 1e race from which the
rhilosorhic thought of the modern Western world has come,the first
attempt was »y no means an early one. In the works of Aristorhanes
and Hesiod we find a naturalistie and pantheistic cosmogony: in the
poems of Hoggr we reach an anthropomorphic intrepretation which makes
Jupiter theviaTvs uurlw/to whom all the forces of nature are sudjest.
This is not very far removed from Bheism. 3o0th t hese explanations of
the universe were orposed >y Xenorhanes,who first overtly insisted on
the unity of God. He obtained his Monotheistic belief from reflection
which led him to »e the chanrion azainst Polvtheism and the Anthropo-
morrhism of the current religious deliefs. s7s ,Qw} v /¥ %LW?/Z(/ Kol
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IRV 7a Kfua%tvkx-Though Xenophanes is thought >y Aristotle to have
given an’ a rriori rroof of the unity &f God, he cannot »e thought of
as having attempted in any way a demonstration of his existence or
Deing. Nor can this “e said of Anaxagoras, who 3y rositing Vpug as
the firs® princirle and vnifying ground of the universe transformed
the Pantheism of Xenorhanes into Theism and laid the foumdation of
the monotheistic concertion of that universe. That remained for cne
of later date."Socrates made the first arrlication of the Theistic
grinciple in the srhere of the adaptation of means to ehd in the
1 organic world! He is considered the originator of the froof from
final causes. And this attempt to prove the existence of God was no
doubt suggested >y the teaehing of the Sorhists,especially of .
Pythegoras. The latter has left a fragment in which he writes,?n?%,ueu
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3 Av#wTo™ 1n this he is thousht >y Professor Gomperz not to assail or
call in question the Theological »selief," 3t the scientific or
reason2>le knowledge of the existence of the'Gods". To correet this
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tendency,thich was deveiored and accentuated in ~he later Sorhists,

and to vindicate thepspular jelief, nay have “ecn the odject of the
attempt of Socrates to rrove the existence of God. Here then is to »e
found for the first time,in nccidental Philosorhy at least,the attempt
if so it may Je called, to demonstrate the »eing or existence of God.
And from this roint onwards in the present sketch the three rroofs as
distinguished “y Kant,will, -s fer as possihle, »e treated scrarately
for the sake of econony of disecussion. The Teleological, deing,as
mentioned ajve, first in historical order,7ill »e first outlined;then
the Cosmological: and lastly the Ontologieal.

TELEOLOGICAL

The philosorhical stand-
roint of Socrates was that in his age when argumentative power was sO
csveted, it was possinle to contradict the results odtaineddy the
Sorhists and in the rlace of empirical egoistical suhjectivity to rut
universal rationel thought, thus’the very method adopted by the Sorhist
s restoring the results formerly reached in unreasoned “elief,out
denied and destroyed »y the Sorhists. This aprlies ofecourse to his
remarks on God. He conceivad of the universe ag the rroduct of a
Heneficient will,and thought of nature in a teleological manner. There
was a power which was disposing all things for the »est. Plato gave
the concertions of Soecrates a more scientific form. He universalized
his rrineiyle and thought of it in an ontological scnse, identifying it
with the idea of the Good,thus maintaininc transeendental design and
purrose. This is called »y 3aldwin the"Onto-teleclogical method of
conceiving God in relation tothe world". In the Laws Flato writes:"If
my friend we say that the whole rath and movement of the heavens,and all
that is therein, is “y nature akin to the movement,and revolution and
caleulation of mind, =nd proceeds >y kindred laws, then as is rlain,
we must say tha the »Hest soul takes care of the world and guides it
along the good path". And 4gain "he (the king) contrivedso t- place each
of the rarts that their position might in the rasiest and “est manner
procure the victory of the Good and the defeat of the Evil in the Whole"
And this design enters into the smellest detail. "Let us not then deem
..othat God the wisest £ Heings,  tho is able to take care and is
willing,is 1like a iazy Good-for-nothing,gr a coward who turns his “aek
on ladour and gives no thought to the smaller and easier matters >ut to
the great only". Also in thePhilehus he writes," there is in the
tniverse a cause of no mean power whieh orders and arranges years and
months and may Je justly called Wisdom and Mind",add .referring to

1 Gomperz, Greek Thinkers, ,448
2 se. Schwegler; Hist of Phil. p,4%
233aldwin Dict of Phil. and Peych. Theism

4 [lto Laws,10504,904, 902.
5 Phileous sec.30 ,177
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Anaxagoras, goes on to say that the argument here reaches the sane

conclusion as"those Tho say of old time that mind rules the universe".
"Plato's whole world view -ras™, Dr. Stirling elaims," that of a single
teleological svstem rith God alone as its heart, with the will of God

alone 2s its Creator and Soul?
Thig order =n¢ arrangemnent in the universe is also recognisecd

hy Aristotle. All the matter is governed or pegulated oy an Idpa. TQ};
1s 1n line w1t‘1 h1s doctrine of four cat,ses and of &/;/us and iV ‘°‘
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000~,,. Moreover" ,he says "in vwhat things there is an end, for that

end is realized,as well what precceds as what follows,as is the action
so is *he natur~,an? as‘is the nature so is the action,in each case if
nothing ojstiruct: and as i, acjion if for the sake of the end so also
for the same sake is the nature®. The God who is immanent 1n nature is
causing it to develoye )3, a unifornm series of causes. The uvoyclﬂs
tending to )ecomezrseﬁwt-all the imperfections of nature are siriving
towards verfec+1on God is always workin~ for an end “(9 amf Muw 2

@fms 0w uMw 72 veiv®. ’%’(/z/o‘?f el rorse Twv

suit o NOY /0 /MF’W> ", Yet there is a transition here from
Flato’ s view; there is Oﬂz’a\sand "?éms ie.,a dualism in the universe.
In orrosition to thig dvalism of the Arist: telian system
the Stoie Physics aims at Monism.It is realistie and materialistic ject
every thing in theworld was the work of reason. Bheir system develored
the theory of Heroditus >y conceieing of aifyeols which was a material
sustance of fiery air or fiery oSreath pervading and animating the
universe, and thlstuwutor soul of the uvniverse called "Rational or
‘rtigtic Fire( 75¢ Ua%y,//af TEXVE W oV - . )allersnetratine Ajir
Sririt, Reas n, Nature, Providence, Destiny, Law, Nece051ty, The, Ruling
Frinciple(7d /u/emuu(m/) ...and the generating Reason Lo,los a‘/T‘r/aatfH/m
coverns 211 things for the »est ends and mak~s each rart of the whole
serve for the good of the whole, for all the 2daptation of the world
1 Laws 10, 904
2 Stirling:Phik. ané Religion,p, 113
3 Aristotle :Physics,(Z11:1037 ;A1€. 3ekker text.
47 .ivid  lMeta.:D,4,1015;A7,;,87 ihia
5 1jid  Physics ,quoted in Stirling ¢,131.
€ 1‘)1(’ De Naa TiAO~+ _ 3'2
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¢an only have come from a thinking nind anc proves vle"eforev}he exist-
¢n09 of DPl+y. Cle~ nthes in his hymn to Zeus writes:"Z,g ¢<La%zas
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tqat he concelvéﬁ of the world as ordered »y a powerful Zeus and as
harmonious."Zeno enim",writes Cicero," ita concludit quod raticnc vtitl
melius es*,quam id,quo? ratione non utitur.Nihil avtem mundo melius est
Ratione igitur mundus utitur?! Diogenes says that Chry31yrqs At;olodo~us
and Posidonius agree that the world is" Aoy Aar AopiRoV Kol (o Lov
Mb:pﬁefp ‘Y The strongest rroof given Yy Cleanthes, according to Cacero,
is that from the distinctness, variety and »eauty of the arrangement oOf
the sun,moon and stars and all the ordercd movementsd of the heavens.
*QLarum rerum aspectus satis indicat non esse ea fortuita® "As we enter
a house or scho:1l or court",writes Cicero,"and ohserve the exaet order
an? “igeirline ans method of i+ ,we cannot surrose that it is so regulat-
ed without a cause,dut must conclude that there is someone who
commands and to whom o»edience is paid: it is impossible for us to
‘avoid thinking that the wonderful motions, revolution® and order of
‘these great HYodies, no rert of which is impaired 5y the infinite
Succession of ages, must e governed dv some surerior Tntelligent

19/

5?3eing? The Stoics dwelt alsc on the adaptation of the parts of the

flants and animals, on instinet, rerroduction, nourishment, and preser-
vation of the yovng, ete.,in fact on all the more ap.arent features
insist2d on My the molern Evolutionists,and on these as manifestin:
ﬁhe rresence of Universal Reason. Thus God is the Reason of the world
and the unalterable law that is in the world is produced >y him who
céntains in himsel® the germs of evrything.
This method of conceiving of the universe ts thich so
large a place as given dy the Stoies was entirely contradieted 5y the
syster of the Ericureans. They found in the atomic theory of Democrates
hich they 8lightly modified, a view of the cosmos which offered a
corletely mechanical explanation an? rendered the argument from
lmeleolovv surerflvous. Atoms and the void writh the infinitisimal
deviations of the original atoms account well enough for the “eautly
‘and all the adartation arrarent in the universe. Ericurus and his
schocl had as their aim "to put for-ard such aview of nature as would

" Aristotle: De Cael.A,37z,
8 Mayor, ".3. Ancien* Philosorhers, 1,154
1 Prof. Uederweg: Hist of Phil.,V,1,r,18€.

2 Natur~ Deoruvm, 111:9,7°
3Zeller; Stoicidm Epiclreanism ~nd Scepticism,r,139, note.

A4 De Natura Deorum,I11,5
5 I»id trans. in Janet and ~eaillesV?2,r,410.



do awar with the necessity of supernatural intervention,without at the
same tim~ peetending to offer a sufficient solution of the pro»lems
1raised 9y seiencel!"It must not ve supp -sed” ,says Epicurus, tha? the
rotions of the stars,their rising and their setting, their eclirses
and the like are effecte” and regulated, ot that they have once for all
jeen regulated »v a 3eins rossescing at the same time Jlessedness and
immortality; for lajour and eare and favour are not compatisle with
%harriness and self-sufficiency." The Sceptics also oprosef the view of
t-e Stoics and crenly contradicted it. The ingenuity of Carneades
sozn exprosed the weak roints of their theory.He asked for the marks of
desi~n in-the universe h which there was so much injurious and
detrimental to man.He scorns the idez of design. In answer 1o
bhrysi;pus' assertion that the final eaus~ of a ric is to e killed,
3Carne-~des argues:" a rig therefore 5y »eing killed must attain®the
odject for which it was destined; it is always denefieial for a thing
to attain its o)jeet—-therefore it is “eneficial for a pig “o »e kill-
288 and eaten," 3yt even admitting the presence of design, he, as 2
fair rerresentative c¢f his school argues: Why isit inconeceivadle that
nature shoul have formed the world as »eautiful and good as rossibdle,
5éccording to natural laws without the intervention of God?

The Neo-Platonism of the Alexandriam School,on the other
hand,in a degre~ restored the vievof the rresence of design in the
universe. This system #neclurfed God as‘the adsolute vnit of whom or
which *the world was éne of a serkes of effluences or eradiations, each
of which rossessed less perfecti-n than the one which rreceéded it. Theé
thought of the vastness, the magnifieience and everlasting harmonious
motion of the world naturally leads to the thought of its archetyre
an? the recognition of Intelligen-e as their ori~inator an? preserver.

It was not however untill the-midéle-ages that this
rrcof is again Adefinitely ruvt forward. Under the influence of Plato ané
Aristotle the Scholastins of this yeriod restate the aegument with
rerhars greater acumentthan “efore. "Now who can doubt" writes Anselm,
that, that throush which things are good is the Surreme Good? It is ,
therefore,necessary that there exists a2 3ein- supremely great and
surremnely good, that is to say,the eummun of all existing things,

€maxirmum et ortimum,id est summum omnium quae sunt."Aldert Maghus alsoc
claims,” all cre-tures ery out té us that there is a God, for the “eaut-
ies of the world »ear witness to a supreme Yeauty, its sweets tc a
sweetness, what is highest to something higher than all,what is pure
~to purity itself". Thomas Aquinas also maintains,"that some things
which have no power of knowing, such as nautral Hodies, work for ends,
as is manifest from their costantly , or at least frequent ly , working
in the same war f:r ticattainmenmt @f thal WHféhf5est, vhich shows that
1 Zeller: Stoieism Ericureanism and Scertiecism ,41n
? Diogenes L. X 7€ : Uherweg:nist of Phil. r,°C7

ZPlut's Porphyry ™e Asst.888,70,
4 Zeller: Stoic.Zric.and Scert. r,y513,note
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that they arrive at their end not from chance 3t fron intention. Now
such thinss as have no rover of knowing do not tend towvards an end
‘unless the: are directed >y some Yeing which has k~owledge and
intellifence as an arrow is cirected Sy an archer. Bhere is therefor-
some intellicent Hein~ »y which all things of nature are directed
towards ends"; and again,"Everything which aims at an end in a fi;gd
way,either prescrines to itself that ehd or fimds that end preserined
toHit Hv something else;otherwise it would not aim at this end rather
than thet... Sinee therefore things ¢o not preseride to themselves
an end, the end nust Je set Jefor~ them >y another vho is the founder
of nature. 3ut this(...) is he who gives »eing to =211 things an” is of
Himself necessary 3leingwh on we call God"
From the scholastiecs of the mid?le Ages, this ~rgument w2s
taken over in its entirety 9y the early modern Orthodox Bheists o
had to flefend it against rationalistic and Deistic tendencies.Descart~s
who used the other two scolastic arguments as the touch-stone for his
[roofs was unadle to make any usc of if decause he requirad to prove
God's existence in crder +to rrove the existence of the world and all
matn~rial +thines, Srinoza,though he does not emrloy the rroof, does
recognise therresence of design in the universe. Leidnitz deduced it
from the rreestaslished harmony of the atiridutes of Gods extension
and thoucht. This rhysﬁb-teleolcgical argum~nt of Lei»nitz was that
the harmony <f all *he monads could c-nly derend on a common cause,ie,
the order of the rniverse is due *0 a wise and skillful creator and
director. Lock~ remarks only that" th= visihle marks ef extraordinary
-risdom and power arrezr so rlainly in al’® the works of the creaticn
that a rational creature,wh: will Hut sericusly reflect on them cannoct
niss *the “iscévery of a Deity...a superio>r,wise,rowerful and invisibdle
Heing." In Hume's Dialogues the main theme is the critieism of this
proof, the other tvo »eing only indident-~l. His position seems to »e
"that the cause or ‘he eauses of orcder in the universe proHa»ly have
som~ ~enote  analogy to human intelligence”,»ut thet this simple
thowgh "amHriguous"” and "undefined prorosition"is not sufficient for
logical ecertainty. mhis he shows in the argumen® of philo;th=at the
origin of the whole can hardly »e coneluded from the oreraticn of cie
rart ~f nature on *he other,much less from the little 2gitation of the
brain we call thought";that the anima mundi argument is as valid as
that from design:and that even 9y extendimg and wniversalizing the
55¢hwegler ;4ist of Thil,,14°2
Ansclm Monolog C.1
Al»ert lagnus; Comrendia Theologia Veritati Cl.
Quoted in Caldrcott and Mackintoshf Seler~tions from Theism
£.27 froemSumm2 Theol. Pt.1 Quaest.2,An Deus Sit? A3.
Stmna Contra Gentiles 7.44.
Srinoza Tthiea, Pror °0. .
Ess=y on Hum2n Understandine 3k.1,04,%ec v,10
Humes Dialogues Concernin~ Natural Religion,2,39€.
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terms so *h~t *he argument implies a divin~ mind whose ideas
correspond to *he visisle universe, the difficulty is not overcome

for the ideal syatem is as inexplicasle as the universe whose counter-—
rart it is. Philo lavs stress on the wenknes* »f the analogical infer<
ence from works of art and points out that the argument from design
can~ot warrant the inference of a perfect or an infinite ¢r even a
single Deity and that the arrarent marks of design in the animals’
structure \are only results from the conditions of their actual exist-
ence so that the ultimate conelusi-n of Hume is that"the more cleariy
w6 servtinise this imyosing argiment, the less we can trust it. 1%
rroves too much or +oo litile. 7t leads us into doenright anthroro-
morrhism, or it leaves us with nothing dut a vague doctrine. We

admit that the reasoning is coppatible with the orthodox theory,-we
cannot hold that it proves it"! So far g&s this argument goes the only
safe way an? rosition is the entire suspension of judgment. vet in
spite of *he eriticism againgt it, the view helé 5y the rersonage of
Pialogues who arpears on close examination to express more clearly
th=n any other the auvthor's views, was strongly teleological ancd
monistic. "The order and arrangement of nature",says Cleanthes, tie
cvriovs adjustment of final causes, the rlain use =nd intention of
avery rart and organ-- all these despeak in the clearest language

an intelligent cause or author. TheHeavens and the Earth join in the
same testimony: the whole chorus of nature raises one hymr of graise
to its Creator." Morecover hile + ere is uncertainty in the Dialogues
rezardinc *he auvthor's views, there is none when he writes thus:-"were
men led into the arrrehension of invisinle intelligent rower >y the
contemr lation of the works of nature, they coul? never possinsly
entertain anv concegtion "ttt of one single Heing, who “estowed exist-
ence on this vast machine and adjusted allits parts acccrdinz to one
regular rlan or connected system... All things in the universe are
evidently of a riece, asverything is adjusted to everything. Jne design
rrev~ils thr-oigh the whole, an?® this wniformity leads the mind to
acknowledse one Author? 3acon ¢laimed~that he "had rather nelieve all
the fables in the "Legend" and the Talmud, and the Alcoran than that
thistvniversal frame is withovt mind) Reid has said of the Teleslogical
argument *hat it "hes this reculiar advantage,th:zt it gathers strength
s hhuman knowledse advances and is more convineing at present than it
wng  gomn centurieg aeel Sir Tsaae Newton concludes his Principia
w7ith the general ohdserv:ation that" the whole diversity of natural
things can have arisen from nothing “ut the idea and will of one

Lesline Steghen—English Thought in the 1loth.Cent,V.®,;,327
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Ward-Naturalism ané Agnosticism V.1,r,3 quoted from Prin. I
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necessarily ~xistins deiaes who is always anc sveryviiere,God Svrrema
Infinit~,0mnizctent ,Onniseient and A)aulu,el‘Pprfpct",and Trites ngo
at the enf of his Qr t1os that the various rortions of ‘the vworld,

organi~ and inorganic,"ean se the effeect of nothing else than the
wisdom and skill of a powerful and everliving djeing whoe, deing in ail
rlaces, is more able Sy his will to move the’ yodies within his »>luncd-
less gniform sensorium and there to form and reform the facts of <he
universe than w~ are Hy & r will to move the rarts of ovr own yodies."
Samuel “larke wrltes,"The other argument to which the greatest rart of
thr proof for the Yeing of God may “e reduced, is the order 2 :d the
jseautv of the world:that exquisite harmony of nature, O} which the
inviginle things of God from the ereation of the world are clearly
seen,»eine understscd By the things which are made... 'Those power was
it.. taht formed those viasgt and numderless ords of Heaven and disposecd
them in such regular and uniform motions?..that framed with exquisite
workmanship the eye for seeing..endued the soul of man with under-
gtandin~ jud-ment and will?" These are not to He aseriyed to secondary
an? natural causes for they are either’the" inanimate motions of sensc-
less matter, or the voluntary moti-ns of dependent creatures,anc whai
ara +h~aon ov+ Ana of +hem the Adireet oreration, and the other, only
the " freco perISqiun of Hia who ruleth over all" "To evade this
argiment thers is no rossinie way “ut to affirm that all things rere
rroduced v chancée; or that- *hey are all eternal necessarily of them-
selves." Chance is a mere word: "it is nothing ané can do nothing. On
tie oth~r hand.. if they will affirm that all things are eternal; yect
+he argument holds as strong as “efor~ that things whiBh cannot for

any time exist without a cause, can much less exist without a cause
through all time,vhléss they affira that all things exist dy an
intarnal assolute Yecessity of their own nature, which that *hey do not
is evid~nt from hence; that theee exisis in the world an infinite
diversity of things whereas Necessity is uniform and without variatiéon'
3erkeley, o causes one of his personages to say,"I am not *to "He
rersuaded 9y the...adl»surdity of an infinite rrogression of causes",ruys
the argument on the “agis of the recognition of the existence of a
thinking man )y means of kis manifest parts and actions8, And against
the opronent=who claims that he really knows=a rational man not »ecause
1~ asns him Hut Hecauvse he is found to He ahle to speak to him, he
vrges,that the same is true of Go@ "who> speaks to men 9y the intervent-
ion of and the use of arhitrary, outwar sensisle signs which have no

similitude with the things signified", >t are so compounded and  co

disposed '2s to suggest and oxhlaltan enfless variety of odjects! "This
1 Mard—- Naturalism na® Agnosticism V.lyp.44.
2 Samuerl Clarke-Works V. 1 r.5 (Ynartdns
3 IHhid. ...}.C
A  3erkelev Alciphron
5 THide . eeeees
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(ortiz) language hath a necesssary connection with knowledge,riscon
and Goodness. It is ~quivalent to a constant creation, yetokenin~ an
immediate act of rower ~nd rrovidence®. "This instantanious production
and rerrodu-tion of so many signs comhined,dissolved, transposed,
diversifed ~n¢ adapted to such an endless variety of ruryoses, ever
shifting with the accasion an? suited to them, >~ing utterly inexplie-
ahle and unacecountasle >y the laws of motion, Sy chance, Hy fate, or
the like >3lind principlns, doth set forth an” testify the inmediate
operation of a Spirit or a thinkinz »eing.. which directs, and rules
and governs the world." Many however of the early modern Philosorhers
neglect this argument, some,ecg.,Maledranche,rerhars Hecause it was
unnecessary for their system. others,eg.,Hoddes, nc doudt decause
they were una“le to recognise genuine marks of design in the universe.
1t remaine?® the wark of Kant to »ring it again into rrominence, nct
howeeer 9y developinz it Hut dy eriticising its validity. Here it is
rarhars most accurately stated."The world around us orens »efore our
vicw so magnificient 2 spectacle of order, variety, beauty and econform—
itv to ends, that whether we pursue our odseeations into the infinity
of space in the one direetion, or into the illimita»le civisions of it
>n the other, whether we pegard the worl? in its greaztest or its least
nanifestations—- even after -e have attained to the highest summit of
knowledese which our weak minds cah reach-~ we find language in *the
rresence of wonders so inconceivadle has lost its force and numder its
power to reckon, nay even thought fails to conceiege adequately and our
concertion of the whole dissolves into an astonishment without the
rower of cxpression.. 211 the more eloguent tha*t it is dum».""TNe
chiof momenta in the physico-teleological argument”,rhich is " thc
oldest, the clearest, and thet most in conformity with the common
reason of humanity” are as follows:-"1 "~ o“serve in the world .~
manifest signs -f an arrangement full of rirrosc, executed with great
wisdom and existing in a whole of eontent indescrijably vzroius and of
an extent withaut linmits. 2 This arrangement of means and ends is
entirely foreign to the things existing in the world-..it helongs to
them merely as a contingent attribute; in other words, the nature-6f
different things could not of itself, whatever~ means were employed
harmoniously tend towards certair purroses were the: not chosen and
directed for these rurposes Hy a rational and disposing princiyle in
acecordance with certain fundamental ideas. 3 mhere exists, therefore,a
suilime and wise cause(or seeeral), which is not merely a “lind all-
rorrerful natures producincs 4~ MHeince and svantd which fall the world
in unconseious fecundity, Hut a free and intelligent cause of the
world. 4 The unity of this cause may Y inferred from the unity of the

1 3erkeley— Alcirhron 14.
2 Critique of Prre Reason: Transcendental Dialeetic 3k.2 0.4
Sez.3,4,5.
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recij rocal relatisns existine %etween the parts of the world, as

portions of an artistiec edifice ——an inference which all our oservat-

ion favours and all rrincirles of analogy su;port’ Previsus to this
Kant writes "Althoush we-have nothing to odject to the reasonasleness
‘and utility of thorroece~dur> >t have rather to commend and encirage
it, w~ cannot arrrove of the claims which this argument advances to
demonstrmative certainty, and to a reception on its own merits,apart
from favour and surrort from other arguments? He holds that it does
not rrove the existence of an All-sufficient 3eing and for this reason
:~ "Since the evidence of design in the world implies only the
contingency o>f the form >° the world and not of the matter, the proof
can at the most demonstrate the existence of an architect of the worl?
wthose efforts are limited v the c~ralilities of the material with
which he works, t not of *h~ Creator of *the world to whom all things
are subject., Thus this argument is utterly insufficient for the task
efore us— +tie demonstration of an All-sufficient »deing’ Ten furthzr
it only gives a2 cause that is rroportisnate to the numder and value of
the indications of design in the universe and accordingly leads us Lo
infer acause most wise >ut not an a'solutelr wise caus2, since the
"attainment of the adsolut~ totality is completel: impossinle in the
rath of enmpiricism! Tn another rlace he adds andther consiferation .
Admitting thnt the idea of cdesion is essential to ovr comrrehension of
the world,it may de not osjective cor "eonstitutive" Hut only surjech-
ive and regulative of onr pereertions. 145 nay Me only 2 workinge
1t cthests vseful for the time.So this argument, ac-ording to Kant,is
rsefrl 25 a2 surrlement o the Cosmological or the Ontological or »oth
or sone other yroof capzanle of demonstrating *he existence of God.
Ten God's existence is assured this-argument is useful in leacding to
the thought that he is intelligent. The"Physico-Theological failing in
its undertaking recurs in its emdarrassment %o *he eosmological
argvment; and as this is merely the Ontologierl in disguise, it exccu s
es its design solely Sy the aid of pure reason, althorgh it,at first,
rrofessed to have no connection with this faculty and to Hase its
entire proce~dur~ on exrerience alone.,"

This same reasoning is largely followed “»y Fiehte in
hig " On T™e 3elief in a Divins Government of the World ." And gencral
1 since Xant, the Teleclogical argument has, excert in a few isolatead
cases, Odeen considered, s e insisted it sh:11d, as ~n 2id to ghe
cenonstration of *th~ nature of God ~s intelligent or pPersonal?The
Trlaolsgieal arcument iz now no longer made to carry = “urden greater
than it can »sear,as in the days when,as a singl~ zargument |, it was,
according %o Kant)s rerresentations expecte” to yield a direct anc

entir-~ d»nonstration of God...Now.. the Teleological argument “ut infersg

1 Fant Critique of Pure Reason 1 ,350.851.
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infers that the necessary oieing of the Cosmological proof is jossessec
of large *n*el igence—_sc large indeed thnt in the a priori Ontclogical
[roof it gse~ms ts e infinitel! In this attempted Jrmonstration of the
intelligrnc~ of %th2 vniverae srant inflrence hns Hreon eacrted Dy The
dcetrine of Bvolrtion., Thothoerie: of Evolution are variant. Lamarl's
theory r~sts,as e hims-1lf says, "on the two essential and regvlative
Jases of ods~rved facets and true zoslogical prineciples ——nomely, fied
on the rower of life, the results of whieh are the increased complicate
of arsanism, and consequently the rro-ress mention~d; secondly, on the
m2difyving eauvse, the procdtets of which =2re interruprtions8, various ancd
irrecular deviations in the power of life. It follows from these two
essentil Hases—— first,that there exists a real rrogression in the
composition of the organism of animals, which the modifying cause has
not “een adle to rrevent! then tha® there is no sustzined and regular
rrogression in the distri»sution of the races of animals, bdecause the
modifying cause has almost everywhere varied what nature would have
formed regularly, if that mcdifyvinc eauvse had not acted". The doctrine
of Darwin wos that 0~ natural selection according “o which the animal
king?om is the result of the orerations of a few agencies acting onp

one or nore living yrinitive forms and rroducing from fhem the numercus
Ispecics as well as the warieties of tho species. This theory thdugh
fcﬂradle cf deing employe?d eith-r €5~ or against Theistic demonsiration

;A

a3 used Aefinitely for n~ither »v Darwin himself. "Then this writer
tovches on the relation of *he Tvolitionist Hyrothesis an? Teleology,
his attitude is, 25 he himself states it," I am led to face a great
difficulty,in allvdine to which I am aware that I am travellirng “evond
m rrorer rrovinee? 3ut when he does thius overster the “oundaries of
séiencs he says negatively, "I have hitherto sroken as if the variat-
ions.. so common and multiform with organiec »eings under domestication
and, in a lesser degree,with those in nature.. had »een due to chance.
This ofcourse is a2 whollr incorreet exprression: Hut it serves to
ack-owledge our ignorance of the cause of each partievlar variatizn."
3tt on the other hand he says positively,"An omniscient Creator must
have forese~n every consequence whic resultis from the laws imposed Hy
him: it ean it e reasonadly maintained that the Creator intentional-
lv or?ered [, .that certain fragments of rock assume certain shares,so
that +h~ Huilder micht erect his edifice?" He holéds that the variat-
ions are not alonz lines “eneficial for man,t plan and foresicht
are every here rresent.Tn this form no less than in its" “roadest forn
..in which the network of genetic cavsation is stretchied over al}
formz, whether livinec or lifeless, as far "»ack as ned:lous varour..it
gives an? pretends to give no exrlanation, either «f the oricin of the
as a whole,or of the order and adartation tha*t characterise it" Bvolut
ion as 2 rhvsical science,or rather as s scientific hyrcthesis |

e}

has to
do only with zhe how and not the why of phenomena. So that Evolution as
1 Larmar):Hist. des A»im-ux sens vertenhres,tl. quoted in Janet:
2 Lindsny: Recent Advances,p,17€. Final cavses ;,235
3 Darwincgnlmals an- plants uvnder Qomes

tication » 2,47
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evolution does not orpose the Physico-teleological argument. Professor
Huxley held that thev are comratabdile: "The Teleologieal and the
Mechanical viers of natire are not necessarily mutually exclusive. On
the eontrary, the more purely a mechanist the sreculator tis, the

more firmly does he affirm primordial nedular arrangement, of which all
therhenomena of the vniverse are consequences, the more completely is
he thereny at the mercy of the teleologist, who can zlways defy him to
disgrove that this rrimordial nedular arraggement was not intended to
evelve the rhenomena of +he universe." It was Herbert Spencer who gave
the doctrine of evolution a general form in whiech it embracecd the
rhenomena and the genesis off the whole universe. With Spencer Evolut-
ionism emerges from "Transformism" and oecomes a philosophic and meta-

rhysical doctrine. This greatly influences the task in hand and an out-

line of the doctrine must »e made here as sueccintly as possible. His
viewr on 3iolzgy is very similar to the preceeding doctrines. For the
"rower of life"and the "modifying cause" of Lamark anc¢ the"natural
selection" and "struggle for life" of Darwin,Srencer substituted co-
ordimation of actions and corresrondence with the medium. This does

not oppose teleology but Finality is altogether foreign to his doctrine

He states all the facts very justly Sut he finds in them only "the

fevnlorement of mechanieal forces, the corollaries of that fundamental
law, the conservation of force! "This asecrirticn of organic evolution
to some artitude naturally rossessed »y the organism, or miraculously
improsed on then'| he 7r~ites," is unrhilosophieal. ..In »rief, this
assumrtion of a persistent formative power, inherent in organisms, and
naking them vnfold into higher forms, is an assumrtisn no more tena’le
than the assumrtion of special creations, of which indeed, it is Hut

a modification, differine @énly by the fusion of serarate unknown
croces es into a continuous unknown process." He defines genetic
evolution as " an integration of matter and the disgsiration of mctiun

dbring which the matter rasses from an indefinite incoherent homo-

geneity to a cdefinite echerent heterogenity anc durins which the
retained motion undergoes a parzllel transformation." Nature tencs to
rroceed from the homogeneous to the heterogeneovs, ferom the indefinite
to’'the definite. "The progress from the simyle to the eomplex across a
series of svcecessive series of differentiations,is shown in the first
shanges of the uvnivers~ to which reasoninc leads us and in all the 7
Tirst changes that can de induectively proved. .. Prom the most remose
Origin Cf Species: 1,137
G. Fisher: Grounds cof Theistic 3elief. p,53.
Critiques r,3%07%7.
Janet: Final Causes r,2€7.

3iology: Pt. 3,C8.
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rast tu the novelties of yesterday, the essential feature is the trans-
formation of the homogeneous into the heterogeneous." This transform-—
ation is effected according ® the laws of the "instadility of the
homogeneous®and of the "multiglication of effects ". "Thile the evolut-
ion from the indefinite to the definite,ie.of the harmonious hetero-
geeltv of nature is »p the lav of"segregation", which is that"if any
a;orecatp composed of dissimilar units is suoweoted to the action of a
force exerted indifferently on all these units, they separate from each
olher and from smaller aggregates, aaen composed of units similar
for each aggregate and dissimilar from those of the others." Thus the °
unstable homogeneity is trans formed tarough the influences of externcl
and internal causes, to a definite heterogeneity which tends to »Hecome
more and more @oherent. 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 1827 he wrotle
"That there is no evidence of the existence of such a being as the Goc
of the Theologians is true enough",yet he would hold that,"Atheism ok
furely philosophical grounds is untenable?! 3ut his system implied
nothing more and his theism never really advanced »eyond the recognit-
ion of thr "passionless impersonality of the unknown and the unknowa)ln
which science shows everywhere underlying the thin veil of phenomena."
Doctrines and scientific theories such as these, inderendent
in themselves of the physico-tleological argument, are capable of, and
have 2een differently aprlied »y Theistic and Anti-theistic writers, @f
the successive writers only a few may here je noticed.

Hermann Lotze maintains in the first place,"that the mechani-
cal processes themselves cannot de understood excert >y the help of
ideas respecting the real internal nature of the elements concerned.”
This internal nature is life and all parts of matter have fecling."In
this internal activity Lotze finds a teleological element,namely, a
striving towards self peservation and éevelopement. This idea he seeks
to Hlend with that of mechanical relations among the elements so as to
make the whole upward ptocesses of the physical the product of the
purposeful impulses."” "In addition to this he locks at the world pro-
gess as the gradual unfolding of a great spiritual creative princirle
which he sometimes figuatively descrines as the world soul, more comuavn
ly as the infinite substance. This assumption, he says,is necessitated
2y the very rrocess of cosmic evolution, the a»solute “eginning and end

1 First Frinciples : Pt.2, Cl4.
i»id oo c °21.
3 Life :2; 1€°2

L 1

4 Life :1;23%9 (Ency. 3tit. Vol 29,;,37°

M |

5 Eney. 3rit., Vol.8, 1.,7€8.
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of which we are wholly unadle to conjecture... there must ode always a
certain order to he accounted for, and science is wholly inadequate to
effect this explanation. This conduets to a teleological view of.t?e
world processes as directed 5y mind directed towards some pmrd which we
cannot distinetly recognise." However, of the teleological proof,he
says that"in order to %e convincing it would have strictly to fulfill
several requirements, with regard to which...we have seen, that it'can
satisfy them only with various degerees of prodanility. It yould flrst
have to show that there is in the world a purposive connection which
cannot result from an undesigned co-operation of forces, but must have
Jeen designed »y some intelligende. 3ut...,though it may »5e in a high
degree improvasle, it yet remains possivble,that a course of nature
Jestitute of design may of itself have taken all the stegps, which in
srder to realize a purpose, must have deen taken under the guidance of
design: and therefore this first requirement cannot »e fulfilled. And
we do not succeed Jetter in fulfilling the second requirement -- in
showing that purposiveness pervades the whole world harmoniously and
without exceprtion so that not merely do intelligent actim s occur in it
yut tie whole is em»raced in the unity of one supreme design."Smpirical
knowledge of the purpose in the world, tzken alone...would.. rroduce
the polytheistic intuition of a plurality of divine deings.

‘ A somewhat different view of this is put forward >y another
writerof asility-— Paul Janet. Concluding his chapter.on Evolution, he
writes:® Transformism,then, under whatever form it is presented, shakes

one of the reasons.. in favour of finality: for on the one hand it is
ot irrecénciliosle with it, and on the other, it is inexplicadle with-
ut it." He accepts the results of Darwin and Lamark in the developed
orm of Spencer as favouring and estaslishing definitely finality in
ature. 3ut this i@s only the minor premise of the syQogism which from
ts major premise,"That all adaptaticn of means to an end Suproses an
ntelligence", establish=s the conclusion that the existence of ends in
ature is wequivalent toithe existence of a sujpreme cause,external to
nature and pvrsuing these ends consciously and with reflection.” Then
in a series of chapters, following an adle eriticism of Rant's treat-—
ent of the Physico-theclogical Fro.f, Janet shows that"finality not
peing a sudjective view of our mind, dut a real law of nature, demands
‘real cause: that the finality of nature, being as Kunt has said, an
internal finality and in that sense immanent" and "that this relative
immanence of natural finalitydoes not inply an adsolute immanence, and
on the contrary, can only je comprehended 5y its relation tc a trans—

l‘ EDC". 3Pit.v01.8 I‘,?.?Oo
2 Lotze Mierocosmos Vol.2 r,ee? ( T.& T. Clarke)
3 Janet : Final Causes ,28°. |
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transcendent terminus,” and that " the doectrine of V§us or of intent-
jonal finality, has for ds no other meaning than this, that intellig-
ence is the highest and most a;proximate cause we can coaceive of a
world of order." "AlL other causes, chance, laws of nature, blind force

instinct, a2s the symbolic representations, are beneath the truth."

This same view had largely deen aceepted previously by
Prof. Flint and others. This last mentioned Theist finds in Physics,
in Astronomy,in the mathematical relations of the universe, in Chemist-
ry, in Geology, Palaeontology, and in all the sciences, physical and
moral,the presence of"order and adaprtation,prorortion and co-ordinatiof
If we deny that there is suck order.. we pronounce science to de from
seginning to end a delusion and a lie" What was later called the minor
premise, with the*substituticn of "orderw for "finality", was thus
readily accepted dy Prof. Flint as the indisputable result of Science.
The Theistic quetion is, whether this"order ,the rpcof of which is the
grand achievement of science,universally implies mind,"that is,whether’
the order in the universe is the result of design. The writer accepts
the results of the Scientific Hypothesis of Evolution. "Instead of
excluding” the theories of evolution,” must imply a belief in an all-
originating, all-foreseeing,all-foreord:ining, all-regulative intellig-
efice.” He welcomes the criticism of the statemen®: of the procf in the
"faulty form—Design implies a Designer:the universe abounds in design;
therefore, the universe so far as it abounds in design implies a
Designer—", yet he holds that the argument is valid:,"}f we deny that

such order implies the agency of a surreme intelligence, we contradict
no express declaration of any of the sciences; we may accept all they

have to tell us about order,and they can tell us abdout nothing else,dut
..« it is far more reasonanle , far less absurd, to deny that there is
order in the universe, than to admit it and to deny that its ultimate
cause is an Intelligence."

These three last outlined views were largely formulated
:nder the influence of the Evolution theory and of Hegelianism,for
%egel had scid ofTeleology,"3y Aim or End we must not at once, nor must
7e ever, merely think of the form which it has in Consciousness as a
ategory found in our picture thinking. 3y means of the notion of inner
esign Kant has resuscitated the idea in general and the idea of life
~articularly. Aristotle's definition of life virtually implies inner
esign and is thus far in advance of the notion Jf design in modern
eleclogy,which had in.view finite and outward design only."
1 Janet: Final Causes, p.345. & p. 385
2 Flint : Theism, ¢.152,153,% p. 53.
3 The Logic of Hegel:;.293 (Wallace Trans)
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COSMOLOGICAL

The Cosmclogical
demonstration like the Physico-theological was degun Dy Scerates and
Plato. In the Fhaedo Socrates exclaims,"” I wonder theat they carnot
distinguish the cause from the conditicn®™, in which is imjlied a
distinetion petween the first cause and the secondary causes,as rlato
definitely states in the Timeas,"the second and co-operative causes
are thought >y most men to de not the second Hut the prime causes of
all things.. but they are not so for they are not capasle of reason
andintelligence."Thus Mind or God is t:e first cause. Also he is a
first Mover. There is amotion asle to move other things dut not itself
that is one kind: and there is an other kind which can move itself as
well as other things... " "I must say that the motion which is able
to move itself is ten thousand times supericr to all the others." That
First Mover is Wisdom or Mind. Vhile these are largely teleslogical
considerations he alsc argues that since my »ody has:a soul and the
h2oly comes fron the material or the »2dvy of the uvniverse so my soul
must come from the soul of the universe. "Socrates —-May our dody de
said to have soul?.. Socrates——And whence comes that soul.. unless *
the Hody of the universe which contains elements similar and fairer
fer than it,; hed #2lss a soul? Protasoras—— ..that is the only source!
This God of quto if it is to He identified with the"Go.s3"%is of such
power and deauty that it isu..the source of “Yeinz and of thuth for
everything that is an o>ject of science." "The Good may de said to oe
not only the author of knowledge in all eings known,>ut of their je-
in; and essence."” . ,

The idea of God as the First Cause of motion is develoged Jy
Aristotle into his theory of a Divine Mover. He not only taught the
eternity of the world and the Pternlt\ of the motion Hut_secks the
cause of the eternity of motion in" 7o 77723 Tov Hiroov I {vyTov 7
This eternal [PlDCllle of motion is God- a conclusion which he gets
from his doctrine of'ZVeﬂTud and Ji/#ds and actuality and potentiality.
The actual is earlier than the potential doth in notion andin time,
and motion “eing a causal series is, therefore only possinle if a
principle of motion rre-exists. Thus all Hecoming postulates an eternal
undecoming deing,who is,though unmoved himdelf,the principle of move-

1 Timeas: Sec.4€
2 Laws :X,1.404,5.
3 Philebus: Sec.3C.
4 Repudlic: VI,50€,509.

5 Arist. Ph}SlCS 8.€;258.
€ Sc. 3ald:in Dlﬁtlunaryz Motion.
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3y thls is meant that the materia prima of the universe with all its
harmony and order is due to the pure Actuallty, tpe aosolute Perfect-
ion, to God. This God who is the prime Mover' iy % oy ns Vendtws 1on0/S
He is not only the Actuality that bdrings into existence the Potential-
ity,but is an immanent cosmic principle, the Thought that animates and
inspires and at the same time comprehends the entire universe. This is
called,dy Janet and Seailles, "the first complete and scientific proof
of the existence of God".

' Similar to the Cosmological groof of Aristotle is that of th 4
Stoies. 3oth are concerned with the origin of ordered diversity in the
universe. As in reviewing the Teleological argument of the lat‘ter,it
has been noted that the order of the universe was attributed to God's
direction so here in the Cosmological it ought to be noticed that the
Teleological was but a phase or developement of the Cosmological. The
harmony of the present world is bHut a develorement of the order latent
in that world in its earlier stages or earliest stage, which worlé in
that earliest stage containedwithin itself its own cause,ie.,God."Since
the world contains parts endowed with self-consciousness, the world as
a whole, which must oe more perfect than any of its parts cannot o»e
unconscious; the consciousness which delongs to the universe is Deity"
When the ideal and the material are compared it decomes clear that -
there is no difference »etween God and original matter. "3oth are
one and the same oJeing which when conceived of asuniver:s al suaject
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 everything material in the world:He is producing all things

1 Physics:VIII;€,2585.

2 Metaphysics XI;7.:L;7, Text of 3ekker,p.,230,23Q.

3 Janet and Seailles, Hist.of Problems of Phil. Vol.2, [.2€3
4 Uederweg: Hist, of Fhil. ,194.

5 Zeller :Stoicism Epicureanism &S:zepticism ;.148.



according to his own reason. Thys the harmonious universe whicl: has
developed according to unalterasle law from an original harmcnious
gtate must have had an original cause itself eternal and must als. aave
had a prime Momer, which cause of the original harmony,arising through
ordered motion,was God. He is an organising fire which"jroceeds
methodically }g_PrO§UGtion" agd thglmanif%?tation pf‘itselfz?17$ﬂ 1
724(1/,;{0‘,/ 00w /‘(3_4 ),Jo(/ £ £¢6-\V " The original matter without
this inherent power, would e entirely passive and without definite
attridutes so that the inherent active power is the real cause 1o walerl
sverything owes its existence and to whieh everything must be refered.
"Sed nos nunc¢ primam et generalem quaerimus causam. Haec simplex esse
evet,nam et materia simjplex est. Quaerimus quae sit causa, ratiu
cilicet faciens, id est Deus. Ita enim,quaecumque retulistis non sunt
wltae et singulae causae, sed ex una pendent,ex ea, quae faciet.jyrites
eneca. Again, the world contains conscious deings and what is in the
ffect must e in the cause. The world canmot produce Deings ; ossessed
f consciousness and endowed with a soul and reason unless it were it-
Eelf endowed with a soul and reason and were conscious. Qicero writes,
hat Zeno affirms,"nullius sensu caeentis pars aliqua potest esse
entiens. Mundi autem partes sentientes sunt. Non igitur caret sensu
undus." "If the Plane tree could produce harmonious lutes, surely you
infer that music was empalmed in the plane tree. Thy, then, should we
ot believe that the world is a liwing and wise deing since it produces
iving and wise »“eings out of itself." Also there are effecis in the
orld greater than a man can accomj.lish, so a power exists greater than
uman power."rs(Chrysippus) igitur; si aliquid est,inquit, quod homo
fficere non jossit, qui id efficit melior est homine. Homo autem, haec,
Euae in mundoc sunt, efficere non jotest. Qui poterit igitur, is praestat
omini. Homini autem rraestare quis possit, nisi peus. Est igitur Deus. "
there must de a Highest being whose intelléct, wisdom and power are un-
urrassajle.

All these Cosmologiczl Fro.fs,as well as the Telological, of |
he Stoics are denied validity by the Epicureans. The latter claimed to
cc_unt for all the phenomena of the universe and of life in a purely
echanical way. The cause of the material world need not de sought,for
he atoms and the void are eternal. Ever ything is comrosed of material
toms, so that the soul and conscious life need no special explanation.
n al! their profeessed explanations of natural science,if there was not
s is claimed by Zeller and others,extreme indifference, there was =t
least a failureto renetrate the inmost rroblems arising in any attempt-
ed explanation of the universe. The attitudle of the Sceptics on the

other hand was not one of indifference Hut of direct o;position. The
1 Diog. L. VII,15€¢. (Janet and Seailles,II,;.2€5.
2 Zeller: Stoicism Epicureanism and 8cepticism:p.137,note.
3 Cicero:De Natura Deorum;II,8,22,Sc.also 11,31679;6’18

4 ioid... .. 11,8 ( Janet and Sezi . 5
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world nec=d not »e explained = the result of a first cause dut may have
been formed from purely natural causes: its first cause was itself.
against Zeno's argument,that consciouness in man can 2e produced oniy

3y a conscious cause, the Academician argues, "wh: must there be a soul
in nature to produce a soul" Then again op;osing Chrysijius, they claim
that, even as was evident there are effects in the world bdeyond the
rower of man's producticn this does not necessarily involve a sugreme
rational man-like deing Jut only a power greater than man which might

S¢ nature herself.

From this time of oppositi.n to the Middle Ages, these Cosmo
logical arguments are not emphatically asserted ar accurately stated.
The chief thsught of the time was the develoremen: of precise and
definite views af the nature and characteristies of God. Yet the
Alexandrian school ascribded the develorment of the universe to the
Divine essence and nature of <things,whi.e Christian theology, which
to a large degree separaited God from.the world in the doetrine of the
creation ex nihilo, invdlved the proof from a first cause. 3asing
their doctrine on Hebrew Seriptures and especially on,"In the beginn-
ing God created the Heavens and the Earth", the Christians were led to
such expressions as that of the Apocalypse,"3y thy Will they were and
were creczted".,and that of Augustine,"God made all things by His Word",
or again in "The Confessions", "How didst Thou make heaven anc earth?"
"Thou didst speak and they were made andin Thy Word Thou madest these
things". Thus the explanation of the physical universe necessitated the
existence of an Eternzl Infinite and Ferfect 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
possinle phase. There must be a First Cause,for an infinite chain of
causes is impossisle. " Given a thing which is caused,it must have bdeen
caused either dy nothing, or by itself, or by some other thing.... 3ut
an infinite regression is impossio»le, therefore there must 2¢ a first
necessary cause, which having no antecedant, can at no time b»e
posterior to itself." Again," there is no infinite grogression in pre-
serving causes, for if j4 jg ;ogsisle to conceive producing causes as
not 2eing actualily infinite, one cannot conceive preserving causes with
out actual infinitude! Regarding this First Cause,Hugh of St.Victor
writes," what is mutable cannot have existed always, for what could not

‘1 Se. Cicero: De Nat.Deorum III ,8,21:X,26; X1, 27.

2 Civitate Dei: IX, 20

3 Confessicns ) XI '5.

4 Duns Scotus: Sentetia I,Dist.2q2.

5 ipnid Dist.2,q.2.(Janet & Seailles .279.



remain fixed as long as it was present, shows that the momen® defore it
was,it wvas not. It is thus that nature proclaims her Maker® Thomas
Aquinas als:> definitely states this argument; "In things of sense we
find an order of efficient causes; dut it is not found,nor is it ross
ible that ani .hing is the cause 'of itself, for this would mean that it
is prior to itself, which is impossinle. Finally it is not jossiosle in
efficient causes to go back to infinity, for in all series of efficie
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 been a first among the effic-
ient causes neither will there bde a last nor an intermediate. 3ut if
we proceed.with efficient causes in infinity, there will %e no first
efficient cause and so no last effect, nor any intermediate efficient
cause: which is plainly false. We must therefare, prosit some efficient
first cause and all men call this God." The same argument regardlng
necessity and possijility gives the similar conclusion: "We must theresa
fore,rosvt something which has its necessity, not from some other
quarter,but rer se; and which is itself a cause of necessity to other
things. And this all men call God." The arBument from the existence of
effects which man through imperfection cannot produce and from man's
consciousness of himself and his own imperfection alsc appear in their
writings especially those of Gerson. Nor is the argument from motion
ignored,in fact, Thomas Aquinas in fefending the creatioc ex nihilo
repeats the demonstration of Aristotie 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 excert in so far as the former
is in aetuality, for to move is nothing else than to draw anything from
rotentiality to actuality. 3ut nothing can e orought from potentiality
into actuality except »y means of something whieh is already in actua-
lity... We cannot here proceed to infinity for in that way therc would
oe no first source of movement:... e must then arrive at some first
source of motion which is moved >y nothing else,and such a source all
men understand to »e God."

The Modern Philosophers also use the argument. In His new
method Descartes jegins with the one certainty, tha t of his own exist—
ence,and from it endeavours o prove the existence of God. In this
attempt he assumes without question the Scholastic view of Causati-n.

1 De Sacramen.-Pars.III,l C.9

% Surma Theol. Pt. I,Qll,An Deus sit? Art.3 (J &S)

ibid. 26..(Caldecott &Mack
4 Sc. Works. 1 28, 1 p.1c4. d -

5 Summa Theol. Pt. I,Q2 An Deus Sit? Art.°.

( Caldecott % Mackintosh,}.23-4.
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His Cosmological Pro.f depends on this assumption and cn his Psycholog
ical theory of ideas. Ideas are innate, adventiiticus and factiticvus.Of
these the sdventiticus alone cannot »e explained >y the nature of the
ego and even of the adventiti.us all may de explained Dy the self dut

the idea of God. "There remaing, therefore the idea of God, in whieh
I must consider whether there is anything that cannot be sup;osed To
originate with myself. 3y the name Jod T mean a suistance infinite,all-

knowing, all-powerful,(eternal,immutadnle)inderendent, and 9y which I
myself and all other things that exist, if any such there »e, were |
ereated. 3ut these rtboperties are so great and excellent, that tie more
attentively I consicer them the less I feel persuadec that the idea I
have -of them owes its origin to myself alone. And thus it is aossolute-
ly necessary to conclude from all I have Hefore said, that God Exists:
faor though the idea of sulxstance bde in my mind owing to this that I am
nyself a substance, I should not, however, have the idea of an infinite
substance,seeing I am a Finite Deing, unless it were given me 2y some

suostance in reality infinite," This idea of God possesses more odject-—
ive reality than any other-and so God possess more formal or essential

reality. This ;roof is defended >y Descartes against three other explan
ations,Negation, Multiplicagion and Infinite Addition (a) He maintains
thgt,the idea of the infinite is a true idea, since"there is more real-
ity in the infinite substance than in the finite™ and that he possesses
" the percertion of the infinite,ie. the perception of God, Hefore that
of (himself)", else how could he dourt.(») Then also this idea of an
infinite perfect veing coulcd not de derived from the simultaneous co—
oreration of many causes for idea of the unity of thesé terfections
could not »e the result of many causes. (e¢) Then once more, rerhaps all
these perfections exist jo®entiall: in myself and I ray in time jossess
all the perfections of Go< in a developed form. Descartes answers to
this that it ds a mark of imperfection that my Knowledge increases -
while God is infinitely perfect and the" odjective Jeing of an idea
cannot se rroduced 5y a deing that is merely rotentially existent." His
other argument which also assumes causality is an answer to the quest-
ion,"Mhether I who jossess this #dea o God,could exist sury-sing there
was no God?"."I cannct derend on myself else I would have arisen out of
nothing and created myself rerfect. Nor again have I any knowledge of
my own power to conserve myself. 3ut if not deprendent on myself,perhars
on my rarents. Yet thei cannot conserve me. Ferhaps then I depend on
other things less perfect than God. This is imj.ossible for they in turn
nust depend on something which "possess in itself the idea and all the
terfections I attridute to Deity." This infinite regress extends to the

1 Meditation II,46.

2 eeees III [.54.

3 teeecsee .. [, €0 ,56-7,57,59



cause vwhich is self-existent. This is God, who alone as a preserving

cause exjlains my actual existence.

. Against the fundamental positicn of Descartest‘Gassendi
srings an odjection which affects his acceptance of causaticn:” qua

arte,qua methodo,dicernere? Liceat,ita nos hadere clarum distinctaumque
1 intelligentiam, vt ea vera sit, nec fieri jossit ut fallamur." Hobdes
had also pointed out that we might claim to have no such an idea of a
perfect Deing. 3ut Geulincx again takes it wp and, similarly, Deginn-—
ing with doubt, derives a similar idea of God. He doudts concerning
everything and finds, that since we make mistakes,i: is impossinle for
us to e certain that there is not some higher power or faculty judged
by which the reason is full of errors. Yet there must oe something true
or dogmatic scepticism is self-contradictory. The Sovereign truth he
jnds in God who is the mind of the universe, for "mentes creati non
2 mentes sunt,sed aliquid mentis? " Multae sunt in me quae a me non dependé
ent,cogitationes™, secause "impossible est, ut is faciat qui nescit quo-
o modo fiat", hence they depend on something outsicde of me. They arpe
deriv 2é¢ from God who "cogitationes illas in me suseitat interventiu
¢orporis cujusdam.”

From the view of Geulincx that "qui operatur cognoscit modum
ucmodo fiat® there is an easy transition to Maleoranche's view that no
finite bYeing can be an avbsolute cause, which view,since neither the
soul,which according to Maledranche is limited, e2n- e the cause of
ideas nor can odjects for they are material and the goul is immaterial

. zi.es as a result that God is the only cause. This is &« further develup -
ment of the oceasicralisi of Descaries and Geulincx. Thus we see 21l
nings in God, theinfinitely perfect Heing: the idea af the infinite and
of God is one and the same thing. God is “the universal »eing, the »eing
‘of Jeings, the sole inteliigent %eing, the sole cause."

é These proofs of Descartes are again dealt with Dy Spinoza.
From the definition of God as the Absolute given in the Ethies I;€, he
‘goes on to argue from the potentiality of existence as power, thus:-"If
|finite things are the onl: ones, they are more powerful than the infin-
ite. This is adsurd. Therefore, either nothing exists or else a Deing
{absolutely infinite necessarily exists. We do #xist, therefore,infinite

2 Jdeing exists." He also argges that God must exist unless a cause for
is non-existence can e given and such a cause, must de either external
or drawn from himself. 3ut a sudstance of another nature can have no—.
hing in common with God and hence not a cause. It cannot e from Jod's
own nature for that would be a contradiction. Hence there is no cause

1 Descartes :0bjectiones 4,4

2 Pars I1I1,2; II,5.

3 Ethica I, Prop. 6fff.
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of His non—existence., Therefore he exists. Or again he writesias_qpot—
ed Hy Dr. Stirling, "God is the first cause of things; for all finite

things, as all that we see and know, are contingent, and have in them—
selves nothing thati makes their existence necessary:... We must, there-
fore, look for the cause of the existence of this world, which is a
collection of things merely contingent, énly in such sudstance :as has
the cause of its existence in its own self, and is therefore eternal

and necessary." ve
. With Leionitz these considerations come toaof a more jurely

cosmological nature. He derives his proof from a principle peculiar 10
himself, the principle of sufficient reason. "The sufficient or final
reason must “e outside the s=quence or series of particular contingent
taings, however infinite:this series may 2. Thus ivhe {finsl v son of
things aust de in w accessary; sudstance....and this suoistance we call
God." This writer alsc derives another argument,which hdwever some con-
fuse with the Ontological, from the fact there are eternal truths which

can derend only on the eternal mind of God.
In the thought and writing of the English Philosorhers con-

temporary with these, the Cosmological proof as a proof does not
receive a great deal of attention, dut the princiyle on which it is .
sased is fully treated. Of the pr.of itself, Locke remarks,"we have the
knowledge of our own existence, 2y intuition;of the existence of God Dy
demonstrationy;amd proceeds to give the demonstration as follows :"It
is deyond question that man has clear ideas of his own being, and knows
certainly that he exists and that he is something.""In the next place
man knows by an intuitive certainty, that bare nothing can no more pro-—
duce zny real »seing, than it can je equal to two right angles".... "If
therefore, we know that there is some re:l being, and that non-—entity
cannot produce any real deing, it is an‘évident demonstaation, that
from eternity there has jeen something: since what —as not from etern—
1ty,.had a oseginning;and wiad had a Jeginning,must »He Froduced 5y some-
thing else." This eternal jeing must de the source of all povrer, and
of the concertion and knowledge in man and so must de all rowerfull,
intelliigent and knowing: which eternal all-poverful,supremely intelli-
gentand knowing deing is God.

Dr Samuel Clarke's view was somewhat similar. He writes,"Tis
avident doth we ourselves, and all other deings re know in the world )
are weak and dependent creatures... and therefore we entirely owe our
Jeing to some superior and more fpowerful cause;which sujerior cause
must itself be a first cause,which is the notion of God... If it He .
said that we received pur being 2y a continued natural succession. ...
vet still the argument ho}ds no less:strong concerning the first of the

1 Stirling :Philosorhy and Religion,p.125.

2 Leibnitz: MOnadalogynSec. 37.8.

3 Locke:Bssay; 3k.IV,9Sec.3.: Sec.2a. J2,5ec.3
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of the whole race,that he could not >ut »e made >y a Superior Intelli-
gent Bause. If an Atheist.. shall contend that there may have decn
without any dJeginning at all, an eternal succession &f men, yet still
it may Je no leds evident, thut such a perpetual succession could not
have Je=n without an eternal superior cause; djecause. in the nature of
things themselves there is manifestly no necessitm th2t any such
succession of tran31ent beings, eltner temporary or dependent should
have existed at all.

3isho, 3erkeley in his Dialogues Between Hylas and Philonous
has Philoncus to "immediately and necessarily conclude the Yeing of God
jecause all sensisle things must de perceived »y him." {e also assumes
for discussion that "God is the supreme and universal cause of all
things." And in the"Alciphron",the same iz assumed >y Dy making
Lysicles point cut for the denefit of Euphranor that the question is
"not whether there was a prineiple(which ;oint was assumed 5y all
Fhilosophers, s well sefore as since Anaxagoras),but whether this
Princi;ie was avedg, a thinking intelligent deing?... and whether there
must not Ye true real and proper knowledge in the First Cause?%to which
Crito answers thd the same argument that proves a Tirst cause proves
an intelligent cause.

Hume'$ criticism of this is found in his "Dialogues concern-
ing Natural Religion",where Demea puts forward the proof and attacks
the possibility of an infinite succession of causes and effects with-
out any ultimate cause, dy showing thad the whole eternal chain requir-
es a cause or reason, so thot the " question is still reasonable, why
this particular succession of causes existed from eternity and not anvy
other succession or no successionat all." The answer to this, is that
ve must have recourse to a Necessarily_existent 3eing who carries the

eason of his existence in himself and who cannot e supposed not to
exist without an express contradlotlan.' In answer to this in turn,
Cleanthes, the mouthpiece of Hume,after showing the non—conc lusiveness
of the proof of Clarke that thematerial world is not the necessarlly
existent being, elaims taht it is adsurd to inquire for "a general
cause or first auther"in the"eternal succession of odjects", since each
rart is ecaused >y that which preceeds it and causes that which succeeds

it", and that the cause of the whole is sufficiently explined in
exj.aining tne cause of the parts. Philo also suggests the alternative

1 Clarke :Works Vol 1, ;.5 Ser.1.( Knapton wdt.)
2 3erkeley: Dialogues, Dialogue II,p.€5,€9.
3 invid......... 1.1€3.
4 Hume : Dialogues. IX, 1.431 43?., Sc also"Human Undee-
standingV



expanation to »void Demea's conclusion: " May it not happen, that,could
e penetrate into the intimate nature of »odies, e should clearly seeé
why it was aossolutely impossiole, they could ever admit zf any other
disposition?”. Humé*s view of Causation had led him 1o see that the
eonceztlon of causality could not e aprlied to the totality of 9elq¢.
It could produce only an infinite geries for when the cause of the
whole had been ascertained we would have 1o seek a cause of the cause.
"The ap; lication of the rrineiile is in its very nature incapaosle of
ever leading to an ultimate conclusion." It gives only an infinite pro-
gression, not unlike Lotké's illustration of his Indian Fhilosopher anc
his elephant and turtle.

"The Cosmological Frocf", writes Kant, termec Sy Leibdnitz,the
Argumentum a contingentia mundi" involves "the connection Yetween
absolute necessity =2nd the highest Reality" and " concludes from the
given uvnconditioned necessity of some deing its unlimited reality":fror

an absolutely necessary existence it infers a deing supremely real(ens
reallSSlmum),a perfect being. "It is framed in 1he fcllowing manner:—
If Ssomething exists, an abdsolutely necessary 2eing must likewise exist.
Now I at least exist,consequently, there exists an adsolutely necessary
nseing. The minor contains an experience, the major reas® s from a
general exrerience to the existence of a necessary deing". "The proof
rroceeds thus:- a necessary oseing can de determined only in cne way
that is, it can be determined >y only one af all fossible o;;0sed pred-
icates;consequently, it must »e com;letely determined in and J; its
conception. 3ut there is only a single conception of a thing possiole
which completely determines the thing a pricri:that is.the conception
of the ens realissimum. It follows that the coneeption of the ens real-
issimum is the only conception >y and in which e can cogitate =
necessary deing. Consequently a Supreme 3eing n-cessarily exists." Thas
this procf secretly assumes that only a deing supremely real or perfect
can eorresrond to the concert of a necessary deing and necessary exist-—
ence and is contained in it. This is dut the Ontological argument in a
different dress. 3ut, apart from this,"the following fallacies are
discoverasle in this mode f rroof: 1. The transcendental princigle,
everythlna that is contingent must have a cause — a principle without
significance excert in the sensuous world. For the rurely intellectual
concertion of thecontingent cannot produce any synthetic proposition,
like that of causality, which is itself withouz: significance and dis-
tinguishing characteristics except in the phenomenal world. 3ut in the
present case it is emplojed to help us beyond the limits of its own
sphere. 2. From the impossinility of an infinite ascending series of

1 Hume:Dialogues Concerin- Natural Religicn [
2 Leslie Stephen: Eng. Thought in the Eighteenth Cent.,gg&
3 Kant Critiqu of Pure Reason, [.338 note,;.339
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causes in the world of sense a first cause is inferred;- a goqclusiup
which theprinciples of the empio;men. v{ reason do got Justify even in
the sphere of experience, and still 1nss when an attempt is made ?o '
rass the limits of this sphere. 3. Reas on allows itself to de satisfied

u,on insufficient grounds, with regard to the conception of this series

1t removes all conditions (without whieh, however, no concertion of

Necessity can take place);and, as after this it is neyond our jower tO

form any other conception, it accepts this as a completion of <he con-

ception it wishes to form of the series. 4. The logical possinility of
a conception of the totality of reality(the criterion of this possinil-
ity Deing the absence of centradiction) is confounded with transcendent
al, which requires a principle of thepracticajiliyy of such a synthesis
—_a prineiple which again refers us to the world of ex, erience."

Lotze also emjloys a negative criticism of this rroof, and
after summarily stating that it" concludes from the contingent and con-
cditioned charzcter .f everything in the world ito the ecxistence 07 1
Ne 35 i and Uncundisioned 3einz"™ and "that nothing but an adsolutel
rerfect 2eing can e thus unceonditioned", he insists tant it is onl; >
taking the meaning of "eontingent"'as connoting “thet which does in
deed exist, dut does not have any significance, for the sake .f which
it need exist" and of "necessary" as connoting "something not *that nust
Je, out that has such unconditional value tha it seems in virtue of
this value to deserve also unconditional existence", that the supreme
rrinciple of the universe can je termed necessary, while on the other
hand, >y employving "contingent in its accurate sense as that"which in
the realization of some intention occurs as an unintended and accessory
result" and apjliinz it to the course of nature there is nothing found
" which is necessary and of which non-existence is impossiosle, exeept
the conditioned, which .s consequent is determined »y some antecedant,
as an effect >y some cause, and asa means o>y its end, so that"the notbn
of a being isolated and conditioned 3y nothing and yet possessed of
necessary existenc2, is wholly imjcssinle." He adds also that "perfect-
ion" has lost its speculative significance as conformit: to a standarad
and that the imperfect,ie, that in which there is the absence of some

conceivanle Heauty or excelience,may e neither dependent nor con-—
ditioned. "Uncond@itioned existence is not the exclusive privelege of
that which is most excellent." The result is that the " Cosmologioal
.roof can only conclude from the conditionalness and conditiouned necess
ity of all individuxl real things in the universe, to an Ultimate Real

1 Kant: Critique of Pure Reason, @r.341,.2.
2 Lotze : Microscsmos Vol.II,p. €€4 €c€e€.



which, without deing conditioned by anything else,simply is and simp Ly
is what it is, and finally may Ye regarded as the sufficient reason
through which all individual reality is and is what it is... It cannot
of itself attain to the religious conception of a God, >t only toc the
metarhysical concertion of an unconditioned."

~ 1 Lotze: liecrocosmos,Vol.II,;.666,(T%T Clarke)



ONTOLOGICAL

The Ontological

argument, though perhaps not so old histérically as the preceeding,has
had a more checkered career:the tests to which its validity have »een
many. Ofit, it may »e said when speaking in a general way,that it has
followed two lines of developement, one psychologieal or epistemological
and one logical, which two meet in the treatment of it Dy Descartes,
pnfore and since whose time each had its defenders. In thepresent pager
tle latter will »Je first treated.

TheOntological argument in its strictly a priori logical forrc|
Was first stated oy Anselm. He starts with the definition of God as a
Cjelng thon which nothing greater can %e conceived". Then observing that
" it is éne thing for an odjeect to he in the understanding and another
thinz to understand thet the ooject exists", he proceeds to show that
the fool who says that there is no God,at least admits that God as he

bas defined him existg in the understandlng. Then, if we have the idea
of the perfect Ddeing, assuredly tir t than which nothlng greater can e
poncewved, cannot exist in the understanding alone. For syprose it exist

in the understanding alone, then it can be conceived to exist in reality
which is greater. Therefore,if that than which nothing greater can »Je
onceived, exists in the understanding alone, the very deinc than which
nothing greater can de conceived, is one than which g greater can e con
ceived. 3ut oov1ousl; this is impossible. Hence, there is no doudt that |
there exists a seing than which nothing greater can be conceived, and it
exists both in theunderstanding and in reallty " " So truly, therefore,
dost thou exist,U LVrd, my God thaitThou can st not be conceived not to
egist and rlghtls.

Now this argument has met with much op;osition as early even
as the lifetime of its first exponent. The monk Gaunilon, in his"Libder
iro Insapientia" fitst critised the Anselmian statement of it. He bdegins
Jy questioning whether we Bhve within us the idea of God, in other words
vhetbBer God exists in the mind, which was the major premise and dCCOPd*J

#ng to Anselm the common assent of the fool and the philosopher. Taen he
asks whether because we have the idea of God, it is permissasle to.infer
from this that God exists odjectively and in reality. These two object-
ions vover the whole argument. Either according to Gaunilon, God exists

in the mind after the manner of other tnlngs, which may o2e true or false
or doudtful,or He exists in the mind in such a way that it is impossinle

1 Anselm: Proslogium;C.II £.8 ;C.III ;.9’



to conceive Him sithout at the same time coneeiving Him as existing. If
the former, nothing can be infered;if the latter,what had to be groved
has decrn assumed in the principlé. 3y his ingenious comparison of the

concept of the most beautiful island and the concert of God, he endeav-
ours to show that the conclusion of the argument is unsound. To this

Anselm answers only in part. He admits that we have not complete krov—
ledge of God. Yet every imperfect +hing implies something more ;erfect.
He also complains that Gaunilon alte ~~d his argument when he accuses hir
pf a petitio principia which i#s in Gaunilon's argument and not in his
own.
This was,on the other hand,defended >y 3onaventura and >y

Henry of Ghent, but was opposed by the majority of the Scholastices chief
bf whom 7as Thomas Aquinas, who says, "sranted that a person understands
tnls word'God' to signify something so great that it is imjossible to
conceive any thing grezter, it does not follow that Dy this he under-
étands‘iaht what this word signiftes exists in reality, for as yet it
only exists in theapprehension of his understanding.” Duns Scotus also

ronounces against it and Gerson writes," Nescio quis insaxientior sit,
an is qui putant hoc sequi *Deumn, si est in 1ntellsctu esse et 1n re' an

insapiens qui dixit in corde suc 'non est Deus'.
‘At the hands of Modern rhilosophers this argument has net

with similar treatment. Against the statement of it by Descartes similar
ohjections were urged oy Hodhes and Gassendi. Descartes ciaimed¢ that he

knew himself to je imperfect and that this was impossisle unless he had
an idea of something perfect. He has an idea of this perfect 3e1np
through which alone he can de conscious that he is imperfect 2nd that he
douvbts. The essence of this Perfect 3eing includes his existence."It is |
no less imjpossinle to conceive a God who is a being supremely perfect to
whom existence is wanting or who is deprived of a certain perfection,
than to conceive of a mountain without a valley.”™ And though this latter
may Je only = concert the same does not ap, ly to God," ovecause I cannot
conceive God unless as existence and it follows tiaat existence is
inserarasle from him and that he therefore exists really." PRirst of all
Hoojes onjects that we may have no idea of God. He says,"he(ie. Descart-
es) ought to have explaine” theidea of God »etter and should have taence‘

deduced not only his existence dut the cr eation of the world.%which
would invalidate all demonstration for him who would maintain thut he

-had no such idea. 3ut more fointed is the osjection of Gassendi that

ex1stence is not a property of the thing and therefore not a rerfectlun
"Quamobrem, ut enumerando perfectiones trianguli non recenses existent—
iam, neque proinde concludis existere triangulam, ita enumerando perfect

1 Aquinas: Summa Contra Gentiles I,11.
2 Duns Scotus:0pera,IV,Quaest. Supra Metaphy.I,9;12.
3 Descartes: Medltatlvn V,0.78,79,
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perfectiones Dei non dedjuisti in illis ponere existentiam ut conclud-
eres Deum existere nisi prineipium petere vellis." This Descartes
simply amoids: "Hic non video cuius generis rerum vellis esse exisl-
entiam-"

Spinoza apain takes up this argument though in a sli ghtly
different manner. In his Ethica, Libe~ I,Def.€, he defines God as the
Adsolute 3eing , in other words,"God is substance constituted >y an
infinity of attributes, each of which expresses an infinite and eternal
essence.” Then he proceeds to demonstrate th4 theexistence of God is-
necessary since it is contained in the definition of God, for there
cannot e two sudstances each of which consists in a series of modes
of @ne and the same type. This he defends in Lider I, Prop.ll. 3, threc
considerations ,one only of which is of importance here. "God's non-
existence cannot 5~ conceived and consequently his essence includes
existence.” Then again Potentiality to nonexistence is negation of -
power, and contra-wisc potentiality to existence is power. Therefoi':
in yropoetion as reality increases in the nature of things, ,so also
will it incr-ase its strenght for existence. God has for himself as
ahsodbutely infinite, the ahsolutely infinite power of existence, hence
he exists. His essence excludes all imperfections and involves ahsol-

ute perfection.
Lei»nitz also ,though he does not use it much, attempts to

develore the Ontological Argument of Descartes and §pinoza >y remedying
what ae thought to de a defect. He like Holdes thought that someoné_
might object, on logical grounds however,rather than sn Psychclogical,
that he had not this idea and that Descartes ought to have demonstrated
the possinility of it. " I grant that the demonstration is imperfect
Decause it assumes that the perfect 3eing is possivle in Himself. If
anyone could prove this we would have a truly mathematical proof of ‘the
existence of God." Hehimself gives a proof of this. As nothing can
intecrfere with the possivility of that which involves no limits, no
negaticn and consequently 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", where he takes a perfection to
mean,"omnen qualitatem simplicem quae p@sitive est et absoluta seu ;
quae quidquid exprimit, sine ullis limitidus exprimit.", and endeavours
to show that all perfections are compatadle with one another cr ean
exist in he same sudject. This he .;does dy showing that "A and 3 (two
simple qualigies) are incompatadle" cannot »e proven, ie. it cannot »e
proved that it is necessary that they cannot co-exist. Their incom-

%,Descaggizf.?ogec?%??esa%y,g./ Cousin II, 291.
3 Leiohitz: New Essays,3k. IV, C.10.

4 ....... Monadology Sec. 4s.

5 ....... 3y Gerhard VII, 261.2.
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incompatalility cannct e proved without resolving %pem otherwise thefr
nature would not enter into the reasoning. 3ut )oth irresolvadle,"nor
can their incompatability De knuwn per se. Hence A and 3 are not in-
compatihle and such a sudject is possible? Then having demonstrated
the possinility of God, Leinnitz uses the @ntological rroof of his
predecessors to demonstrate that God is actual.

On the principles of Hume's Ppilosorhy this proof has no
validity. It is briefly touched .un in his Dialogues on Natural Relig-
ion, where Cleanthes, evidently voicing the author's criticism,answers
Philo, that there is an evident absurdity in pretending +to demonstrate

natter of fact or to jrove it >y any arguments a priori. Nothing is
demonstraole unless thecotrary implies a contradiction. Whatever we
conceive as existent, we can also ccnceive as non-existent. There is -
ns »eing,therefore, whose bdeing implies a contradiction... Consequent-—
ly there is no Jeing whose existence is demonstradle. I jropose this
argument = entirely decisive and am willing to rest the whole contro-
versy on it." This is Hume's criticism o# the Cartesian Proof. Reid

reeuliarly admits the Valldlt‘ of this in regard to all truths concer
ning existence excerting only the existence and attridutes of the
Supreme 3eing which is tneonly necessary truth we know regarding cxist

ence.."

The criticism of Kant is summed up »y him in his Trans—
cendental Dialectic, where three objections are made. wvirst of ali—-if
I suppress the Predicate in an analytic Rrojosition and retain the
Subject or vice versa there would be a contradiction. 3ut &f I sup.ress
noth there is no iLonger any contradiction. So that in the definition
of God, if I su;press the attrioute existence there is no ¢ontradiction
for I at the same time sujjpress the sudject, that is to say, if I.con-
ceive of God, I must conceive of him as existent, dut why assume the
conception of Him. Then again,existence is not~a real attribute,ie.,
it is not sometiaing added to the concept of the thing bHut merely the
p031t10n of “the thing. Otherwise there would be one more attribute in
the deing th# exists than in the being that is thought, which is im-
iossible for then thought would »e inaccurate. A hundred real coins

ave no more real content than a hundred in the mind. Then, lastly, he
hrgnes that “God exists" is either an analytic or a synthetie proposit
ion. If analytic, the attridbute adds nothing to the Suvject: and accor
ﬁingly the existence of the thing adds nothing o the thouzht of the
hing. Therefore,the thing is al-eady assumed as existing and real,and
re have only a tautology; so that the argument is useless. " If on k

1 3 Russell: Philosorhy of Leidnitz; ;.174
2 Dialogues Concerning Natural Rellglon' I.432
3 Reid :Works [.431.

4 Kant: Critique Of Pure Rgason;p.333.
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theother hand, it is Synthetic,how can it de maintained that the
attrisjute cannot be surpressed since this is only true of Analytic
Propositions." To jut it shortly, Kant held that there are synthetic
Fropositions and that of these the chief are the exigtential. For that
reason, from the logical definition of God, as the most perfeci neing
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 somewhat different kind,
which +though in a sense ontological cannot , at least in the form in
which it is stated by some, de called strictly a jriori. :

This argument, asit was first stated oy Plato, seems at
first sight to de a posteriori rather than a priori. He calls the
universal eleme.:t iun wil Phings, thot which is fixed and permanent in
then, their ¥9¢4 . These ideal types depend on « hi_her idea, Truth is
an inter-related progressive system leading to the SUPremel5i4 God. "
"All intelligent 3eings, derive their being and essence from the Good
TP VAL i TV BortaV ¢ ’sr&ivov ovTHis  HTPeauver”
Ali ideas have their substance in the Good. The higher idea compre-
hends within itself the several lower ones. "he highest idea, the idea
5 the GOOD i= God, and contains and gives essence exisltence and truth
to all other ideas. And as Mr. S tirling has put it, " what the ideas
logically are, things ontologically are, but the logical element alone
is true; while the ontological element, as representative, is >ut
temporary show only. The true ontological element, the o¢7Ts Vv is the
Good. To the Good, not only is theknowledge due, Hut it is the Goud
also that gives them Heing¢" This view that God, as it were, is the
Fountain head and source, or Jetter still the "ground", of the system
ef ideas and truth etec., is further developed by Aristotle, who says,

He is thought. Therefore in thinking Himself He thinks thought, and
this is in fact his definition. He is Thought of Thouigt, £onv u
Vousis VOMG4ues vema 1§ Ang man thinks over again God's thoughts.

g This has been repeated in whole or in part 5y many since.
Augustine tock it up and ©v u large extent relied uron it. Gerson in

Implies it when he exclaims," O my Soul, I cannét know thee without
tnowing thy being and thine essence; and I cannot know wiul is imperfecti
5 -thou att without knowing what is Perfect: I can therefore know no—
Ehlﬂg-Wlthout 5n9w1ng.Grd, at 1eas§ as it were in His shadow." Ralph
Judworth used it and it5 results in connection with his immutadle

1 Janet & Seailles: Hist. of the Frovlems of Phil.VolII‘

Plato:Rerublic,5095. b 508,
Stirling: Ihil. 2 Religion p.14"
Aristotle: Metarhysics XII,19.

Gerson: Opera;1728 I ;104.

(91 I -~ V)
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Truths". Descattes appropriated it from Augustine and comdined it with I

the logical argument to form his jroof "a contingentia mentis".
Malesranche in his search for the eause of our ideas, finds that the

mind cannot cause them since "qui oreratur cognoscit modum, gquomodo fiat
fiat.",nor can material sbjects, so that all things musl >c se.n in
Goé the infinite Perfect 3eing. Theidea of God and of the infinite are
one and the sawme wala,.
f Now this is quite different from tne view ceriticised by Kant.
He was concerned with only the Anselmian and Leibnitzian statement.And
whi.e it may de legitimate.to say of Kant,that he "missed seing that
seing was given,not predicated in the affirmation of this argumcnt® and
to criticise him for failing or omitting to notice that this was implied
in some of theprevious trm atments of the prodlem, yet, it is equally
legitimate to claim that it was not stated with enough clearness to oe
apprehendedand in others, it was used to prove toc much. The result is
that it is rossinle to say that “all-availing as Kant's reasoning was
against the Anselmian and Leibnitzian modes of presentation, it is
futile if we take the a priori aspect of the argumnet, no* to *r—or=
btrate existence a pricri, »ut merely to connect the idea of Deity-—— as.
we conceive of Him in His perfection— with the necessary oeing, which
the CosmologicalArgument gives "
: ' Towards the accomplishment of this much has been done
by Hegel and his school. "Wiat men call Proofs of God's existence" he
hrites * are seen to 2e ways of describing and analyzing theinward move
ment of the mind? Delending the Ontological Argument, which "alone® he
ays "is the true one", he writes," nothing cau e more obvious than
that anything we think only or faney is not on that account actual,and
every>ody is aware that a conception and even a Notion is no match for
being-Still it may not e unfairly termed a barbarism in language when
the name of Notion is given to things like a hundred sovereigns.. Above
11, it is well to remember when we speak of God we have an objeet of
nother kind than any hundred sovereigns, and unlike any particular
notion, conceit, or whatever else it may de styled. The very nature of
evrything finite is expressed 5y saying that its being in time and space
s discrepant from it8 notion. God ,on the contrary,ought to Je what can
e "thought as existéns", Hig Notion involves 3eing. It is this unity of
otion and 3eing that constitutes the notion of God. In God who is
infinite and Abdsolute there is no contradiction or ojpposition between

1 Geulinx ParsIII II
2 Malebranche. Entre Sur Metaphysic.
S Sc 3ivliotheca Sacra: Januvary 19C9. Kant's Philosophy.

4 Lindsay:Recent Advances in Theistic Thought,}.219
5 Hegel's Logic: Waklace Trans. .87.8%.

6 Hegel :Phil. of Religion, Vol.II L.547.
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thought and existence, for it is transcended >y unity.

Supicrters of this view are not wanting: they are Rothe,.
Dorner,Ulrici, Ludhart, Lotze, Pflciderer, Greene, Cousin, and others
too numerous to mention. A oJrief note of the statement of it by given DY
gome UL tnese may give a clearer concegticn of the view. Dorner maintais
that the suprreme being can e only as ajsolute or unconditional, as self
existent or objectively existent. Further," to think an absolute is to

im a matier of necessity and the absolute so thought Dy us must be so
hought of,if thought at all, as existent or possessed of deing. The
very possibilit: of thought is conditioned by the Adsolute with Dorner.'
"It would he intolerable™ writes Lotze," to pelieve of cur ideal, that
it is an idea produced 5y the action of thought, but having no existence
ho power, and no validity in the world of reality." We are directly awae
aware of and directly fecl theimyossibility of the non-existence of the
ost Perfect. Cousin has written," all knowledge of truth is knowledze
f God and the cirect percepticn of truth implies an indircct and
ﬁbscure percertion of God.. knowledge is >y nature divine."

3ut this must suffice for Historical sketch. .Enough
@aterial is outlined in this summary statement to give sudject-matier
or the peesent paper;other viess wili »e incorprorated in so far onl;
is Space willi admit a:d they, tend to aid in the subsequent treatment
or criticism. Any discussion, however, of these proofs should be gpre-
ceeded Dy an investigation, however summary it mzy e, of the nature of
ﬁod and his relation to the world, the nature of existence,z nd the

ature of proof.

1 Hegel:Logic (W=zllace) r.91.2.
2 Lindsay: Recent Advances,p. 229.
3 Lotge: Microcosmos I11,€70. (T&T Clarke)

4 Cousin :Priiicrs Fragweuins p.ovl.
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GON AN™ YIS RELATION TO THE UNIVERSE

Now in these rroofs
of God's existence it is not always evid=nt from the |roofs, isolated
from their context, what is the nature of God the demcnstration of
whose existence is sought, nor the relation of this God to theuniverse.
Is God the equivalent of the universe: is He the antithesis i the uni-
verse? Does God mean only the uiiimately inexplicaosle natural order; or
does ae mean an ever—active moral reason and purpose at theroot of an
always divinely sustained physical order ? Can He De considered as
transcendent and not immanent or as immanent and not transcendent or
must ye e thought of as Doth tracscendent and immanent. If the imman-—

4 S

ent agency of God in the world »e assumed which of the alternatives is
to 2e chosen" Pantheism,which frankly identifies God with the worid, -or
a Theistic conception in which a synthesis is aimed at detween the
noticns of an immanent wotld principle and a deing that in its essent—
ial nature transcends the worlc of manifestation."

For Socrates God was the deneficient will who prcduced
the universe and continued to guide it, while rlato conceived of the
GoAor *-e idea of the Good as the souree from which all "inteliiginle
Jeings derive their Deing and their essence”, as the "universal aubh-r
gof al things beautiful and right, parent of Light and of the lord of
light in this visisle world,and theimmanent source of reason and truth
in the intellectuzl." Thus this God of Platc is not merely an adsiruci.
syatem of ideas, not the "sujreme term of Dicieciic and of Love.", not
a mere adstraction .r .cgical entity without consciousness, dut an
existent intellectual 3eing. "And,0 Heavens",writes Plato in the Soph= .
ist "can we ever de mde to helieve that moticn and life and soul and
mind are not present with perfect deing? Can we imagine that being is
devoid of life and mind and exists in awful unmeaningness, un everlagti-
ing fixture." 3ut with Plato there was God AND Nature: God was :=n
Architect or Demiurge who bdrought into oreder sut of jre-existing mater
ial, thepresent universe and ruled it according 1o reason in-its detai L
This is also‘true of the syston of Aristotle, who recognised a dualism
ofo@z}s and ‘7%;(7:5. God is Pure Actuality,t he Adsolute Perfection
the ruling rrincijle of the wholeof anature, fﬁroughki%’}s causing it
to develope and actualize in »» orcderly and harmonious manner. 3ut
frrther,” D-ity is an Animal that is everlasting and most excellent iu

1 3aldwin Dictionary:; .€30, Prof. Ormond of Frinceton.
2 Repunlicv 50gH.;517a.VII.

3 Janet and Seailles II,:.254.

4 Sopnist 249,c.
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nature; so that with the deity life and duration zare uninterrupted and

eternal: for this is the very essence of ng.“ He has intel.igence and
ECTIV M VouciS vouoicws porxais

On the other hand, the Stoic doctrine was, to use the term-
inology of Janet and Seailles, a 'Cosmotheism® a doctrine which deifi-
‘es the world. This is Monistic rather than Dualistic: God i8 identified
with nature. "Quid aliud est natura quam Deus?" Vis Deum naturem vocare?
Non pecabis! Tanquam natura sit Deus mundo ermlxtus." God is Himenl?

7 /%/10/ /u/q)o// . He is W7 VEowua §3/ol l/Dl/'cuv )}%w)um
also, “/7y /‘32(4/1/(0!—)/ oja) @»&jlejov '&Vg G/QVMH/"

These three views are comdined in the theory of the Neo-
Flatonic or Alexandrian schocl of thought, which acce;ted a three fold
God, theOne, the Intelligence, and the Soul, three hyjostases, corresp-—
onding resjectively to the God of Plato, the God of Arisi.i.c and the
God of the Stoics. This Trinity su__ese the Trinity of Christian Theo-
iogy. 3ut Luicre 1s a fundamental difference in the conception of God.
The Christian doctirine separated God entirely from the world in the dose
trine of creatio ex nihilo and conceived of Him as transcending nature
yet Dy dis will and Freedom glVlﬂg tne world ex1stence and develoring
it 9y His direct supervision. "0 U 24(//Fds ) ’TQV’R Kot D 1o

~ t

Fﬁv’,{q/,w/ apo Meev Ko %Tlfe"?ff*"", writes the author of the

rocalypse and St Augustine, quoting from "Genesis","God saw thet it
wes go.d", adds " God made all thinvs Jy His Word,and He made therm "Ho_
cause they were gocd,' and again "Thou didst gre~) and they were made
and in thy Word Thou madest thece things." 3ut @od is more than the
Creator of th= rniverse. The Christian Theism, was, 2s Dr. Sanday has
wrell maintained,a timely correction of the tendencieg within contempor
ary Judaism. Arising out of Judaism, it orposed “he rigid abstract icea
of Oneness of the Jew >y insisting through its doectrine of tlue Trinity
that God is" Not a mere Mrnad, self-ccaired,self-adsorned, without -
scoj.e for the exircise of the highest affeetion within itself as to
admit of a jerfect interchange and reeiprosity of those affections
within itself, but a Monad so distriduted within itself,asit were, as
to admit of a jerfect interchange and reciprocity of those affections
which can exist only as oetweeb persons": it harked sack from tho

1 Meta;hysics' XI1,7, XII,9
> Seneca, De 3enefic.IV. Quaest. Natura II,45.
3 Lactant, Div .Instit. VII 3 (Janet & Seailles .2¢4
4 Dog. L. VII,15€.
5 Revelation IVa211.
€ Civ. Dei IX,20 : Confmssions XI,5
7 Hastinecs V3Ihle Dictionary:Vol.IT,p20€ (GOD)
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" straining after a coneeption of the su,réu- wo d or s jreme Jeingt
as transcending thc conditions of finite existence", to a2 more rrim—
ivive anthro;omorihis8mof a God in directrelaticn to the tniverse of
persons and things..The Christian view affirmed the existence of a
Personal, Ethical, Self-revealing, living and infinite God,also the
creation of the world 5y Him, His transcendence over it anc His noly
and wise government of it for moral ends.
This view was held in its essentials )y a certain sco-

tion of the Scholastics some of whom even did nue accept the proofs

as conclusive. The, »daséd wieir Theodiey :n the doctrines of Aristotle
and St. Augustine. Thomas Aquinas the dest representative and the hign
ets authority, held that God in Himself was Pure Actuality, the Adsol-
ute Perfection; not the form of the body nor the soul of the world,ut
the efficient cause of all creatures and was self-subdsistent. God is
accorfing to him, distinct from his creajures, bdDut God and the crecated
thing taken together dv not form a tertium quid greater than God Hime .
self for God is Infinite. Aquina _replied to Aristotle's arguments for
the eternity of matter and thought that Aristotle did not seriously
hold this thesis. 3ut he held that the doctrine that the world had &
beginning cannot Ye proved “y reason »>ut can only »e ~~tanlished oy
faith. God possesses Inteliigence an® Will Hy which he created the -
world and >y which he has conceived of the universal order,produces
that order ad rules all things: He is the efficient exemplary and
final cause of all things. He is also a Person. Orrosing this view
which may dJe called the orthodox Christian doctrine of God, was . .
species of Fantheism or Cosmotheism develo.ed fro. neo*Platonism. In
the works of Scotus Zrigena, the Alexandrian influence is most
evident. He divides »eing into l.croans non dreata; 2 creata et creans
3 creata et non crecans,and 4 non creans non creata. Ofthese God is
the first and the world is the third. God is the substance, the true
and only es:sence of all finite things: crration is a procession from
God. He and His creatures are one: "Deus est omne vere est". Our life
and all nature are a manifestation of the hidden God. Sc¢ that the L&#
of Aristotle isazlso@bwsand is eternal, else nefore God created He
was not. Either cr=zation is eternal or God is nct eternal. This is.
al8o the theory of Master Eckhart of the fourtecenth century, as well
as of Amalric of 3ena and David of Dinant. "Omni» =rnt Dcus et Deus
est omniascreator et creatura, is~m Deus: omnia unum esse Deun” Ay{¢€

1 Hastings Diet. I1,p.20€.

2 Sc. Orr: Christian View of God and the World{, LB -9¢€.
3 Summa Tecl.:I,Ia,q4: 93,28: 11,1a2,ql03,23: g7,al:

I)Ic.'kiggq.4?~. 453600[101.‘ I,Ia,v‘;«...u..L e o 0 s 0 s
4 De Di.isiuue Natura '
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and materia prima,according to David of Dinanit, zre identical else ‘there
would )je ahigher concept in which they are united and this concept woul¢
e peecisels the identity of God with the materia rrima.

Descartes, in his definition of Goc given adove, indicates
that he was discussing the idea of a God of the same nature as that of
the Schoiastics of the Traditional Christian type. God is the causc of
everything and himself the uncaused or self-existent. This causa sul 1is
not to De taken in a negative sense dutl in o« 0siiive, for 1u wod tne
formal cause .r essence is analogous to the efficient cause: His essence
is the cause of His existence. God is also the Author of all truth:
since willingness to deeeive would de an imperfection. Error is due
neither to the power of will ing nor to the p.wer of understanding, »Je-
cause each in itself is perfsct in its kind, out rather to lack of
restraint of will. God cannot deceive if these"faculties" are rightly
used. Then again God is not onliy the source of all certainty and truth
including the "eternal truths" and the cause of Himself but He is also
the preserver or the conserver of this system of eternal truths, spirit-
ual Heings and ma‘ter. It is not easy, howrever, +2 understand cloarly
and distinetly the r elation, according to Descartes, hetween the world
and God. The relation of Thought and 3oly in his "Passion de Lame® is
dualistic and interactionary, and this is evidently intended throughout
his warks. God was Deus ex machina. Yet in some jassages,eg."For O
nature considered in general I now understand nothing more than @od Him
self ,or the order and disposition estaslished >y God in created things
and 13y nature in particular I understand the assemblage of all God has
civen me.”, while God a;peers as the law of the construction of Jue
universe as distinguished frou iae universe itself, there is a hint or
the chan_e fruu" Deus et natura® to "Deus sive Naturu". c

For Geulinex Gocd is the eternal mind of the univers~ through
ghose action or co-operaticn the human mind derives its ideas of objects

xternal to itself; God is also for him as for Descart-s the creator of
Eoth the matter and of the minds manifest in the universe. While, accord
ing to Malebranche,God is the infinitely perfect eing: the idea of the
infinite and of God are one and the same thing. He 1is the"universal
eing, the 3eing of 3eings", the Sole intelligent 3eing,the Sole Cause.
This Spinoza developes yet further. He defines God as "Substance con-—
ttituted Sy an infinity of attributes, each of which expresses s»
ternal and infinite esgence.”" In this theory the dualsim of Descartes
' és resolved @&nto a monism. God is the Absolute 3eing, an Infinite
udstance possessing an infinite numder of infinite attiributes. Of these
1 Aldert Magnus :Summa Theol.l 4 20
2 Spinoza: Ethica;I,Def.€.
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infinite atiriduiss we knoy only two, extensioli and though* : al% else
with which we are acquain*ed are modes of extension and thought. Goc,

according to Spinoza, is also the cause of evrything:He is the free
cause and only free cause, though not as excluding necessit; dut com-
rulsion; an immanent and not transcendent cause.
With this and especially the latter Leimitz does not
entirely agree. For him God is an all-wise, all-skillful,architect who
as instituted a harmony osetweeb all the mcnads of the universe. He
evidently is not thought of as the creator ex nihilo of the univerao,ig
#ne sunm total of themonads, »ut as the law of Tue structure of the
whsle. "God is the first reason or cause of things",absolutely perfect
in power, in .isdom and in goodness? God is Personal. God is alsc a
Person zccording to Locke's conception of Him. He is a"superior, wise,.
towerful invisible 2eing", an" ®ternal, Ofiniscient, Omnipotent Cogitat-
ﬁve Spirit": the God of +he @hristian selief championed by 3erkeley
aga;ns* the Deists. According thb these Deists, God is Deus ex machina
and exercises only a general providence of the universe; while 3erkeley
maintained that God was transcendent as well as intimately connected
With the universe, exercising a direct conirol an¢ care of nature and
man. Similar was the nature of the God the evidence for whose existence
ume so carefully critieised, for the argument of his Dialogues pur-
torts to “e regarding the nature of God ,whether the ordinary anthropo-
morphic appelations are exgressive of real attriduties of the perfect
eing or merely mant's attempted charac.erizaticns of the incomprehensi-
id>le and unknovn. Not of other nature is the God, which is the Sunmum
onum, the Divine Personality, whom Kant in his Critique of Pure Judge-
ent sets forth as the deing who satisfies the demands of Practical g
eason, and whose existence, in his Critique of Pure Reason he endeavou
to show can ot “e demonstrated dy speculative reason or proof. "This
horal theology" he writes,"has the peculiar advantage, in cunérasc with
reculative theology, of leadiuny #nevitably to the conception of a sole
erfect and Ruztiiovnal First Cause, whereof Speculative theology does not
‘ive us any indicati~-n on objective grounds ' ,far less any convineing
evidence. For we find neither in transcendontal nor in natural theology
howevcr far reasorn may lead us in these, any grond to warrant us in
assunming the existence of one only 3eing, which stands at the head or
all naturcl causes and on which these are entirely dependent. On the
other hand, if we take our stand on méral unity as & neecnszary law of
the uvniverse, and further from this joint of view consider what is nec-—

1 Theodicy:8ec.7,
2 Locke :essay 3k.I,4,q; ; IV,10,13.
3 Hume : Dialogues; r.390.
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necessary to give this law adequate efficiency and ,for us, obligatorsy

form, we must come to the conclusion tha there is cne only supreme willl
whieh comprehemdszll these laws in itself. For how, under different
wills, should we find complete unity of emds? This wili must de omni-
jotent that all nature and its relation tc morality in the world may 2€
subject to it:omniscient, that it may have knowledge of the most secret
feelings and thus moral worth : omnipresent, that it may de at hand to
supply every necessity to whieh the highest weal of the worléd ma, ,ive
rise: eternal, that l.ls narmony >f liverty and nature may n2ver fa1121

In the system of Fichte as expressed in his "On The
3elief in the Divine Goverhment of the World®™, this moral veing of Kant
is not required as the eause of the moral order and law for the active
and living moral order, which is absolutely first is itself God. 3ut
later he held that the moral order was absorded in the Divine 3eing
who is the one and the Absolute. "We in our unalteradle nature are out
knowledge, Répresentation and Ccneeption." God is everything and the
world is not at all. We and everything are manifestations of Go-d.
'Schelling's Theology is like Fichte's, an Idealistic Pantheism®™. While
Hegel conceives of the God not only as the Universal 3eing in Itsclf,
Subdstance, >ut Adsolute Spirit. For him all reality is ideal. The idea
is the first reason of all things, which in externalizing itself forms
nature and in returning into itself Hecomes Spirit, so that Spirit is
the consciousnes:; of an idea, the Idea aware of and knowing itself. God
is absolute TRUTH: He is Adsolute Spirit. He is the ali- knowing Idea
Pure and Aobsoiute, Self-consciousness.

Lotze thought cof God as an inward S;iritual princijle
or a creative world soul, and lajours to show thd the jroufs cannot
denonstrate the God of the CRistiun or sevisiy wie reiigious conception
of a God. Schopenfiauer, with his "Will",and Hartmann,with his“unconscins
alsc maintained the immanence of a god,though unconsciocus, was vet
objectifying himself in Nature. The Evoluti-nists when they discuss .
Theism, recognise the "God of the Theologians" and distinguish HIm fron
tie Unknown and the Unknowable. "The power of which the universe is the
manifestation is impenetra™le." Similarly Hamilton, developing the
doctrinc of Kant, held that a™Gocd understood would e no God atall".3ut
this "something unconditioned beyond the sphere of all comprehensiole
reality” was not the Unknowasle of the Evoluticnist »ut a Cof far trans.

1 Dialectic of Pure Rgason:p.483
2 Doctrine of Religion Lecture V.
3 Janei & Seallles 1I1,;.334.
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cendinc human comrrehencion, Manse! algo maintainel that god's atiridu-
tes differed not only in degree >t alsc in kind from those of man. To
which Mill answered that a God not in some way understocd wouid He no
God for there was no knowledge there could je no jelief. True says Comie
we do not know therefore there is no God other than the totality of
humanity which is the surreme seing.

3ut there is no need for further historical outline. Ve
might continue like Simonides in asking for one day more in which to
find a suitable definition of God, and then two days more and then conl-
tinually extneding the time at no time find ourselves competent for the
task Zuou cifviculiy of clearly saying what is meant by the term God has
hecorme indeed formidable with the alteréd Philosoprhical stancioint of
nodern times, Hut the Theists now claim thet »y Theism " no definiticn
of the Divine is either attiempted or required? * Mr. 3radley's discuss-
ion",writes Mr. Seth," seems to me to prove that the attemrt, meta-
rhiysically, seientifically,or literally, to determine the Absolute us
such,is necessarily darren. When the definition is not a mere tautology
it = a complex of negatives, and if not technically untrue, it has in
its sug _esticns the effects of an untruth.® The Christian conception has
after all altered but little, and though at one time transcendence and
at another immanence may have He~n considered, the one at the exjpense of
the other,3c de the essential characteristic, until at _resent there is
an attempt to comdine and reconcile the two—— for some modern Theists
or Theomonists, at least maintain that " to-days acguaintance with the
extent and methods of nature,compels the choice detween divine vacuity
and divine immanence",so that " Theomonism stands for the valid unificat
ion of the immanent and the transcendeat in the Divine Ferscnality which
is revealed in nature as we know it and therefore throughout the univers
Hevond ovr kncwled,e"; wua wod, whose emanation,the universe,iis dis-
tinet from, related to and derendent upon“its source, is at the same
time the distinct source of nature's grandest unified totality and the
lever present secret spring of its minutest workings" : while others
equally anxious to guard against Pantheism hold that the “Absolute Syn—
thesis is God; and there can be no other God": He is "The All and the
All is a one of Being"; which is,on the finite suhjective side, Experi-
ence, tie given of whieh contains being Unconditicned and Immanent in
the Conditicned,ie. the Notion and on the odjective side,theGreat Totaii
ity, the Unconditioned 3eing conditioning itself in the modality of Time

1 3allard : The Brue God [.6.

2 Seth : Theism ,p.59 (Re Apjearance and Rmality)
3 3allard : i»id .8€, 15€ ,157.

4 Laurie : Synthetica; Vol.II,;.€9.
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ind Space in the form of the Dialectic, ie.Actuality:Hemust e "Feeling

and L.ve as well as 3einz One and Eternal, Reason-universal und the Sun
>f Ideals.” and further many,cf divergent views, egz. Liddon, Martineau,
ohn Caircd, Illingworth and Prof. Gwatnin, are equally anxi-us to sud-
tantiate the conceptiun cf Hideldert who rrayed,
"Intra cuncta, nec inclusas;
Extra cuncta, nec exclusus.” ——— it is jracticall: a Goc
f this .aiuce waicn the proofs have at all times been employed to
enonstrate. It is this that the critics have had in mind when treating
the proofs and when conclusicns have »een aedtained they have oseen that
11 the claims for theproofs by the Theists cannot De fully sustantiat-
d, so tha the suyp:lanting God, when a Goud was demandecd or prcposed Dy
the argument, was generally"the God of the Theologians® shorn of His
fprsonal or of some other distinctive attridbutes. Deism has oecome entir
bly out of date". The mechanical theory of the universe has given way to
he orgainic cénception in modern tnought and that has orouﬁnt along
rith it a view of God's relation to the universe in a zeneral way analo
rous to the relatiocn of the soul and the Hody. This is not unlike the
iew of the Stoics and in more recent times that of Lotze and is >ut a
illing of the content of Hegel's Adsolute and also is the view of G. T.
echner, Prof. James Royce and Prof. A. 3, 3ruce, the two former of whom
selieve ultimately in one All-inclusive mind, a World- soul which has no
ther content than us with al! other creatures like and unlike us. 3ut
here is not general acreement as tc the manner or extent of the trans-
endence and of the immanence. One who writes,” There is no j.int of
pace no atar of matter, dut God is Luere: Lo posiny Of Spiriy and nw
uvvn oi’ soul, dt God is there, And yet finite matter and fini.e spirit
10 not exhaust God.. God is infinite and uranscends matter and s irit,
nd is cdifferent in kin@ frow the finite universe", also confesses,"as
e Asrsolute Cause, God must contain in Himself lutentldlLy, the ground
0f Con331ousmpsg, of Personality -yes of unconsciousness and impersonal
ity. 3ut 10 a;;ly these terms to him seems a vain attempt to fathom the
3 adyss of the Godhead and report the soundings"

Accordingly the proolem oefore us is whether the rroofs
re conclusive as to a God of the nature +hich in cach case “ie; have
laimed t e demanded, whether >y the nature of thoucht ond of things
hey conclusively cdemonstrate the existence of a God and the naturc of
he God which can Je concluded from them. Whether these arsuments will

¢nadie us to so reason that " seeb at its highest,... and with fuller

inélgnt this world may turn out to be Dut a,pearance and God the ulti-
4

ate reality disclosing Himsclf in that very a_ pearence". 3ut befare
[roceeding some atiempt must De made to review and examine in outline
gome theories of the nature of existence and of the existence of God.
1 Lauvrie: Bynthetica; Vsl 8,.61&144.
2 5¢ also Illtnvwortn. ivine Immanence
] Churech Quarterly Qct.1908,Art.5.
3 Theodore Parker:Quoted in A.3. 3ruce: Apclogetic,i:.136
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EXISTENCE

When the solution of
the prodlem of existence, and especially of ajsolute existence is
attempted d@ifficulties arise in every directicn. Here the question is
econcerning the existence of Deity or Absolute existence and there has
»een a confusion of existence,in intellectu, in posse, in esse and in )
re. When Philosophers or Theolo_iuus argue for the'existence"of God
or attempt t. Gewonstrate the proposition,®God is", what kind of exist
ence is tho:ght of? Is existence equivalent to Being in =il ils variant
shade s of meaning? Can existence like deing he :ffirmed of anything
not only "actualities" or "realities™ mt propositions, whether truve ©
or false, or of the ter:s which may »c @sed in any propcsition? This
is the existence cldmed »y Anselm for the idea of God as the starting
point for t.e demonstration of the existence of God. God existed in
intellectu, dut the proof was to show th& God existed also in esse
and in re. Does existence when attiributed to God, then, mean in contra
distinction to existence in idea, existence existence in time ang
space,or again is it to be taken ~g a simple undefinable term indicat=
inz unity and determinateness and giveness in the existent? Or may an
other step »e taken and it »e held with Prof. 3ain, that "existence is
but a neme for aa unreal notion" decause it has no negative,and this
se arplied to the existence of Deity. To Hegel the simplest term of
thought is eing. We cannot think less about anything than when we
merely say that it is. 3eing—the adstract "is" —-is nothing derinite and
nothing atleast is. Bein_ w.id not—dd ng are thus identical. A view not
coniradiceeory to this was obtained by Hwme in his discussion"0f The
Idea of Existence; and of External existence®™, where he wri'es,"The q
idea of existence, then is the very same with the idea of what we con- *
ceive to de existent. To reflect on anything simply and to reflect on
it as existent are nothing different from o-c another. That idea, when
con-joined with the ideaz of an object, makes no addition to it. What—
ever we conceive we conceive to 2e existent. Any idea we please to form
is the idea of a d2eing, and the idea of a Jeing is any idea we please
to form,” 3ut of the proposition under diseussion here ie."God is"
or "There is a God",as aproposition, it is qu1te evident that it impli
es for most minds at least, what may “e termed "real o>jective exist-
ence”, It is,accotding to Venn, "merely a logical addreviation for"God
is existent,ie.,we are Bere making a distinct predication adout Deity

1 Hume: Treatise on Human Nature ,VolIp.370(Green &Grose)
2 Deductlve L- glc y[.58.
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hat he is not merely a conceivadle odject of thought dut one which
xists outside of our imagination and can have his existence verified
n some ®Way. In other words,though merely logical existence cannot »e
intelligisly predicated in as nuch as it is presuppcsed necessarily Oy
the terms, yet the special kind of existence which we call osjective or
gxperiential can De so predicuved. It is not implied Dy the use of the
term.. it is a perfectly fit subrject of logical predication. To say
"God is existent", if existence here mean nothing more than logical
onceivability or predicability, would Me a mere pleonasm; Hut to make
he same assertion in the narrower sense of existence, is to utter a
erfectly consistent proposition.” Hume had written:"When we affirm,that
o¢ is existent,we simply form the idea of such a Yeing as he is repre-—
ented to us; nor is the existence which we attrioute to him, conceiv-—.
d by a garticular idea,which we join to the idea of his other gqualiti-
S,and can again separate and distinguish from them.. The cénception of
he existence of any object is no addition %0 +he simple conception of
t." Is Mr, Mill not Jjustified, then, in inckuding it among the univer-—
al predicates? Prof. 3ain not only denies this,as Mr. Hume might, o>t
lsc claims that all such jropositions, not excerting that -f the exist-
nce of Diepy, are Hut asroreviations or elliptical expressions of co-
xistence or succession. He woul@ resolve the problem of the existence
f» God into "a question as to the first cause of the universe and as to
he continued exertion of that Cause in providential su erintcadcnve®
gainst Mill's reply,"I Zr.uv chat the decision of questions of exist-
nce wsuaity if not always derends on & previous questicn of either
ausation or co—existence. 3ut existence is nevertheless a different
hing from causation or co-existence and can Y2 pr-dicated apart from
hem. The meaning of the absiract name of existence, and the co-notat- .
on of the concrete name heing, consist,like the meaning of all other
ames, in sensations or states of conscisusness: their peculiarity is
hat to exist, is to excite or e capadle of exciting any sensations or
tates of consciousness: no magter what dut it is indispensidle that
here e some”.... 3eing.. is the name for Something tazken in the most
omgrehensive sense of the word.", 3ain contends ,"that for the neaning
f existence we need alwavs 4o refer to some of the other attributes of
he things; that as an independ-nt attridute, it is devoid of all real
tanding," Itimplies always a "definite set of conditicns of time,place
nd circumstance." This is examplified by the torie here in hand. Mr.
ain endeavours to show th4 the pro:fs of God's existence are ;roofs of

Empirical Logic 222,3.
ireatise :1.394,5, 1.371.
- Deductive Logic, P.107
Logic; Vol.I,r.113 (Quoted 3ain: Dissertution IV a,d
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or inquiries into the manner of the comnencement of the universe and

of its maintainance and control. This is true of Thomas 3rown's and Of
pugald Stewart's as well as of Descurtes' treziluduv oi we rroofs of -
existence., 3y it,it u,.curs to e meant, that the prosfs for God's
exisvence are staternts of the results of an examination intc the physi
cal universe given o®jectively in experience with a view to the dis-
covery of a certain or any attridute of that universe which will sor-
resgond to a quality or "mark" conteined i the concept God. 3ut is
this certain? Is not the existence of God accordinzg © the [roofs some
thing more than this? Does not the argument from gesign or order in the
universe attempt to go-heyond the pr-sence of that design to its origirb
does not the Causation argument purjort to gu »eyond it all to an
existent First Cause uncaused andé distinct from yet related to the
universe? In regard to any odject which mav "~ <21 to exist, its exis
tence does not 2erenfl on its attridutes dut is the prius of its atirid
utes. Surely Mr. Mill is &5 more accurate when he says thui "existence
is nevertheless adifferent thins from causation of co-existence® and
that™to exist is tz excite or de capranle of exciting any sersatiors or
states of consciousness." Kant thus viewed existence for in disting-
uishing the concept 6f an oaject and the conceptiion of it as ecixisviug
he argues that in the case of un uuject of sense it is impcssidle to
confuse the conccpuvion of the thing with its existence,"fort he conce it~
ion merely enansles me to cogitate an object as according with the gen
eral conditions of experience;while the existence of the object rermits
me to cogitate it as contained¢ in the srhere of actual experience.”
This appliesa lso to the concept of God,in fact,"whatever de the conts
ent of our concejption of an objest, it is necessary itc go oeyond it,if
e wish to predicate existence of the obdject." "Find any piece of exis
tence" writes ancther," take anything anyone could call a fact or could
in aznv sense assert to have deing, and then judge if it does nct con-
sist in sentient experience.. When the experiment is made strictly,I
chn conceive of nothing than the experienced ® " Por me experience is
othe same as re=21i+ty" ,writes Mr 3radley, so when the same writer discuss
es the Ontological Proof the same writer urges its inability to prove
not a perfection dut a perfection which may "exist" out of my thought?
Hisview like Mill's opjoses 3ain's statement: he cla ms thd the "attr
ibutes" or "content" or "what" points to something beyond and cannJi
gexist by itself." Whilethe subject is ncver o mere "that", amere exist
ent, for in fact exisient and content are inseparable, yet the “what"
iz ave the“that', and to prove the existence it is nct sufficient to
demonstrd e only the content. His Definition is—"3y existence,taken
}\strictl;, I mean a temporal series of events or facts and this scries
is not throughcut directly experienced. It is an ideal construction

from the basis of what is rresented. 3ut il r i
. . 3 - . L lough 1y o 5 .
series is not wholly so. For it leaves its canteﬁ%r}nyt%gef%fmsggh a
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particulars and theinediate conjunction of »seing »nd quality is noy
*thoroughly oroken up. Thisness, or the irrelevant contént is retained,
in short, except so far as it is required to form a series of events.
And thourh the evenys of the whole series are not perceived they must
e taken as what is in its character perceptible."™ This a;pears to
De a more satisfactory statement than any of the af.rementioned. The
prodlem here is an ultimate one which this pajer cannot pretend to
solve, "Existence" is a simple and indefinajle term, yet it should »e
carefully distinguished from "3eing". Or in other words, the different
kinds ofexistence ou-ht to de carefully distinguished,ie. the exrist-
ence understocd wien we speak of an odject,eg. this tabdle at which I
am sitting, or the man whom I see in front of me an whom 71 >elieve 1o
se more than nmerely what I see and that whieh 1s iigstea when we think
of a perfect circle. There are two definitely distinct universes of
conversatiou nere. 3oth of these have,at one time or another, oeen in-—
cluded in “he definition of God and the treatmentis of theprocfs of His
existence. As a witness of the cne may be noted Vacherot's attempt to
give an Ontological turn to Psychology, which hes resulted as M, Caro
so clearly indicates in His "L'Idee de Dieu®,in giwming a “shadowy Déity
— a God +ho is a figment of theimeagination." His Deity was a merely id
iderl one,; a purely abstract and sudjective conception. the mere ;ro-
duct of human reuson,; a pure result of our own intellectual operaticns.
As examplifying the other there is the Cosmotheism of Realism where
tiere is only one groof of God, dut " tout est eettr rreuve.w According
ly »oth have to be necescarily taken intc account in any remarks adout
the existence of God if that existence is to ne Supreme, Adsolute, Per-
fect and Infinite. God, if He be God, has both 3eing and Existence. The
writer who claimed that jotentiality to existence was greater than
rotentiality to non-existence and he who writes that "not to apjear at
all in the series of time, nol to exhi»it ones nature in the [iwid of
existence, is tb de false and unre.il". would surely Se justified in
aji-iying this to God und claiming with M. Caro that the God who does
not exast is no God atall. On the other hand, as Mr. Bradley zcntends
it would not De accurate to limit the nature of God to that field. If
thepresent conception of the relation of God to the world as approximat
ing analogously in some general way the relation of man's mind and sody
>e maintained the nature of the proslem of God's existence does not
alter arrrecianly.The nature of God set forth in the different treas
ments of the proofs, each of which may je consideréd as an extreme or

1 Kant :Critique of Pure Rmason C,33€ '

2 3radley :Appearence &Recality,[.145,7.163, Sc also .400.

3 isid..... 1..317 -

4 Lindsayv Rweent A?vances in.....p.233

5 3radley: Apjearance & REality; ;.400.
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fartial statement ougat to He such as to satisfy the demands for yoth
an 1deal or perhaps better a transeenden® existence and & tesmporal exist
ence in sraee and time. It is for the estarlishment of thés that the
O“to;oglcal Argument has been striving. Whether, on the one hand,from
the Ontoiogical Proof we can conclude the one kind of existence or oseing
and 2y the Cosmclogical or Teleolo-ical, the other kind of existence; or
on the other hand,» any com»dination of these or indeed >y any jroof

whatever, we can demonstrate the existence of a Ddeing of this nature,ie.
an ideal which is Yeing expressed, or a Spirit which is manifesting

itself in time and space will 2e the problem of the following chapters.
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PROQF OF EXISTENCE

At the end of tae
last rara_ra,i i wes seen that it was necessary t examine the nature
and power of proof: in other words, that if the proofs of God's exist-
ence were to »e adequate, they must demcnstrate that there is such a

lass or class concept as God, that that ¢lass is not a null class,
hat it has at least one and in this case perhaps one only memjer, which
member has"objective existence". It is with the former that the Untodo-
rical argument is concerned: tha& argument endeavours to show that the
very existence of the class necessitates the existence of its dne membder
and in its later develojement, especially under Leionitz, to demonstrate
tne possi»ility and the nzcessity of the class. Kant has malntalned tnat
fzf I conceive of God I must conceive of Him as existins but why ~-oume
the conception of Him.",ie. if you grant the existence of tne glass it
follows that the memder of the class mist exist. To think of God and
think of Him as existent are, according ® Kant, in no way different.
Existence is not a jredicate. It may Je a logical predicate for a "loglc
al jredicate may de what you ;lease", Hut " 3eing is evidently not e
real ;redicate,ie.,a conception of something which is added to the con-
1 cel tion of some other thing.! "it is merely the positing of a thing of
certain determinateness in Lbbelf”——a view alsc held ,as has Heen seen,
ov Hume. The result is thad the "proof" of existence; the rigid demon-—
tration oB the existence of anything is imjossisle for " all our know-
ledze of emistence(ne it immediately oy percepticn or inference connect-—
lns some olject with a perception) delongs entirely to the sphere of
31 é¢xperience." On this point, Leidnitz, developing Descartes'view had
efendegdthe opposite, which 1is implied in the atftempt to demonstrate the
.0ossihility of God's exdstence and is overtly stated in his "New Essays®
Concerning Human Understanding", where he write s that " vwhen we say
#hat a thing exists or tha it has réal existence, this existence is it-
2 $e1f a predicate," Now the decision as to whether existence de a rredi-
ate or not, whether all ;ropositizns are analytic or there he some -
hich are synthetie,eg. existential, is very difficult. Logicians of the
*irst rank have in the main favoured Kant's jositioh. "The inferences of
ormal logic have nothing whatever to do with real existence: that is,
3 occurrence under the conditions of time and space", writes Jeveons. This|
is also trve, accoréing to Mr 3. Russell, of Symbolic Logic. He is careful
o distinguish detween the iwo kinds of cxisvence:"luc wmeaning of exist-
ce whieh ccours in Philosophy and in daily life®, hewrites," is the
Jeaning which can be predicated of an individual, the meaning in which

1 Critique : ,337. 335.
2 Leisilis :New Essays;p,401,(Langley Trams.)
& Jevons: Studies In Formal Lggic: p.55.
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we inquire whether God esists, in which we affirm tha® Socrates existed
and deny that Hamlet existed. The entities dealt with in ilzthematics

do not exist in this sense: the mumder 2, or the principle of the syllo
sism or multijiication, are odjects which mathematics considers out
which certainly form no part of the world of existent things. This sens¢
lies ludii, oiusiGe symdolic logic, vhich does not care a pin whether
its entities exist in this sense or not." "The sense in vhich existencel
is used is & definabsle and jurely technical sense: namely this, .. say
that A exists means that A iz 2 ~lau vhich hoo 1t least one member.Thus
whatever is not a class(eg. Socrases) does not exist in this sensej and
among classes there is just one which does not exist, namely, the class
having no membders, —hich is called the null class.” Tnus though formal

symholic logiec may deal with the existence of God as a class concert,
which class will have one member, it according to the above can have
nothing to do with existence in the first of these-sense: it cannot
nnint to a memher of that chagas ae axistine in re, This has heon aczeerdy
ed 3y only some logicians. Ih answer to these remarks of Mr. Russell,
rrinted contemporaneously with them a writer ciaims and with some

justice that "Symholic Logic has the right to ocorpy itself with any
question whatever on which it can throw any llQQL."SU1 .orting this is
tie recent attempt on the part of Prof. C,J, Keyser to show the coniripud
tion of Mathematics towards the solution of the ultimate ;roblems of
Theology and the restoration cf that department of thought. While this
latter ma, 2 of Vaerue yet it is evident thi strictly formal or symdol
ic logical demondtration cannot establish conclusively the existence of
any objeet, in fact can throw very little lizht on the sudject of existé
ence.The extent to which this is held, will depend on the attitude taker
to the contradictory categorical statements of Kant who supported, and
Leibnitz who dlssented from.the predicability of existence. In t1e e
marks above regarding tne Px1stence of God and the nature of thet exist
ence, tﬁe view of Kant was assumed, 3ut as thal assumption affects the
thinkers view Jf the power of ;rocf to demonstrate existence it requires
to be justified in some way. Kant held definitely,as was seen aoove,
that existence was not a predicate,ie., it is not contained in the cun-—
cert of anything, we must go deyond the concept if we wish tv c¢laim
existence for the odject. On the other hand, Leisnitz states definitelyl
that existence is a predicate. While Kant would hold that a concept may
have meaning wathout existence, Leijnitz maintainel that an accurate

1 Mind : N. S. XII,:358. 3 Russell

2 1inigd oo 'E) 4C1 qu AA mucCona
o didosert Journal :Jan.1909, ;,37n.

4 Sc Kant's Critique,r.33€
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analysis of the concept would give existence as one of its predicates.
That the f.rmer is true 1;cars from the fact that a concert is never
a suarject jut always the meaning of a gramatical predicate. There is 2
fumdamental distincticn Hdetween a thing and a concept. ‘Je cannot say of
X that it is Alexander the Great or the numbder 5 =s accurately as we
can say that X is geeen or X is mammal. In the latter case the grammat—
icel ;redicate is a concert under —vhieh the X is subdsumed, dut in the
former ez.,"X is the numbder 5", "is the numder 5" is only a jart of the
rredicate the whole predicate deing "is identical with the number 5",
which is a concept under which X is subsumed, so thet ¥ the nvmher 5"
never forma tha whols of a yredicate Hut only a part. Thus there is a
distinction Oetween what can a;jcar only as a"thing" and every other
object of thought —— a distinction which does not vanish even if we hold
that some concepts can also e things. To take an example already
employed in this in this connection:—"The cdéncert of a horse is an eas-
ily formed concept", here the concert forms the sudject, dut it no long
er is a conceprt but a "thing™ sudsumed under the conce,t of tie jredic-
ate "Guwisry formed concept", it is as much a ;roper name as "Montrea."
is in the rrojosition "Montreal is a city™. Again the predicative value
in the concept remains even where a "subject—ctncept” is emploujyed in
such sentences as "All mamma's are red-blooded", for this is equivalent
to saying, "If a thing is a mammal, it has red blood." Alsc when a con-
cept falls under a higher cuncept,ie. a genera which contains subordina
ate species, are radically different from concerts of the first order
under which things fall,eg! Socrates is a man" is radically different
fro- "A Greek is a man.", the latter is transitive, the former not. This
difference is indicated through the use,>; some,of "Property" and "Mark™
and in the symbolica representation of exact Logie such as that of Peano
>y€ and €. The view here rput forward is also sutressed up Dy the view
f Dr. Hilledrand and others,"that every categorical Proposition implies
xistence unless it explicitly denies it.", or more strongly, that every
-articular proposition positively asserts existence, eg. we cannot say
some witlches are women" bYecause it equals, "There are (or exist) somo
vitches etc." which is untrue unless we specify that the universe of
houg it 1is one of faney or surerstition. So that there is a gulf fixed
etween the"conce, . "und the"thing" and the reasoning which holds that
he most far-seecing and elahorate examination ang analysis of the conceg
s and must Je unadle to"claw out" the predicate existence for Lhe
imple reason that existence is not a predicate need not de ashamed, aut
ay ask the question_and expect a negative rerly ,"Has proof anything to
ell us of existience? 3,¢ if on the other hand,sSome sveh ides of reality.

TITY MY

1 In a discussion deiween i. Froge wA. KoRal.
2 siind :N. S. VOL,VI j.542.
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and cxistence as that given adove, medelic” on Dr. 3radley's definitisn
—— a view which, if it De a comoon noti-n, ¢iffers Ffron that descrioed
5y Fichte, accordinz to which lJeing "is sonmething, whieh in and through
itself neither is nor can Ye ,receives from withort a super-aded
existence- which thus is an existehce of nothing" for according to this
"3eing alone is" an¢ existence is a manifestation of or a fora of that
3eing— may the thinker finf hiscul cowpecied 1o make use of logic if
1o Lo wo esStaniish the existence of the ideal element wiich 1s con-
structed on the lasis of experienced fact. It ¢u~s not seem an w.togeth -
er accurate method of proceedure,if in the consideration of the nature
of God ideal attrisutes er elements ne foond necessary, Hul 1n the
httempt to prove his existence, thati science, the [rimary function Of
which is to treat of existence of that natur: OSe entirely neglected.

It was secn above in the survey of the nature of God and of Existence,

that the nature &f the former is not such that his existence is con-—
rletely limited to temporal existence in sjace. It is difficult, there-
for to go the entire length with 3. Russeil when he rlaces Go® -mongthe
ohiszts that have existence in the sense of the former meaning , Hut
denies him a } lace among those whieh exist in the sense of lhe second
meaning of that term. It will a;,ear more clearly in the seguel whether

ogical demonstration is competent to estabdlish definite proof or
roofs of God's cxistence in either of these senses—— for the Ontologic-
1 argum-nt in the hands of sonme aj;arently attemjts the demonstration
f the former—., "t in all tie @iscussion it ought do be rorne in mind
s in fact it has not 2y many Theistlic wrivers, vial Luere is 2 differ-
nce detween Zroui and inferencej; the lattler ;roceeding from premise to
onclusion and the former from conclusion to [ remise. Theone is the
everse of the other; while both attempt to establish the same fact,the
nference is the process of finding it. In Theistic "Proofs" especially
he Cosmological and the Teleological, many inferences have erroncously
een given thetitle jroof. Moreover the degrees of cogency in Inductivep
roof have not always Heen most evident. Inductive Argument, if Prof.
yslor may »e trusted, is dut an argument o show why one supposition or
ractical conclusion is preferradle ®© another suy,osition and the con-
lusion can never reach any higher accuracy than probahility. Or as a
ecent writer has wel' said that "-n'v ~~ arsument starting from necess-
ary premises is formally capadle of oringing out a necessary result".

1 Fichte: Works,The Doctrine of Religion,I,p.392 (Smith)
5 Sc. 3. Russell: Philoso, hy of Leibdnitz . 173.
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EXAMINATIORN

With these consider-
ations in mind a return may now be made tb the subdject with which the
present parer is more directly concerned. It is found that in tracing
the histdric devel crment of the “proasfs", the Teleclogical cume first,
then the Cosmolozica. foa-cwcd 0y the untological. This order was simply
reversed oy Kant in his treatment of them, dut here the Cosmological, as
purporting to segin with objective existence wil! »je first examined,
then the Teleolcgical, and finally a the crown of all and to which all
according to Kant, revert, the Ontological. As in the historical ocutline
there was a certain overlajjing of the ground, so in thiise xamination ,
entire isolation cannot e expected, Hut, as far as possible,the argu=~ =
ments ;ill e treated serarately, their relation and inter-—cdependence
deing reserved for the concluding paragraphs of the japer.

COSMOLOGICAL

A Heginning is made with
the Cosmological because it starts from an existence of the kind which
the examination of the nature of God and of His existence suggested as
belnp imylied in the several historical treatments. The main question,
phe crux of the ¢i.scussion is the prodlem as stated 2y Kant. Tudotner.
ninor modificaticns must be firsti dealt with, in oréer to clear the wa,
for-the oula point o issue.
| One verv trifling element needs only to be menticned to show
ts force or lac kof force, that is,that therc are effects in nature
reater than man can produce which must derend on God. This view of

rysirrus, as the Epicureans plainly saw, thou-h ;.ointing to a faect in
ature does not allow for the alternative view that naturc herself might
.roduze these results. From this it cannot Heinferred that a Supreme
ntelligent 3eing is rroducing these effects, out at the very most onlya.
owervsurerior to man though it may de of a different nature. This, thougt
rhase of the Causation Argument,verges on the >order line of the Teleo-
ogical and though it was again put forward and defend~® “y the Scholas-
ics, and may be valuable as regulative of man's cobception of his own
owers, it cannot Je defended against the eriticism s of the Sceptics.
Another develorement or rhase of the Causation Argument whict
ghares somewhat the same featires, is that put forward by Plato and
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dew loped > the Stoics and some Moderns, that is, .1i tus Cuuscious
and intelligent 2eings in the uniVerse demund an adequate cause. Plato
conceived of the ©ody of the universe as possessed with a soul which.
was the cause of the human souls & the body of the universe was the
cause of the human >®&dies. Zeno and Cicero claimed that the-world nmust
be a living and wise bHeing containing consciousness and reason, else &t
could not produce "living and wise deings out of itself"; thus reason-
ing for the divinity cof the world. This same reascning was employed OV
Descartes, Gevlinex, Malebranche, John Locke and others, to estadblish
nhot so much the dévinity of the world as the existence of a God the
cause of the conscious and intelligent “eings in the world. All this
will reoquire mor~ 2areful investigation when the question of 3iologicad
Evolution is discussed. At the present,it may >e noted that though the
nttitude of the Epicureans taat all is material so that the conscious
and intelligent soul needs no originating cause other thcn the material
bniverse, cannot »e considered fatal to this argument, yet the odjectinn
of the Sceptics to Zeno's argument is not without some weight, that is,
that it is not strictly logical to argue from the:analogy with man,
Ehat because. 1an is body abd soul and tae vody is a part of the vody
f the universe, so there must be a soul of the universe of which man%s
oul:is a parts They saw, evidently, that though "non igitur caret sensu
undus®™ 5e true; it is not necessarily the same truth as," the world is
living and wise being,sincee it produces living and wise bdeings out of
tself". Whad 1is tiere logically © prevent the possisility that the
oul of man may be the result of the isolation or the separation of the
pody of man from the Dody of the universe. 3ut when Aristotle and the
Stoiecs conceive of this world soul as hot so much " a spiritual fount-—
in-head" from which the individual souls are springing,but =s an
mmanent cosmic rrinciple which at the same time compreh~nfs +he sum
otal of lthings, they have mrr» ground for defending their view. There
s much to commend the view of the universe which makes God immanent in
11 things and at the Same time consideres Him as y:wm§ Yow04wS, These
en in their syatems are treating what would be termed by more modern
writers the "Absolute", the "Ultimate Reality",the sum total of what
as neen called sr1r1tual“ and "material"™ things conceived of as a
unity or Fichte's "only life which exists entirely in itself and firow
itself and o itsele” haui's criticism tha the Teleological argument
ecurrs for support to the Cosmological wouldapply to this form of the
regument and must e again considered in the subsequent treatment of the
Eeleologlcal Pro:f. Here may it “e moticed enly thut if men thus con-

1 7ich*e: Th= Nature of the Scholar;Lect.IIT,p.148
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celve of God as ooth active and passive, inert matter and active [orce
vhen viewed from different standpcints, the rroslem is not ro_arding

Gdd's existence vt His -a’iurc. I everything I see defore me be God;if
God and the original amtter de one where is the need and whence the
origin of the (rouf tha He exists} 3ut the prodlem for these writers,
and especially for Aristotle was to establish the existence of a God
whose nature wowld not only satlst Cosmotheéism dut would "h~ sush =zs to
transceznd the cosnos and to comprehen? it in its entirety. This is agaln
connentad ~ith and cannot de serarated from their doctrine of "First
Mover"

A This theory of a First MOver, which as has deen secn, was
employed by Plato, who thought that the action of one ;hysical osject on
another im; lied an inherent power which in turn necessitated the exist~
ence of an absolute rower capadle of moving itself anda ll else, was al
Whe time an offuet Lo wis puysival expalnations of the earlier and con-
temporary Philosophers. This ofcourse to the Greek mind imjlied the
eternity of matter, and matter too which was in continual motion. The
vYest kind of motion of Plato aecomes for Aristotle the eternal cause of
eternal motion. He szw that unless mtlon was either inherent in the
orwglnal matter or was, as it were, suxerlnduced from without, the -
universe would have remained in Lerpetual rest which was the very 00—
ite to what has. harrened He apparently favours the former and this "7
/)fwrpv Kivovy akivy 7oV . ™at he is opr:osing is thedoctrime overtly
ﬁated later »y the Epicureans,that if there is apparent in the universe
a rececding series of causal events implying motion, it is ahbsurd to
trace this bdack to obscurity and then say that there must have Heen a
time when it was not,but that the atoms of the matsrial universe,emerg-—
ed foom their perpetual homogeneity or perpetua harmonious motion -
inderendent of one another into the present condition of aetion and re—
action >y some chance deviation or hitting on one another. The modific-—
ation of this dy such schoolmen as Thomas Aquinas was due to the elem-—
ents incorporated from Christian Theiam, +he creaton ex nihilo and con-
scquent Sualism. The seraration of the mov1ng principzle from the moved
and the concertion of inert matter crected Hy an Omneruent 3oing
negessitated for these latter the ‘introduction of a power capable of
originating and conserving motion in the lifeless mass. The objects in-

carable of inducing motion on one another and the motion which was
arprent nmust se rroducedl J, svwe adequate cause, which is God. This
naturally has Yeen defended >y many Theistic writers even in syite of
Kant's criticism. Kant held that when he ascerihed motive force to a DO 43y



and thus thought of it under the category of causality he cognised it 9.
that category es an object of sense, »Out wheh he thought of " a Super-
sensinle Yeing as the first mover" and thus Hy the category of causalit!
as rezards its determimation of the world, he could not think of it as
exigting in space or time or simulianeously with other things, so that
he could have"no determinatiosns whatever, which could make inteliiginle
the conditicn of the possinility of motion >y means of this 3eing as

its ground". Hence this conclusiz:,"I do not i~ +he very least cognise
it Hv meang of +he pr~?icate cause(as first mover), for itself; “ut I
have only the representation of a something containing the ground of th¢
motions in the world." Kant no doudt i8 right here when he points out
that the conception of motion as expressing a relation bdetween the two
sensihle ohjects canhot se extended o the sugrersensinle First Mover,
Hut this statement of his conclusiun is an advance u;,on the conception
of a first mover even though it gives only "a something containing the
ground of the motions in the wotld." The argument might here make this

a roint of departure to consider the ultimate natrrs2 of motion and its
iresent"groung" of explanation. 3ut Kant apparently thought of the
argument as dealing with the nature of a supersensi®le origin of motion
pre-existent to the first motion of the universe, so that this is
rarallel with or is a phase of the Causation argument rroper. This argu-
nent from motion does not thus necessarily consider the problem of the
eternity of amtier. Whether motion be inherent in the original matter or
surerinduced at some time upon eternal mat er %y an eternal source of
moticn is not an integral part of the argument. Granting even the etern-
ity of matter, the moti~r argumant and the treatment of the ultimate
origin and natur~ of energy would je yet entitled to a cinsideration.
3ut nore of this in the treatment of the Teleological Argument. Yet the
eterneit: of matter comes in for special treatment in the purely causat-
ion phase of this argument. To the pre~christian Greeks, it was a subj—
ect of no difficulty. The matter of the wo ric four tiecw centained its
own cause:God was an immanent cosmic princijle;He was a something which
wvas the ground of the existence of the tniverse., This is definitely true
of Plato, Aristotle and the Stoics. The Epicuresans also and the Sceptics
théugh they conceived the world as in no sense in need of a transcend—
ent God, yet they thougat of it as containing within itself its own
cause. This was to a lagre extent reversed by the Chrisgians in their

i octrine of creatio ex nihilo, in which the immanence of God was
sacrificed in the interests of His transcendence. Now the Causation Argu
nent when carefully examined leads to a conclusion from which either of.

1 Critiqgue of Pure Judgment:Pt.II, Sec.91,
Calfecdt and Mackintosh, Selections from the Literatuce

of Theisn.; .252.
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these two may se inferred. In tracing the history of the universe in a

receeding order as a series of causal events it i s entally prossihle to
conceive of that series as infinitely receeding, ie., as an infinit~
series, as it is to think of it as en?ing arditrarily at any one stage
in ite renessi~n, Purther, if as some have declared, it must de thought
of as endin- somewhere, cannot it be conceived of as an unit -cont:ining
withir itself its own cause and not necessarily as deing such as that a
bause aust de sought for that initial stage, which cause to Je causa sul
What can prevent a search of a eause for this cause,ie. why must it De
causa sui any nore than any other? This as a logiccol proolem is nuv Cun=
clusive:it _roves woeusiy acall. It is on this latter that the criticism
of Kant is effective, that the 'rincirle of causality is "without sig-
Flflcance excert in the sensuous world." The theory cf causality held oy
those vhom Kant was criticising was that which the Scholastics had hand -
ed down from Aristotle: the princirle of Efficient Causation assumed Dy
tae Scholastics, »v Descartes, and sy all the Philogorhers to the tiame
‘of Hyme. "It is manifest Dy the natural light that there must at least
as nuch reality in the efficient and total cause @ in the effec t",writs
escartes. While Locke remarks," a cause is that whiech makes any other
hing either simple idea, susstance, or mode »egin to Je." Such 2 defin-
ition according to HUme is useless;"Should any one.. yretend to Anfinp -
ause, Oy saying it is somethine rroductive of another,'tis evident he
rould say nothing.",ie. he would »e defining it in and >y a sSvhonymous
erm. The idea of causality when examined must contain the two relations
ontiguity and succession and alsc an additional relation of "necessary
onnection" which latter resolves itself into ":ostant conjunction." T
hus Causation is only a succession of antecedants and consequents,
lways con-joined which ,rosduces a corresponding antecedant and con-
equent of feelingon feeling, from which our idea of causality is formed
ausality does not exist apatt from the mind. This also was the theory
of J. S. Mill, though he gives it more than'a psychic significance.
After distinguishing Setween efficient and rhysical causes he defines
the law of Causality as the " familiar truth that invaria»ility of
uccession is found Hy odservation to odtain between every fact in
ature and some other fact whieh has preceeded it, indepedently of all
onsiderations respecting the ultimate mode of the rroduction of rhenome
na or of every other question regarding the nature of "things in them—
elves". It is simply invariasle anteced»n%t and invariasle eonseguen®.
1 Mesitation IIT, : 48 (U:en Court)
Essay OGoncernins The Hbman Understanling,3%.11, C26,:.218
Treatise Pt. I1,50¢.2,r.%79 (Green ané Gross) '
e Pt. 11T Src. €.

4 J. S. MT1l: Systen of Logic: 3k.III, 05,Sec.2 r.°913.
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This limitation of the causality of nature to the henomona , was also
previously the teneNt of Kant. It was ccoording o aim, "the conjunction
of u pariicular state with another preceedinc it in the world of sense
the former following the latter by vittue of a law." This never gets
neyond phenomena for "the causality of a cause must itself de an effect
— nmust itself have »degun to He, and therefore, according to the prin-
ciple of the understanding itself requires a cause.", sé that, practic-
ally for Kant the princile of causality is an universal axiom indl spen-
sinle in all science. It was with such views of causality as these in
mind that Hume and Kant criticised the Cosmologieal Argument, so that
to e fair to these writers this must de remembderéd in any examination
of their treatment of the yroofs. Hume was ec:ertainly accurate, accord-
ing to his theory of causation, when he insists thet t»~ argument can
give no ultimate conclusion “ut thah there was an infinite regressicn
or rrogeession of phenomenal events. Kant also is justified in his
eriticism that "no phenomenal cause can ahsolutely and of itself bdegin
a series. Bvery action in so far as it is productive of an event. is
itself an event or occurrence and presu;;oses another peeceeding state,
in-which its cause existed. Thus o>verything thul Loy, ens is oui a con—
tinuuticia of -u series, and an absolute Dbegin~ing is impossidle in theé
sensuous world. The actions of natural causes are, accordingly, them—
selves effects in time. A primal action, an action which forms an
absolute beginnin~ is beyonad the causal power of phenomena;"and that,
the prineiple of causality——-" a ;rincirle without significance égcept
in the sensuous world2-is employed to help us bheyond the limits of its
sphere. This has Oeen recognised Hy at legst one Theistic writer, who
agrees with Kant in that,"In the endless regress of the usual forn of
the argumént we reach an end of efficient forces in the physical r-alm
and therewith, causation ceases, leavingthe attempt-—as ought to have
Heen seen— to prove an absolute cause adortive." The sare writ~ar peo
echoes what Lotze and others have claimed, that it is to e fraely
granted "that personal “deing at the end of the series of things or
events isan illegitimate or unwarranted displacement and substitution
— thd the argument, in fact dops not suffice to set up the perscnality
of the self-existent First Caus ®that an Infinite 3eing, who is

or causa sul cannot »oe reacﬁed Jy the ,rocess of ub&dly negative
ing the flnlte."!mg w0t a step further be taken and it He said that the
only conclusion which can "“e obtained,if any can, is that there must be
only a physical existence the rhysical antecedent of the yresent
pny51ca1 universe. The result is thal assuming Hume's and EKant's caus—

1J. 5. »i'lwSvatem of L _gie; Bk BILl, SmC.2,:.290.
 Kant: Transcendental Diakectic ,BE.IC.H Sec 9,3. r.300.

P

K J e e+ ee+  +e <. 1.3085
4 Lindsay: Recent Advances in Theistie Thought, 1 .161.:148.



59

ausality doctrine the legitimacy of their reasonings and their conclus
ons regarding the first cause mus: be admitted. Sc that Prof. Flint is
ightly attacking the criticism wheén he begins to examine the princijle
of causality. Thou:h this writer ecains little Dy saying of the theories
f Hume and J.S. Mjll,that they are"utterly inadequate statements and
xplanations® of the rrincirle of causality and puts nature as an effiect
hose cause is God,on aprarently the same level as any crdinary event,
hich is the effect of some other like occurrence, yet he insists right
y that it is the theory of Causality employed by Hume and Kant which is
o “e discussed. 'However in his own view Lc practieally harks dack to

e view of Locke. In assuming causality what is assumed, according to
rof. Flint, is "that whatever has begun to be, must have had an ante-.
edant,or ground or cause which accounys for it." Thisis guarded by the
ubstitution of®what has begun"ie. an event, for an "effect" and"exist< .
nce®, and by the saving word "ground". 3ut the manner of its emplocyment
oes not substantiate its finality,ie.,his acute atitempt to find »Hy exam
nation an:absolute beginning for the universe,"bdy reasoning back from s
ere individual effects or obhjects -or even from the supposititious state
f the universe that end in pristine hist and ether.", so that the -
niverse may in this sense demand a "ground®™ @r cause which is God, cAnw~
ot fairlv pass current in this highlv intrllectual and definitely
cientifiec nree, "hile *he principle of Causality as apostulate of scient
fic thought may be stated thus:=" everything wgich veginstoc be must ™
Have a cause” and while an indefinite regress may be complained of as
xplaining nothing “ut implyvikg = perversion of the causal princip.e as
hus understood we do yet aprear to bde left with a choice »etweeh an
infinite regress and a first cause which first cause can ve volained

nly b, an %.uroitrapy gesertion of the causal principle at the point
where it »ecomes inconvenient to remain faithful to it." The search for
beginning of the causal series is not justified by ther esults of
odern scientific investigation and the desertion of the principle at an
roitrary p.int is unreasonable. So that with Prof. Strong, who agrees
ith Prof. Flint that the argument is from begun existence to a suffic<
ent cause of thatoveginning, it may de reasonabdly contended against
iman's statement "While “"he law of causality does not lead logically

yr tothe conclusion of a first cause it compels us to affirm it","that
it i8 not the law of Causality which compels us to affirm, for this
gdertainly”does not logically lead up to the conclusion®", 3Bu%t it has
3

¢

| oo |

Jeen largely DF reverting to the rre-Hymian and Pre-Kantien theories of
avsality and Hy developing these that the modern writers have obtained

1 Blint: Theism; ;. 9€. 9%, 99o.

2 Limdsay: Reecent Advances.. p.157.

3 TennantV:Jambridge Essays: p 81.

4 A. E. Taylor: Metarhysics. Quoted in mamh. Theol. Essays.:.81.
5 Strong Systematic Theologyd r. 40,41. o
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their doctrines. In so doing some, it seems,have unfairly dealt with .

Kant and his followers forgetting that he does recognise at least the
possinhility of a causality other +than taht of the sensuous world, and
has only missed the more :ccurate view on account of his absclute dio=—
tinetion between noumena and ;lLenomena. When a writer remarks that Kant
restricted causality to the sensuous phenomena and :aintained the im—
rossidility of founding :any argument on a principle whieh with him did
not hold"execeptin relation to the world of sense", for a world that
shall lie, as he puts it “"beyond the world of sense and timew and adds
that, "when Kant restricts the validity of the principle of causality

to the sensuous world, he éverléoks how sy:thetic thought is of itself
and hov unwarranted is his denial of every sort of causality, save that
only which finds play within the rahge -of experience.", thet writer
either fails to give due credit to or ikterprets with a broad outloc

and clear insight,that section in the Dialectic called "Solution of the
Cosmological Idea of the totality of the A~*uetion of cosmical events
from their causes", ~h~arn Kant, after distinguishing very carefully
causality of nature and causality of freedom, argues, that since rhenom
ena are "nothipg more than mere rerresentations,connected with each
other in aecordance with empirie~l laws the must have a ground which
is not rhenomenal™ and accordingly," thecausality of such an intelligs.
ibvle cause is not determine? ar deteriiinaoie oy rhenomena; although its
efiecis as phenomena must be determined by other Inenomenal existences}
so that "this cause and its °ausa11uy exist, therefore, out of and apart
from the series of pnenomena,“ﬂe does not recognise the way Kant, after |
stating the Bact that "we are oblidged to acknowledge the existence of a
chain of causes in whigh, however, absolute totality cannot “e foxnd"
labours to answer the questlon,”Whether admitting theexistence of natura
al necessity in the world of phenomena, it is rossinle to consider an
effect as at the same time an effect of naturc and an effect of freedom=-
~ or whether thes: two modes of caus2lity are contradictory and income—
patinble” Though Kant concludes this section with the statement that his
intentionin it was not to prove "the actual exis*tence of freedom", hnor
to. demonsteate the "possidility of freedom”, but merely to show "thut
nature and frecdom are atleast not op,osed yet the writers since hinm
have made this the starting pcint of their reascning and have sought +to
rescue causzlity from the r ealm of phenomena and to restore it meaning
so as to include the notion of creative or formative power. As has beem
seen ahove, the view of Kant was thot the principie of causaliity was a
an walovia whose validity must de mrintained because it is one of the

1 Kant Transcendental Dizlectic: 3k. II. C.II, SeeXI,Z 1.299.
p. 305.
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logical presupiositions of krowledge and whose 2eing must de due to the
nmind itself, for the formal elements implied in our knowledge cannot
themselves be regarded as material passively supilied to the mind; and
that of Hume was, th:t causalit: was merely mental and physical sequepcé
3oth these theories are treatments of the rronlem from a wrong stand=—
rpint. Kant has not shown axd indeed it would be difficult to show thal
the causal prineiplec is an indispensinle axiom. Any effort to do so must
deprend on an assumrtion like that of Hume's tho t experience is cqmposedj
of a number of detached events. This does not »rr~-r zccurate. W& do not
conceive of two objects, one = cause and another an effect, as tio
individuals and then search, as Hume does in hi. Treatise for a link con
necting them: we rather isolate one continuum of egperience and then
within this arbitrarily isolate two elements which were formerly and in
reality inseparale, except in conception. Cause and effect are in teal-
ity not distinet and separanle’events dut merel; carlier and iater
stages c¢f a coniiiuvus process. Thisis evident from the purpose which
the rhysical sciences set Heforethemselves at the present imew— a pur-
rose which is the develojement of the conception which underlay the
answer of Le Place to Napoleon's question regarding the adsence of the
menticn of God in his Mechanigue Celeste "Sir,I had no need of that
hypothesis", and does not contradict the resronse of Legrange to the =
rerort of the conversation "Nevertheless thu% is a hypothesis that
accounts for .any things'—-ie.,the estaslishment of mathematic:l relat—
ions »etween the events of a czontinuous course, or in other words, the
desceription of the course of eventig by the aid of the fewest and the
siprlest pormulae. Fully worked out this view of the natnre 2o Yhe ex-—
perirmentak science leads to the so-~-1"ed "desecriptive" ideal of scien-—
+i®i¢ exrlanation advocated by such eminent thinkers as Kirchoff, Mach,
and Ostwald among physicists, and with various modifications, Avenarius
Munsterberg, Royece and James Ward among recent ¢hilosophers." "The
efforts of Kirchoff, of Herz and I may say of Avenarius® writes Dr. BRsh
"show the effort to eliminate explanatidn from science s +tiue uicimate
goal and to limit its Tusk (o description which shall be ss-simple and
as complete as possible.""The newer physical science.. banishes from its
termikiology all such words a& involve metaphysical adjuncts to what is
actually presented to us dy the world on the surface. It ¢ispenses with
"forge" save as a ;urely mathematical relation; it replaces "causes and
effects” Dy equations) it recognises that "matter™, with which the
scientist deals, is very distinct from the "substancs " of the meta-
rhysieian.. It admits the short comings of the mechanical theory of the

1 Se. Ward: Naturalism.and Agnusivicism Voli1, C.1

Hiert Jovrnal: Jan.1909,5.373 «
-2 A. BE. Taylor: Egements of Metarhysies.p.174.
3 avenarius and the Stamndgoint of Pura Bxgperiemce, 3ush;
Nov. 190C8.



D

09

niverse and asserts that there is no necessity for the choice of this

ather than of other methods of systematising our scientific knouwledge.
It rroclaims that its role is not explanation atnall, but only descri;
tion.™ This role it is now content to play in its tr-atment of elscirons
and radio—activity. The irineijles relati~:z to the conservation and the
transform~ti~n 2¢ s~pnergy, conservation of mass and momentun ete, etc.,
are witnesses of this manner of procecdure. In this recognition of the
continuousness of the evolutionary or transforminz process, there is ihe
tacit assumption that there is no such thing as eausality or cause.The
[r1n01x1e of Causallt\ is a mere postulate made decause oI its rruuulbai
effecacy and justified 3y cxperience, yet altogether incapable of
logical demcnstration. But even in such déatrines as the consevation of
energy, a principle, very similar to the causation principle, is con-—
tained, which may “e called the ®_Princijple of Ground and Consequent“
The formulae or the mathematical relations existing between earlier and :
later events do not represent a cause »ut express the law of the whole.
In fact in 21l modern experlmenbal science,in all search for a "how" and
not a "why" the principle of Cuusality has really been abandoned for the
more accurate conception of events as connected in a seriss Sy reason .
of an underlving grouwnd o» rrinciyle. As long as a thinker confines his
attention to.physical and experimental science and seeks to recognise
and comfirm the mathematical ahd guantitative relatiohs of "earlier® and
"later®™ stages of a continuous process, he requires to recognise only
phenomena. Kirchoff is right ,when in his introduction to nis"Vorlesun—
gen uder Mathematische Physik" in the cause of the precision of mechana
ies, he writes," I, therefore, propose, as this task,the description of
the movements which occur in nature, a description as com; Lete and < ,
simple as possi»le." So that despite therossinle lament fork helmateriai
ism of the past, it is "uore intelligent 10 recognise sciente as the
effort to descrie experience rather thon to try to regard it as explain
ing experience in any ultimate sense." It is this very fact that has
arought the principle into disrepute. While it is true that,"the sheer
impotence of sc ience to dé any thing more for us than take us 1o the
succession of antecedants and consequents cannot De too plainly express-
ed®and that "the artificiality of our whole phenomenal seguence has deen
thoroughly laid bare before our evolutional science with its correlation
and convertibility of forces", yet it must be recognised that for the
purposes of science,which are practical, not much more can de desired,seg
that "thie aspect of cause when taken simplv to signify antecedant,rather
than. relation ©Of rhenomen~ to th# which is real," may not de “abdsurd

1 Cambricge Theological Essays,1908,F.R. Tennant, 1.60.
2 Avenariuvs and the Standroint of Pure Experience: W. T, 3USH,
’ r.57, 58.

3 Lindsay:Recent Advances; 1.144.
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1 nd meaningless", if in that aspect it Je considered as a mere postulate
ealing with "antecedant" and "consequenti" stages of a continuous
rocess., It is not an axion indispensible in ali thinking »ut a postul-
te "which science invents, tentatively appiies to Nature, and finds OV

experience to Ye generally verified w1tn1n the actual limits of actual
Hservation.™

N

And before passing o1 to discuss the "True Principle of
ausality™ or rather "The Princiiple of Ground and Consequent” it might
e well to examine whether Causalltv taken in the more acurate sense
s dealing with "earlier" and "later" stages of one phenomenal process,
is carable of taking us to anythin: other than a succession of anteced=
nts and consequents. Does this clear ur the gquwesticn of the eternity
f matter. At thig point the consideration is neither of an event A
receeded Dy an event 3 and 3 by C,nor af A&3 intercepted by or trans—
formed through C ete., for now the event is A-3 ie., there is no actual
bequenoe of A and 3 for the stages of the transition are only diotiag-
shed vy an argificial and arbitrary abstraction. When we isolate, as
't were, a bit of experiense and distinguish A and 3 as stages in that
¥perience an infikite number of intermediate stages may de sought,
houghit might De an unprofitadle search. 3ut any attempt to expiain -
he"later" in time Dy a rrior in a continuous process, the conception of
an infinite regression must e employed. “The absence of a beginning
fullowWws as Nevessariiy Prom the principle of explaining the latter
stages of a continuous proegess as conditioned by the earlier, as it does
3 when the stages are taken to de distinet events.® If this be carried.
- further and the totality of the rresent cosmic system be considered as
the posterior stage of a continuous developement for which a temporar—
ly grigrstage is sought theinfinite regress is begun which can never lead to
any "cause” of the prescnt universe which would be other than a universe
of the sc:me nature with itself. Theidea of a cause, a first cause, causa
sui would »e an impossibility. The series would receed ad infinitum
unless arvitrarily interpmupted and if so interrugpted the final stage of
the regression would not of necessity be of.other nature essentially ™
than thepresent. 3ut"reason finds it imrossinle to stor anywhere in the
4  infimite regress of finite or rhenomenal causes."fhe principle of caus-
ality utterly fails to get beyond "an infinite regress to an absolute
vbeginning. "The rrorosal to prove by the sclentlflo law of causallty,the

1 Lindsay:Recent Advanoos- r. 144.

2 Camd. Theol. Tssmays: Physieal Science and the 3eing of God
F. R. rT“Snm'mt' r..€9.

3 A, E. Taylor:Elements of Me tugn, sies, 1,179,

4 Seth: Theisnm,;.4.
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existence of an uncaused 2eing seems, indesd, litile detter than a con-
tradiction in terms. Hence,"writes Prof. Seth, "the deistic God (ie.the
"Etre surreme or great cause,tie first cause) is at last discarded us o
hypothesis which is not required." The primordial stage ,however, must
contain within it the ground of the succeeding stages of the continuous
process. This will e more evident in the giscussion of Evolution whicD
by its co-relation andé convertioility of forces has insisted upon it.
Physical science with its causal postulate and descriptive method has
neglectéd the search for a temporal sequence capadle of explaining the
entire yrocess and demands rather its own immanently prevading princi; le
It has been the confusion of these two latter points of
view with thegradual shading off of the prinecigle of causality into the
more logically real Princijpl~ of Ground and Conscguent, which has given
the causation arggment the cogency it has had for m=2nv minds and has™
brought it into touvch wi*» *he Ontological Argument. That this proof
does derend on the =2dmissicn of +he Ontological to produce a ;roof of
Bod%s existence as the most'perfect existence is quite evident. 3ut how
far on the way is this proof alone capasle of leading? Is a thinker
justified in admititing that it d&emonstrates "infependent” or "uncondit-
ioned" existence? If any existence eg.,some physical opject or the
vl Luser ulusell ve singied out, thd existence must e thovght of as
rart®of a larger whole,ie.,it is conditioned existence, or at lcast a
related existence. If then the mrt of a whole exists, or if there be
conditioned existence, the whole must exist, there must De uncondit—. .
ioned exisience in the sense of a totality of inter-related existence,
either finite or infinite. A conception similar to €this underlies the
lialectic of Hegel's Lougic of which a simple examgple is given at the
seginning of his Phaenomenologie. It will surely »e granted if the veing
of the isolated existence de granted. In order, however to make' the
sroof accurate, this existence or bYeing of the so-callied finite deing
would first require demonstration, whieh only removes the solution one
step further and detrays its imros<ei»ility; for this is nol @ matter of
crosf at all, there is reason to naintain. And when the “cause® of this
zonditioned existence is sought, it is to »e found only in the explanat-
ionof its relation to the underlyine princi;le of the continued series’
>f the confiitioned existence,ie., the Kantian "intelligible (ie, non-
sensuous) existence$ which means the explanation of the series. This
latter the Telecisgicul argument atiempts, su,ported ,sm it is, oy the
ntological, which by its connection with thesé tvo arguments must
strive on the one hand té invalidate the contention of Cleanthes as the

1 Prof. A. Seth: Theism 1. 4
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spokesman of H,me's scepticism, that the succession of odjects taken

in its totality, or the entire series of evenis might itself e the
unconditioned existemce for in this case, as in the case of the ex-
planat ion of the particular causes of the individuval particles of
matter in a collection of twenty, the cause of the entire collection
would e Psufficiently explained in expalaining the cause of the parts”
and on the other hand rescue Theism from a repose in a"dim Spencerian
Unknowable™, if the existence of a God of the nature adove described

is to De concluded. Regarding the former,peibnitz has said th-t
a sufficient reason must bde given fer the entire contingent series

which metaphysically necessary sufficient reason of all contingents,
must be a necessary existent le., a being wh.se essence imvolves exist

ence,in which treatment of the Cosmological argumert he flefinitely
introdvers *ha Ont~lzpical Proof of which more mugt e said later. This
can “e atteined only by the identification of the “unconditioned™or
*independent®or "inter-related whole of existence" with the ens real
issimum or Perfect 3eing. The pgosmological Argument, whether it deal
ith the "phenomenal® or the "ultimately real®™, can, however go no
arther than to estaslish the existcnce oI wiis "necessary® or "uncon-
itioned" existence: it can give us a God who is “the ultimate Rgality
into which all else can be resolved and which cannot De resolved into
nything D»eyond; that in terms of which all else can be expressed,and
vhich cannot itself e expressed itself in anything outside itself."It
ruly "cannot of itself attain to the r=lisicus concertion of a Gog",
ut it gan and does lead,"to the metaphysical coneception", not a proof
of an unconditioned”—which is merely to say that the principle of
round and Consequent is a true =nd valid grinciple. And as long as -

he proof is content with this result, it is a perfectly legitimate
rgunent, for "it says nothing regarding the question of the one and
he many, it does not setile the question of thd ultirete nrture of

he "grounfi®of the int~rarelated universe, or of the phenomenal and the
eal, ocut simply thd there is a "whole", a Totality of existence whigh
s real, which is unconditioned 5y anything extraneous to itself, whitch
s the Absolute and which has areal Ground. This may be Pan~theism,but
t may “e more than mere Pantheism. It is the result of the conclusion
aintainedé by many, not that the infinitec is cutaeined vy ueguiiving the
inite but that the finite is known by isolaticn from or an arbitrary
imitation of the infinite which is first known. A species of Onto-
ristemological argument has been worked out with the purpose of show-

T Hume: Dialosues Qoncerning Natural Religiosn, 433.
2 Lotze: Microcosnos;Vol.IT,r.€€€.
3 HalAane : Pathway to Reality, 1r.19.
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ing that man's means of knowing the universe leads him to know the
Absolute in its true character as Rational Spirit. This is touched on
tnder the Epistemological forn of the Ontological pro.f below :it reall}
is a fusion of theCosmological and the On:oclogical. The argument here
gives "some cause of the universe indefinitely great.. Whether this
cause is the cause of bdeing, or merely a cause of change;wkether it is
czuse arart from the universe, or one wilth it;whether it is intellizs~*
or unintelligent, infinite or fi-ite, one or many, this argiment cannot
assure us", writes a Christian Theist. 3ut to speak of a First Cause of
the Absolute ,ie., of this Totality of existence, is ,as was seen adove,
surely an adbuse of terms. If the Absolute had a cause then it would not
be the Absclute or Totality. This is what Fichte meant when he said¢ "
"3eing alone is—.ie.,that ohly which is >y and throu;h itsclf, is..Tuis
dell, 1is simplie, homogeneous and immutadle; there is in it neither deg—
inning nor ending, no variation or change of form, but it is ailways
and forever the same unalterable and continuing 3eing.” Nor is this
opposed to the view of Kant, if his thought of rhenomena and of noumena
e re-interpreted and it be held,as Hegel in a measure maintained, that
the rhenomena reveal in some degree the noumena and are nut entirely
different from “intelligible existence™y for that thinkervwrites,"All
sensuous phénomena Ray.be edntingent and consequently possess only an
empirieall- conditioned existence, and yet there may may also exist a
hon—empirical condition of the whole series, or in other words, a necess
ary" being.% and again,"It has.jeen shown.. that the sontingeney of all
the rhenomena of nature and their empirical conditions is quite cénsist-
nt with the arbitrary hypothesis of a necessary though purely intelli-
ible condition, that no real contradiction exists “Yetween them and con-—
equently, dSoth ma: de true." He also holds ou: this hope.to him who
rould oppose the anti-cosmo-theist——"The existence of such an absolutely
ecessary bdeing may De impossible ;»ut this ean never e demonstrated
from the universal coniingency and dependence of sgensuous phenomena, nor
from the prineij-ie which foroids us to discontinue a series at some
ember of it or to 8eek for its cause in some sphere of existence beyond
e world of nature.® |

1Strong :Systematic Theology;r.41.
% Se. Illingworth: Reason an? Revelation, C. 2°

2 Fichte: Worksn The Doctrine of neligion,lLec.T,7.392 (Snith)

4 TRant: Critique, 315 Z1€.

5 Kant ¥ qPitique; Solution of the Cosmological idea of *he
Totality of the Dependenc> of Phenomenal Existence.

1. 316



v

67

TELEOLOGICAL

' The teleologic—
al argument takes this "unconditicned existence"™ or this "sum-total of
the continuous world ;rocess" and ende~vours to find in it its own irue
nature ie.,tc discover the character of its underlying principle or
ground. The Cosmologiecal Argument leads to a conception of a totality
of existence: the Teleological seks its character. These are closely
connected, the iatier especially with the principle of efficient causal
ity of the former. Some moderns have rehabilitated the doctrine of cause
claiming , as Mr. Lindsay does,that "power, and not mere antecedence,is |
what the metayhysical 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 source of causality, rather than trace it to the
observation of external sequences.", or as A.K. ROgers, who does not
agree that thefeeling of effort is adequate to mecet the requirements of
the rroblem of the origin of the idea,for " Between the sense of offort.
and the subsequent result there is no eonnection whatever that is transs
parent to thought", that th o seientific mraning o7 causality does not
exhaust the full content of the conception, out that."™ the real »asis
of interpretation” of the causal idea is “the rational and intelligible
cénnection present in arelated series of facts or sters united by their
association with a common end."” This views the underlying prineiple or
ground of the inter-related existence as épurposive series in which the
earlier an@ the later stages are related to one ancther by their own
intrinsic nature, so that the “world is itself in its true nature a con=
scious experience, in which alone purjoses are embodied." This has not
always been the manner of the statement of the Physico-the.logical argu=
ment and its logical justification will "e examined later. Meanwhile the
Humian and the pre-Kantian Proofs muslt be discussed.

The criticism of th#s argumentby Hume and Kant, is most
important and has not >en without effect in moulding themodern views.
Kant's remarks on +two points must be considered final. When he insists
that the proof canhot demonstrzte theexistence of a God of infinite «
wisdom and goodness, he raises the prodlem of infinitndr =n® 0" cgist-
ence. That it gives only a cause ~f a nature rroportionate to the numbder
nn? value of theindieations of design znd accordingly not an apdsolutely
wise, but only a most wise cause,is an accurate contention regardin: the
adsolute wisdom of the cause, for the assertion of the adsolute harmon-—
iousness and goodness of or in nature which is neede t0 sudjstantiate the

1 Lindsav Rezent Advances; r.145 _
2 A, K. Rozors: The Réligiars Conceptizn of The World;r.r.
144, 147 146. 4



€8

P N A [
inference to infinite wisdom and gsudﬂggéJfﬁ its author g.es oseyond tae.
alm of Lhe empirical, but it is a ﬁuestionAthe capasility or the work
of the proof is tu iLurer a cause acali, or on.y a wetued oL devervpemen s
le isa lso accurate when he remarks that it is insufficient to prove tine
sxistence 5f God as the Creatcr of the Universe, Hu:t why does he wdmit
et it is competent to "demonstrate the existence of an Architect of
‘he vorld, whose efforts are limited »y the capanilitiesof ile material
>n which he works ? It is no 3jou»%t due to the then current manner of
riewing teleology as something introduced into matter from » gsource
axternal to it. The argumeni irojerly considered ought not to aim at
.roving either an Architect or a Creator. The argument,however,which
fant and Hume ere aﬁtaokinw did aim at such a conclusion and that large
Ly secapse of theinfluence of the Creationist doctrine of Chrlstwag;tv,
rhinh allowed of a Deieti~ in*terrretation. Aristotle had spoken of O bsds
¢w«ﬁ/&n§ The Scholastics of tiae Middie Ages thoucht of God as entirely
listinet from Hut exercising an influence on the world, su th=at dodies
bhought of as composed of inert and passive mattier incapadsle in them=—
$elves of the power of knowins or working for ends are conceived of as
s0 working. Again in *the Early Mgdern Philosorhers we are continually
dearinz of God and Nature. Descartes s was seen, hesitates To mein-
tain only "Deus ex machina" vet, generally speaking Dualism was his
theory. In Srinoza's God the sane externality of the "spiritual™ or
thousht" element to the"material® or "extension" is most evident. While
*n Leibni‘z theinfluence of God which jroduces the harmony in the several’
monads is from wi“hout; his Gvé is an etermal Architect, who has eternal
matter v;on whichto rork. In fact,” during the interzal extending from
Ehe time of the Neo-Platonists to the time of Hume and Kant, themajority
of writers who dealt with design and teleology,held; =3 was secn in the
xamination of the nature of God, that the actizn, interference, guidance
r control which God wus sup;osed t. exercise on jhe uanGFbG Wwas mani-
estly upon rather than throvgh or in it. The vlﬂn wnﬁ/7ﬂ09ﬂ4¢~ﬂ~ﬂ con-
idered as too avsolutely distinet and se;arate. This is true 1o a great
“er or le:s degree, of those who even maintained the immanen~» of CGod as
qell ns Hid Transcendence,eg.,Aristotle, to some <dJegree the Stoics,
Geulinex, 3erkeley and others. This the teleolugical argument criticised
5y Hume and Kant endeavoured to estabdiish the existence of an infinite
God and implied theconception of the sum—total of existence as composed
of the universe of men and things in which God was working, thoush not
invardly and immanently bdut from without,ie.as a factor fundamentally
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different from the essential nature of the universe. Thi: is evicdenced
also By the very possinility, which Decame an actuality, of the format-
ion of the Deistic doctrine in contradistinetion to the Theistic. Now
with some such view as this of the universe an att empted teleological
proof of the existence of God was worked out. Of this Kant, as quoted
anbove, has accurately outlined the chief momenta. Any criticism of a
groof which has these as its essentials cannot go very far beyond th T
of Kant. He aprears to Lake it for grantﬁd that bhere are "manifest

signs of an arrangement full of purjose®, which some have questioned, and
his distinction between thedemonstartion of the ex1stence of a creator
and of an architeect is only another wav of in2jenting that this proo’

is not concerned with theproblem of the eternity of matter or at least
of the origin of the matter of the universe ie., thal it was not called
upon to prove the non-eternity of matter, dSut th:t granting the existenc
of the matter,it could lead tc the gonclusion that some very rowerful
Architect has so arranged the elements of matter. His other remark
aoout roportion wouid oJe more To the point nad iU oeen uppiicd W oLue
Architect, rather than to "cause", execept to a final cause which the
ﬁroof did not warrant. It would have shown, what he previcvusly had hint-
ad, that the Architect's powers were proportionate to the evidences of
arrangement of means to ends. This Kant no doudt saw, dut he evidently
did not notice the most fundamental misconcertion contained in the momen

ta else he woull not have talked of a "kind of causality——— namely,under
standing and will"—— which "reside in nature! With those momenta as

the only ones his remark elsewherce is more Eonvincing,ie.,thm; the idea
of design may 2Je only sudjective and regulative, a working hypothesis,
and not objective or "constitutive"™. Had Kant,however,recognised tnmf
merely a*»lind all-powerful nature producine the Zeinfs ~n? avents
whaich fill the world in unconscizus fecundity",had not a sudlime and
vise cause added onto it or infused into it in some manner >y means of
vhich it ecould influence it and dircet it, Hut that the cause was in
some sense within the universe,not werely residing in it, o ut Yeing
its essenti:l nature, so th-t nature was all-rowerful, not blind o>ut
inteliigeni or perdaps purpusivVe, iils Griticis. would auve tuken o &ilff-
arent form.3ut his work had its effect in at least showing the limits
f this argument and its derendence on theCosiological ie.,that only
tnen a first cause or ground of the universe was established or postulat
»d, could this yroof rroceec¢ to serch for marks which evidenced its
sharacter as intelligent or yurrosive. Since EKant, this has »ecn general
.y acknowledged and it has »emn relegated to its true function of devel-

1 Rant Yimreitique; r. BEO.
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oring the Cosmological Proof. 3ut sudsequent to him it has »een largely
modified by the mcdern seientific theories and especially that of Evol-
ution,

Evolhtlon, as evolution or as a scientific hy[JtﬂeSlo,WaS
as noticed in the historiecal outline adove, not emp loyed Hy its earli-
est and most accurzte ex;oments as a weapon to defeat Theism. Nor 1ndeeq
can it so do. I t is the pseudo- science, which may >e descrijed in the'
words of a modern wrifer regarding Ihys1ca1 seience as "a kind of sand-
wich of genuine science »etween two thieck layers of metaphysics", which
has osrought eonfusion © the entire positicn instead of the definite -
aid which the purely scientific theory should render in clearing up the
situation. 3y this is meant, tazt when evolutionary scientists huve . .
transformed themselves into evolutionary philosophers they have not
always recugaised the rightful pssition and the true merit of the scien
ce. Prof. Huxley himself wrote as follows,’|The teleclogical argument
runs thus-—~ an organ or organism(A) is rreceisely fitted to perform a
funetion or purpose (3); therefore, it was specially constructed to per
form thzt purrose. In Paley's famous illustration,the adaptation of all
the -arts of the watech to the function or purpose of showing the time,
is held to e evidence that ,the watch was specially contrived o that
end, on the ground that the only cause we know of competent to produce
such an effect as a watch whichshall keer time, is a.contriving intell-
igenee, ~d2rtine the meanc Airectly to thdat end", and sugsests that it
is possisle to think of a watch gradually evelving from a revolving
sarrel dyimeans of a "tendeney in the structure to vary indefinitely®,
and by ”svmetnlns in the surrounding world which helpred 21i varlathns
in the directbon :of an accurate time-keeper and checked all those in
dther directions", whieh wiuld destroy the force of Faley's argument:"
"for it would then Je d=2monstrated th:t an apparatus thoroughly well
adaprted to a particular purpose might d>e the result of a method of trial
and error worked out by unlnielllgent agents, as well as of the direct
i‘J[,Llcatlon Of ul€ ueals ajj I'O rlave LU uwiaL end Iy wli inbeail, &Sy

2 gent,” Wnile it must “e recognised that the writer was in this passage
nly stating the issue and a possisle line of procecdure and not stat-—
ng that "the teleological argument had.... received its death->low

4 ron Darwin."” Yet many have clained that his possinility is actuality.
arwin himself had writien,"The old argument from design in nature.. ..
fails, now that the law of natural seiection has been discovered.. There

feems to be no nm.re design in the varianili .ty of arganic bdeings.. than

z n the course which the wind Jlaws. » Or again, "I have no intention to

1 cam». Theol. Fssays: F. R. Tennant: Leci. I, €1.
2 Lay Sermons, P.330,7%21.

4 Prof. Plirt: ™eis m,r.196.
% Vol 1,0.8, ReligionJ( Letiers to Asa prey)



v

71

hritn atheistically. 3ut I own that I cannot see as ; iainly as others do

and as I should wish to do, evidences of design and bdeneficience on all
sicdes of us.I am inclined to fbk at everithing as resulting from design-
d laws, with the deti:ils whetner good or dad, left to the working out
f what we may call chance.” Now this doctrine in a wapned form haa«
trongly orrosed Theism. In the hands of Comte. Weissman, Helhholtz,
Romanes, Haeckel, the Avthor of Mr. 3alfour's Apologetics, 3uchner, and
any writers of +h@ Ratioalist Press Association, it has de:1t heavy
hlows. These Darwinists have out-darwined Darwin himself and reg rd
arwinism, not evolution, as fundamentally th~ interrrcfaticon of all
thenomena. 3uchner has said,"Darwinism is the chief suprort of material-
ism and nonism". Weismann, writes,"The rhilosorhical significance of
atural selection lies in thefact thzt it shows us how t© explsin the
rigin of useful, well-adarted structures purely by mechanic:=1 forece and
vithout having to fall Haek on = directive force." "Durwin",writes '
HaePKeL<_ zave us the key t6 the monistic exrlandb1wn of arcanism.. Mech
%nism alone can give us a true explanation of natural phenomena;for it
traces them to their real efficient causes,namely, to Hlind and uncon-
scoius agencies." Darwin himself, when concerned with the evolution of
ﬂiving organism “ased it on two postulates; the originalcreation of a
few of one “eing; and, the existence of variations, without which, he
says, natural gselection can do nothing and when discussins man treats
rrimarils of +%e nunfutian -2 nig Hody from the lower animals. 3ut it
must be admitted that Darwin himselr was not always consistent. "Some
have imagined that natural selection incdices variability, whereas, it
imglies only the rreservation of such variations as arise and are “enef-
icial to the "“eing under its conditions of life", is his contention at
¢ne time, while at an other he sreaks of natural selection as picking
out with unerring skill each imprrovement and as adle t "rroduce siructe
fres”. And his rrofessed.followers goihg further, claimed for natural
éelectlon "the lofty position of a comretent explanatory cosmic principle
It has in faet been spoken of as an"agent” or as rosggséfgf rorer"”
3ut it is nothing of the sort. even were it universally valid:Darwin Hlm-
elf at ore tim» =t least claimed it to e Hut a theory to account for
he process of evelution. It is »ut a "natural law". "Some have onjected"
rites Darwim," that :s plants have no volition, natural selection is not
a7rlica®le to them. In the literal sense of the word, noc doudt, natural
selection i8 a false term;»ut whoever objected te chemists sreaking of
ihe elective affinities of the various elements?.. It has Heen said that

1 Nvoted from Religion ,Letters to Asa Grey,in Stirling,;3°8
2 Last Words on Materislism,r.179 Se. Christian Arclogetic,r:.6.
3 The Evo;vtion Theory:r.55.5€.
Sc. Mard: Naturalisn and AgnosticismVol. T.p273
Romaes' par«in and aftor Parwin. Vol, II. C

Hfrkel: Riddle of the Unlverse,‘.264,965‘
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I speak of netural selection as an active power cor Deity; "Hut who

ohjects to an author speaking of "the attraction of gravity as ruling
the movementd of the rlanets? Evervone knows “at is meant and impiied
9y Such metarhorical exrressions." The meanins of this is unmistakeanle
The Darwinians, of whom the a%ove are representatives, overlozk the

i, Licubivils of the theory,that in the rrotoplasm or the neucleus there
is 2 power residing whiech ean respond to external influences and »y
means of which they can construct cells, tissies and organs in response
to,2nd direet adaptationsto, the con ﬁitions of life, What is this powery
‘”I?",as Prof.G. Henslow h-s conten? with sonﬂ show of accuracy,
“Darwin was risht in supprosing the C oator to have reathed life into
a single form, or to have made a speck of rrotOvlasm with its nucleus,
.. then that speck was sufficient to evelve the whole of the vegetadle
and animal -rorlds, mn01U61Q0 man, rast present cnd future. If we reflect
on this phenomenon e discover tna+ the protoplasm is endovwed «4ith a
rractically creative omniprotence. To most minds such an astounding fac
would »e sufficient of itself as an infallinvle witnacg +n ~» =mnigeisnt.
rower Hehind nature." 3ut this merely assumes the statement ¢f Darwin
and woltld not necessarily convince the sare winds of the actuality of
¢esign. This would "He as faiel as the natural selection of Darwin,to
the concertion <f *the desicn argument as implying a Deity who rroceeds 1
in *the same manner as ahuman artificer, first corceiving an idea, then
mekingz a plan and then construciing a mechanism to satisfy the condit—
ions of the plan, conceiving all the adartaticns in ithe piauts wnd

animals “efore their creation; so thet t Darwin was rigidly true to his
own rrineirles when he remarks tha®t he could nct see evidences of desig
anc heneficience on every side -f him, for nothin: he thought was nade

in anticipaticn of its use or requirement, »t its structure is evolved
by the "universal process: of self-adaptation to the environnental force
es." He could not see evidences sufficient tc justify %he teleolosy of
Huxley's description which held that "each organism is like a rifle
Sullet fired straight at a mark" hHecause for him"organisnm are llk“
grape-shot, of which one hits somethinz and the -~est fall wide.™ But
there is no necessity to take teleology in this strict sense of surpos~
ing tha* »~neh Aveeniem S5 "o pifle ullet fired straight at a mark."
While Darwin could not see evidences of this he could not, as Iveraoh
roibkts out, dlsr@nse with surerlntencenCQ nor with an agency which -

watches, ricks out, accumulates and forms", ie.,he corld not explain

Orizin of Syeeies: Dorwing 1.€3.

christian Ap-logetic. M=y, 190%2.r.10.

qugigy: vii Lhe urigin of SpeeiesjArrendix: Quoted in
Iverach, 1r.104.

Evolution and Christianity,r 10%3.
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evolution 2s duve to"siind and unconscious wgencies". Thus natural sel-
ection as an ultimate princiyle of organie evolutiocn leaves many 7 .
desiderata. Huxley quotes the following from the great Palaeqntolcp1st
Zittel;~"The naturalist evolution offers the only natural solution of
the rrohlem of the develorement and successicon of orgenic “eings...That
the princirle of natural selection discovered Hy Darwin leaves many
phaenomena unexplained is no longer denied »v even the warmest followers
of Darwin." :
; Pagssing fron Zoclcg: to 3iclogy a similar result is
ohtained. In considerins man something more than"natural sele-tion" or
Burvival of the fittest",must »e taken into account tc ex;lain in any
wav the idea of progress and the fact of the develorement from the ‘
rrotozoa vy to man. The thesries of Spencer and Huxley have nothing in
them »v which this devolorement of form and structure can »e exglained
much less th~ fact *hat there is in the vpward develorement a point
reached then a “eing comes on the stage who can adapt himself to his
environnent, not only Hv “eine modified "y the environment, Hut chiefly
the environmenti in iw orier itself. And in this higher state there are
othervelements, such as volitional and rati-nal self-cornsciocusness, of
which an account must »e given. It is not the husiness of the present
rarer to discuss the merits of different rsychological stand-roints:herg
it need only Me remarked that the onus provandi yet lies with the
empiricist to show that either volition or rational self-conseiousness
can e rroduced Sy the action of external stimuli or “»v environment. Du
3ois Reymond in his Die Sieben Meltrathsel specifie’ some seven limits
to the materialists explanaticn and among the~ are theorigin of life and
the origin of consciousness and rational thought. And for some more
recent writers the position has altered wt litile. prof. Orr in a - .o
recent work, wrltes"In the forefront, in 'he development® of nature, the
origin of life stands as a Hlank wall in *the way of any thorough-going
theory of naturalistic evolution." "Science has adandoned, with some
little indignation, the endeavour to get from matter to mind,'to derive
the mental from the physical." j

The tories of evolutionary Zoalogy and 3iology, having
h»een examined and"the rower of life" and "modifying cause" of Lamark,
and the "natural selection" and " strug.le fir c.istence" of Darwin,
having »een found incaranle of sur;lying a completely satisfactory '
exrlanation of the fac’s of these sciences, attention must be directed
to the rroblem of cosmic evolution as dealt with »y Spencer in ordér
that it may De secen whether it is justified or not in its assumption of
an indefinite incoherent homogeneity and in its passage from this to a

1 Nature: ¥ov,1,1894 Quoted in Orrs God's Image in Man p.9%
- foot-note.

o Orr: God's Imace in Man:p.118.

3:Cam». Theol. mssays: F. R. Temnant; Phy51 .1l Sci~nce and

' the 3eing of God r.€S,
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definite coherent heterogeneity v the m~ans of the rrineirle of force
and matter without any introduction of an intellectual element, external
or internal,rational or instinctive cf some nature similar to the Idea
of -Hegel, the Will of Schoépenhauver,t he Arsoclute of Schelling or the
Divine Wisdom of Leinitz. Srencer systematically excludes the rossibil-
ity of a plastic prineirle which might giev form to matter, allowed My
Lamark and sometimes even vy Darwin, Is this justifia»le? Is the law of
segreaat1on an adequate exrlanation of the harmoniousness of the hetero
geneily? 1n the organic world it will have to explain an externd and an
1nterna1 harmony ie, the harmony of the conronent farts »f an organism
and the harmeony of the whole with its envizonment. A purely mechanical
acgent is set t5 solve the pronlem of corPesrtncenoe and rrorortlon in a
living being. Regarding its internal harmony or "cou—ordinaticn" the
question mav “e asked, how and why does "integration" produce such
~om1°ta)111tv of the elements within the types themselves. To this
Spencer's theor\ svpplies no answer. Nor does it to the same question
econcerning the corresrondence of a "eing with its medium. There nust
1ave existed some definiteness in the similar elements, else why similar
hefore segregation rroduced the coherent and definite heterogeneity from
1 ihe homogeneous. Indeed with this “homogeneous" and the entire system
there is a sericus diffienlty, which Janet and others have not failed to
point out. The incefinite, incoherent, rndifferentiated homogeneity is
the result of a logical confusion only."For how' asks Janet,"can theére
e in a pri~**ive whale, ahealpdale hom-panecen forsng, 2i€F nand in
species or even in 1n+en51+y9 Ho w can there »e in a whole an external

and an internal side?" In a whole assolutely homogeneous there can be no
internal and external sicdes and the "distrimtion of force must He as

1omogeneous as the distrimution of matter® and there can He no forces
lifferent in srecies and in intensity. The rrimitive homogeneity once in
aquilibrium, will remain so indefinitely until «n internal Porce, thouzh
such is excluded »y the natute of the case, act upon it, or an internal
-rineiple of develorment, not deduced from the laws of m°ttor ané force,
impell it to dlver31ty."1n other words,if,"the indefinite incoherent
bomogeneltv in which,according to Mr. Spencer, some rearrangement nust
result, were a state devoid of all qualitative diversity and predicabdle
of tﬁp vniverse, then,. .,any rearrangement could result cnly from exter
o nal interference, it could nst “egin from within." So that with Janet,

S

1 Jaret. Final Causes yp. 270.
Ward: Naturalism and Agnosticism; Volf 1,r.223.
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"we must conclude that this Rypothesis of 2n a%solute homogeneity impli-

s contradiction.. that however hizh we ascend we must Stlll admlt the

xistence of the same and +the other, as Plato salc(7v AvTou */45;7,» )and
hat cdnsequently the heterogenceous is ou1tm as nuch a principle as the

1 Homogeneous itself.™ "Th~ homvgeneous th -+ id to develcre into the het-

2

rogeneous,must je implicitly heterogeneous from the start":"the hetero-
teneity thrt arrears in the develorment is nothins essentidlly: new, »Hut
lways "»een a2t least potential." Develorment or evolution.is not the
makike of sorethinz out of nothing, Hut the wafolding cr manifestation

£ th4 vhich in another aspect eternally is. On this roint Hegel and
egelianism have “een most insistent. '

From this it may be seen how the doctrine of the crigin
of Motion or the Prim~ Mover is a link connecting the gausation and the
Tcleological z2rguments. In discussing the Cosmological argument 1t was
seen that granting the eternity of matter an explanation of the "cause"
of motion could yet e demanded,ie.,an exrlanation of force, or,asnProfa
Flint -expressed i+, an exrlanation of the orizin of energy. Here a re-
turn must He made to the dilema of Aristotle as to whether the motion
was an inherent auality of original matter or was surerinduced from
without. If the latter "Me accepted, then the whole canhot “e homogeneous
for the cause world He = diversity external to the whole itself. If thel
former, vhich is the more accurate, which Aristotle ariarently held and
whieh Kant's view favoured, then within the whole there is already a
heterogencity or distristion of motion prorcrtionste to the distrisut-
ion of matter. Hence the assurrtion of a homogeneous mass is on either
by,othesis unwarranted, and the conclusion is reached th=t in some way
the "cauge" of motion is correlative with and immanently inhereni in
the matier in some way as its essential nature, though yet distinguish-
[able a2t least in conception from it.

Now from the a»ove sumxzry n7 mexzr> survey of the
theory of evolution it mav 9e plainly seen that evoluti-n can He viewed
from two ¢ifferent standproints. As a cosmic formula, it may »e a des-—
cription of the genesis and history of the facts to which it is appliéd
or it may “e such a description plus a metaphysical theory of their = .
causes or ultimately real nature. It may “e looked upon as ecxpressing
the gradation in the stages of a develorment, Jyv degrees or intervals
fram wha* according tc our concertion may de consicdered less perfect to

more [erfect forms. This is the scientific aspect of evolution. In it—
self it neither orjoses nor favours teleology or finality Hut it
furnishes the material for the diseussion of the Theistic proof. On the

1 Janet: Final Causes: p. 27v.

2 3owne: Theism; r. 93.

3 Sc. Prof. Seth: Theisn ;.46.

4 "our theory of the c.snos" writes Lotze(Microcosmos II ,€84)
'must somchor and som~e where recognise the actual Wovpmon* 1toelf asan
originall: given reaglity, and can never succeed in ~xtraeting it fram
rest”.Sc Snthr42 Henexlanlsm"has insisted that apv@lora@nu is not an
addition o7 that which was in no sense there deforen
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‘other hand this may De viewed met-physically.bgere again two views are
10S8sinle. This secientific theory may rossibly,exrlained as the state-—
ment of a develorment which is the successive grourings attempted by
noture until favoura»le circumstan-es droysht a»ort the exadt coinecid-
iences Mich rrodueced the present definite coherent heterogeneous
wniverse, Or otherwise it may Me 2xrlained = a gradual evoluti-nary
manifesy.tive -C oo intellizence working systematically in and through
ithe matter of the universe. The problem is whether the facis ol iTne.
caes favaur Theism or Natu-alism an’ Naturalistic Materialism. The
decision between the two view pcints is part of the rrobdlem of the
teleological rrosf of the present time, :

’ Th4 +there is order in the universe can scarcely be doubd
ted. Prof. Flint has examined all the sciences fairly accurately and
has founc¢ in each of them 2vidences of what we call order. The reign of
law is Hut one wayvy of stating the rresence of order. But is Brof.Flint-
risght in claiming that order can only  rroces2d from an intelligence and
&hat~§§§ question ofthe argument under discussion is whether the world
exhinits order or not? Kant did not raise the question regarding the
rresence of order: he simrly assumed it, or at least recognised that it
wag aself-evident truth. What Kant dissented from was teleolcgy and
finality in nature, not order an” system. 1s Janet more accurate hen
he accerts the testimony of seience as unanimously 2and overwhelmingly
in favour of order and sygtem and rroceeds to sstaslish the legitimacy

f drawing a cconclusicn from a syllogism of which this fact is the
ninor [premise and <he major is ihat,a.l "order, or strictly speaking,
all adaptation of means to ends supisses an intelligence.®™ His conclus-
ion would e that the order and the adaptation in the universe are
sizns of intelligence. Janet appears to have emphasised the less imp-
ortant rremise of the syllogism. It is not =ltogether the major premise
ich needs demonstyation nor is it ther ationality of drawing the con-
clusion from the two rremises. The question is whether the facts referr
ed to design really Jjustify this reference ie.,whether the order and

purrose~l:ke adaptations and combinations found in the universe are
referrable to only a designing and purposive Mind. mhere must De an

inductive search into nature for activity of ends. Here order and desimgn
must He Tictinonighed, Thae o tnde Af +ha andan ~f rradpetion and cone
tinuation may "e entirely serarate from the search for finality. The
former is that with which evolution is chieflv coneerned. 1t is that
which the minor rremise of this argument pretends to estaslish.But does

1 Sec. WMard: Naturalism and Agnostieismg r.eet VII.
2 yanet : Fin-1 Navses.p. 290.
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it ~stadlish finality when it esta“lish-~s order and adaptation? Even in
vman  rpurrosive or ‘ntentional acts the distimetion “etween order and
inality is sc ~arked tha* in =ny action they varv almost in the inverse’
‘roportion. Most ~ctions which are performed with the gé@tesﬁ degree of
exactness and regulari®ty are most devoid of rurrose or finality. Then
again, how many even of man's intelligen* actisns are rurrosive; have a
in~1 aspeet cr relate definitely to the continuous purrose of his life !
néd in the soiuticn f lie .rodlem of cosmic developrment it would ajrear
hat +the teleolszical interpretation,as including an aiming at an end,
ust he modified and made &ess prominen*, or,it may he, give way o a
ifferent interrretation of the order ané adaptation of the universe.lt.
seens to de going too far to agree in toto with Janet and his arrarent
follower Prof. 3owne, in claiming a%solute validity for the teleological
argument."There is no need to adduce instances of aprarent design......
3esides, all admit that in the crganie realm the world ground rroce-eds

!

1 as if it had rlans and 7irposes™, writes Prof. Bowne. Arc all agreed?

fT it rroceeds =s if it had rlansg -nd prrrposes and has thema'whgg furth
ar need has the argument? Is notthis what it seceks to estadlish? Grant

ng even th=t it rrogeeds®as if"it had rlans and purposecs this is no
varantee that it has them., 3ut are we justifie? in sayincg that the
ﬁorld ground rroce-ds thus? Does a candid examination of the evolution-
ary develorment , of which the rr~sent order an< harmony of the universe
are the manifest result, reveal that it is rrocecding towards an end or
dnl: that it is consciovs or intelligent or imrlies an element other
th=on *the rhysic=l and mechanical? This latter can »e driefly dealt
ﬁith now vhile the former “iican in reaii.y iuvolves an ideal and thus
is “eyond@ the realm of *he empirical must be discussed later. 5
| The Evtaxioslogical argument, which ought to e recognis-—.

Ad =2s entirely distinet from the argument"to design",%eing an argument
from the order and harmony of ra ture, is rurely empiricsl thouch it has
.oeen confused »y many writers with the argument for finality. In the
empirical trea2tment of the world ;rocess by Darwinism and the evolution
of Spencer and Huxley, there were,as was seen a%ove,many facts left ' ..
unexplained and #n expliecanle Dy those iheories. This wzs recognised

?t the time and has He~n more forci»ly so since. These scientific lows
are valid®only for the arpproximate methods of *he practical science

nd not ~2t°1? £ar +ha ~fagrongly axact univeran? aiatamanta AP +ha
rhilosorhers™;.."scientific rostulates, however.productive of results
rnd however necessary to theexistenco of seience and her work of des—
eription, are Dy no means to e adopted as the expressions of ultimate
keality.“*And *he verv recognition of the incomretence of evolution_
has caused, not the adandonment of the theory, it rather its modificat

ion, on the pari of wuwe, iuic a system vwhich is a develorment of the

9

1 Prof. 3ovne: Theism 1. 87.
2 Cam». Theol. Essays : PhysiequScﬁfnc@ and the 3eing of G@
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views of sveh men as Mivart, Asa Grey, Murrhy, Owen,Carienter and The

Duk~ of Argvle, contempor:ries of the aut ors of the theories. This
viewr is n-%t in orrcsition to Darwinism as a scieatific hypthesis, Hut,
s-ring its #nadequacy as a metarhysic they have denied the vier of
Helzholtz as quoted “y Strzuss,that " Darwin's theory shows how every
adaptaicn of strreture in organism can originate.without admixture of
intelligence,tiroush »Hlind orerations of a natural lew.",and in the
rlace of »lind natural selection or natural law have substituted an
intellizence. The -uestion fér the later day Darwinian is not as to the
existence of the laws on which Darwinianism was based Hut as to their
sufficiency of *“hemselves to exr-lin the evolutionary rrocess. "On
every side ",writes Brof. Orr,"we hear the admission made that while
'the fact of evelution or the doctrine of descent stands secure, the
11a"rs which Darwin. invoked to expl=in it——especizl]lly natural selection-
are i~adequate for that purrocse and that the real factors in evoluticn

are yet to seek and must... be sought within the organism."Teisnann
has gni® "Poan the mneh AcedAan meaY Am o hoee Ana Hr et Pavnsa thn

-

evolution of the livines worl? has rroceeded from a given Heginnine

is £-r from “eing settled :... The how of evolution is still dountful
Jut not the fact and this is the sure foundation on which we s‘and to
day." The history of this change ne~3 not here e iraced.The modern
view of evolution, tho'gh expressed in variocus manners, secems to have
as its chief features the ruiiuwiug: 1l,the recogniticn of directive
in-elligence in the evolutionary rrocess; 2, the denialthat theone only
mode of rrogress is Yy insensi®le gradations; 3,that nature can he
arranged in%aseending series of kingd:rs— the hi-her in each case
involving now factors, and requiring a specific cause to account for it
The defence of the two last [ these would take the present exzminatiom
tco far afield from its rresen®t yurpose. The view of the former and the
theory generally here adopte’ mAv e “est summed up in the words of the
two rarallel sections of Rudolf Otio's cotrast %Between "Darwin" and
®Rorschinsky und die Neweren" :——{1) Die Neweren——-"All organic “eing

is capahle of modification. This ceranility, a fundamental,irnner proper
#v ~f livin~ Deings generally,i ndepend=nt_of extermal conditi-ns...is

[ reserved usua’lv in 2 lat@nf form Hy inheritance. It "“reaks out here

hnd there in sudéen changes" D=rwin——Advance in nature, the"prerfrct
ann' of orcanlsms, is only N more covr lieated adar tation to external

ponditions. It is attaine” in rurely mechanical vay through accinmulat-
ion >f marks at one time vseful”~— Die Newcren—-"The adaptation .
oucght Hy natural seieciioun aws acthing to do with yers fecting;for the
rganism which rhysiologically and morphologiaclly stands hlcher are

ot alvavs Hetter adapted to external relations than those rhich stan d

v of Go¢ and the World.r.97,98-

1 Prof. Orr: The Christisn Vic

o ™e Evolutizn Theory: I, [.

3 Darwinismus von Heuts uné Theolsgie in m™eologische
Rundschan Jon.19C4, Quoted Orr,r. 295.
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Evolution is not explica™le mechanically. The origin of higher forms
out of the lower is only possisle through a tendency to ndvance vhich
residec in the organism. This tendency is nearly related to, or ident-
ical with, the tendency to change. It impels the organism, so far as
exte-nal conditions reérmit, towards perfection.” This metaphysiczl view
of Evolption does not in any way destroy the value of natuvral Selectio!
aq a descriptive hypothesis: Nor woulcd Natural Selection, were it entir
ely aceeptanle, in any way invalidate this rhilosophical interpreta®i-n
of the world; for however far mechanical deseription may “e carried
within the fiekd of »iolosy “"explanation" will nat He fully attained.
Thus this evolution exrlains organic evolution and the sanme
view is extended to exrlain the cosmic process, and zontridute the
desiderate of Darwinicnism. This at the same time meets and defeats the
objection of Hume that "i~ the naterial world rests on a similar idecl
world, +his ideal world mus*t rest on some other and so on without end",
so that *this idenl arrangement of ‘“he universe requires.a cause, for
according to this visw the material world has its cause within itself
and Godis the "cause™ of the icdeal and the material world ;rocess. The
Theist ofcourse welcomes such a *theory and clains that the something
Behind and within the great ordered develorment is a directine intelli-
gence mhich he calls God. The systematic world rrocess has as its
"ground®™ an intelligence at lecast capable of dircetins the evolution-—
ary rrocess "o its prresent r3int of ‘eveloprment. He can claim th:t
nature its~lf has Heen una®dle cf itself v purely mechani-al mesns to
Sring ahout her own aprarent order and that the 'niverse is the ef“ect
of 1ind yecause it is characterised by rroportion and harmony, which is
cnly exrliennle . Dy the oreraticn of mind. If the Theist cares. to
so estimate the evidence, whmt is to rrevent him?The gain or lecss is
all his oWn.fIh'BUch sudlime and comrlicated subjects, everyone should
e indvlged“in the li%lerty of conjecture and argument.” And for his
‘advantage here it mav “e said according to tue criiicism of Kant,that
an Architect only can "o inferred and that one whose power is propor—
tion to his work. Themodern Theist may answer that all he desires is
an Architect or artificer, who thouch he nust work fromwithin the mater
ial ané nct from without vpon it, is possessor of rower rrorcrtionate
to his work for now his work and its evidence and *he manifestation of
his rower is_.all »ut infinite. 3But is this conclusion 2f *he Eutaziolo—
gical argument logically justified? To say that “ecause A, 3, C, or D
have “ecn unable to explain the facts of the case and that the assumit.
ion of E will exralin them, thereforr E is the only explanation is not

1 Huwe @ Enguiry 147
rli i

2 Se, Stirling: Philosorhy and Religizn,r.304.



80

accurate. It has neglectes? P, G,.. ad infinitum and also that further
examination of A, 3, C, and D might reveal qualities rroportiocnate to
the task. The ccnelusion is not justified. hile it mav e argued that
Mr. Lindsat is right when to his query as to 3uchner's view regarding
"what sort séisntific reason ma: He", he answers "Te are waont to regard
scientific reason ag having resrect,:. dYefore 2all, to the theory which
Dest fits in with the faets", vet from a logical roint of view it must
e maintained that the onus prodandi lies with the Theist to show that
~rvery other®hvrothesis save the Theistic theory is to e taken as
admittedly insufficient? The proof would have to show that the order,
mdg it nct 2e called the dynamic order,ie., the order in the evolution—
arv rrcecess to the presont time and the statlic érder of the movements

of the inorganic wvorlé, cannot have »een the result of anything >t an
intelligent factor. 3ut it is legitimate to arguve thet since the human
mind sees on every kand and in the course of the development of the uni-
verse what ap;ears to i€ as order and finds on the one hand that the non
intelligent causes which have deen advanced »s explanatory, are incom-
petent and on the other that it has a concerticn of order from its own
rroceedure, it is justified in claiming that the world order is due to
the €irection of intelligehce. "Thile this postulate when made, makes
rossihle the exrlanation ~r Aegeription of the greater part of cosmiec
rhenorena it is yet a postulate ancd cannot elaim to “e logiecal proof.It
is odtained n>%t Hr -~ methc® 07 TROTT, not Avar BHE nfavanan Wt of anal-
ogv. It is however a rostulate which anvone is warranted in making for
rrrroses of science and of rractical life an” is confirmed d5y the same
for practical rurposes “fen made. '

When the design argument is gaken up and this pcstulate
for the moment neglected, what is found that is logically more certain?
The guestion to je immediutely met is whether this is emrirical or rure-
ly ideal and subjective. This does not affect 'he postulate or assuunpi-
ion made at the close of the previous raragraprh. That was there assumed
was a re:l power “Yenind and within the phenomenal develorment of the
vniverse, bDut the question here is that raised »y Kant, whether the prin
cirle of design or finality is"regulative" or “constitutive". As long as
"design" is talked of it must be recognise’ that an ideal is seing .
dealt with. In this sense "Jesign" or "fin=lity" can “e only an hyyoths
esis which the rind makes for its own c-nvenience anc¢ this cannot »e
demonstrahle. In any other way than a very loose ané metaphorical sense

1 Lindsay: Recent Advances in Theistis Thoucht, 1.204.
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lesign has no existence excert in the mind. And when desig» in the uni-
jerse is thon~ht of in what way ean it e conceived excert as existing
deally in some mind ~n? as “eing gradvally accomriished in the rrogress
ve evolution of the universe? From the rrocess ur to the rresent time

t oucht to 6947rossiblp for 4 thinker to infer that the charu.cceristics
af the tlan 1mfly an 1nt9111¢eno and to re=su. Lrom its characterigtic:

ﬁature baal fha clan will oe fulfilled. This is what the argument cannot
do. "Science, as a mere expesition of the facts of wae universe, can

ever show us Divine Dv31gn for the good reason that there is no such

esign in these facts." ,
3ut the entire meaning of the argument has changed since.

Kant, so thet, thouzh that writer mav have deen justified i~ degeri®»ing
it 2s regulative; it must nov in its evolutionary aspect He considerecd
constitutive. 7Tt deals with a prorosition exrressing, or a concertion
regarded as corresrondins wi*th, the true nature of *things. It has incor
rorated the views of Hegelian Idealism that natgre is merely the ..
"other" of reason and tha* in the history of the world process we have
the necessary stages in the progress of Avsolute Spirit on its way to
eonrlete self-realisation, for according to Hegel the universe is rat-
ional through 2n? through to the smallest detail;"the real is rational
and the retio-al is real.™ It is not constitutive in the sense of MHe-
ing a rrineiprle inherent in the hum'n mind and arrlica»le in a necess—
ary sense and wniversal manner "t as rerresenting facts and exyressing
the -elation 5f real to real or relations within the A%wsolute."Mocdern
thouzht has.. .purged the design argument of its old and external and
accidental character and has recounisel i{ie immanence of design." The
argument does not rest content with the sproradic signs of adartation
but examines the cosric process as a whole: the evidence of rurpose is
sought "in the order and the meaning graduvally revealing itself in the
whols continuous act, not any single fact out of relation to the series
of which it is a part." The question vhich it asks is whether this pro-
cess has a meaning, whether i* manifests growth, develorment, rrogress,
ete., It employs the evolution process to show that theorder of the
vniverse coes not contradict the rossihility of the presence of final-
ity. Transforming or re-interyreting Darwinism and the cosmic evolution
of the Myrxlian tyre, the madern Miaiam hag not “een écntent, neither,
without "seeking some higher prinéirle of develorment which, carrying
with it, it may Ye, the rresurrositicn of eonscious preconceiving
int2lligenc~ an? creative cause, will determins the"direceticn® and

1 Flint: Tleism, r.155.
2 Lindsay: r 189,190. |
2 A. K. Rozers: The Religious Coneertion »f The World;p 96
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init the amount of "varianility", nor with:ut cl=iming the existence
>f "far rmore thah H1lind mechanical neceasitaticn f the whole, even
mderlying, enf-rositing Reason as rthe roct and base of all." The tel-
aological argument is ncot satisfied that the evidenc is ~xaausted when
Prom the a:parent inadility of mechanical forces to surly an adequate
2xplanation of the facts of the worlo Lrocess, it infers the existence
Jof @ "wklrluL&l" sroun@€ Mehind the rhenomenal forces and then claims
that this must »e mind or something inierligent in or “er to acaount
for the ordoer of the universe, )1% w neans of thEs or Jer and harimony

the gvstem it seeks to confirm these conclusicns My maintaining that
his Sylrluhal" or ultra-nateri~l vgro.nd" is immanently rational,
and-forming,purrosive an® free or as in some cases a "purely Spiritual
Pergonality¥~ It does,*%ére is reason to "elieve, recognise that we have
"0 ric-t to assume the. "ends and purroses wiich are “eing subserved Dy °
creaticn.. as lying comr:letely srread out Hefore us in the order of
thingg at rresent knownto vs.", Hut on the other hand, it feels that
t- emphasize mere drute Pregsent fact, what has already »een brought to
the light of cay, synmed up and made fully actual, is to miss the whole
ignificance of evolution," It lotks at the MHefore and aftsr oFf +the
orld and claims that aright interpretation of the "hefore" must reveal
the hidden trend: the sugeestion, not fully realised as yet, of what
everthe less in the future will s‘'and revealed as thevital serm of
hings to come." While in doing this it has rightly, as most writers
will acmit, kept "men fast to the essence of the argum~nt, which is not
ne of the infinite atail, wul really one of mind--Mind as the inferred
esult of design-™, yet it has gone Heyond the bounds of iogical 3dcmon=:
tration. This can »e detected as the view even of those who would most
esire to defend the argument and claim that as a rroof it is valid.
rof. 3owne,in %is preface writes of the rroofs in general, that,"the arg
ment then is not demons+rat1v“ and rests flnallg on the assumpd Cexist
nce of a perfect 3eing." of this teleolozieal rroof Mr. Lindsav claims,'
we must postulate supreme self-conscious Intelligence as immanent." Yet
ven Hegel, -hren the “what is " was postulated as Reason, seems, in thosi
assages -here he speaks of the"range of the ccontingent" in nature

to syrrender that claim to demonstrate the uvtter rationality of

¢xistonz~, "Whether we .. losk at Aristotle or at Hegel",writes prof.
%ringle~pafterson, "it would serm as if it ~were impossihle Tor the
tinite mind to carry through in detail the demonstration of the rational
it: of existence." Janet in the Classic on Final Causes writ-s of the
drgunent: "No more has it the certaimty that experimant and calculat-

,C:196; 197:198,
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% Rogers: r.l0%,
3 Theism p.IV.
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ion can give ; it is a hypcthesis, a doctrine, an oydnionjit 1s neither
a theorm an axion nor a fact", and speaks of a part of it as "insuscerti
inle of dermonstration and verificatizn.” Even Prof. Flint confesses that,
"tu uoaume design in the universe is to assune hat cahnot Me yroved,
yea, vhat the Theist reguire:s tu sucw ogtinst the Pantheist ~annot He
rroved,"™ In fast to be'logically cozent this argument would have tu
rrocec? somevwhat thus: Upon examination of the cosmic process to the
rresent time it would arrahge a series of symhols of some kind to ex—
press the different qualitative s*az~s of what it consideres an imman—
ent rrinciyle; such a series for the want of “etter symdols might "e
expressed Dy the even intigers of which only a limited number are at
rresent recognisable eg.,102,104.........(N plus.1). The argumant would
+then have to show th~t en acouratn examination of this part of the
series ould reveal its true nature as a whole so that those rreceecding
102 an? those foltowing (N plus 1), especially the latter, ézuld ve
inferred with aeecvracy, for neither are as yet definitely k»own. And
then, furtier, it woul? »e incymbent vron it to demonstrate that the
latter ,mag it not He said the last,memders of the series, for it woyld
have to 2e d~finite if it were of teleological significance. were the
only ones that could and that they must follow by reason of the Rature
of the few known. Mr. Lincasay agrees"with Mr. Morris in thinking that
tuie true rath of Theistic rrosress lies today in tryins to diseern the
nature of the end for which Thiugs sudsist Dy deerer siudy of the nature
of the rrocesses th2t make for the end—make for it,too, in a world thot
is quite unfinished." This world he difficult if not impossinle even
granting that the world rrocess could "e thus symvollically indicated.
3uvt it is impossisle ac urately to dotthis, so that tho whole task is
hopeless. "Qualitative diversity" writes Brof. Ward, "may Se replaced Yy
quantitative formulae and the range of mathematic~l description extended
without assignanle limit. Bu® such proceedur~ is rlainly one af abstract
ioh and —if carriecd to its uttermost— leaves us.. with adsolutely no
real content to which our num»ers and diagrams correspond and ap ly."
Pro®. A, C. Pigou claims in his modern Mook on"The Problem of Theism"
that the eonvergence of many rhenomena  to a "rrsult" e na nroof uhat
the result is"foreseen"and"degisned". Is it not true that the view of
Jr. I1lingworth when he cl~ims that the confirmation of the prasence of
intelligence at work in the universe is that man's intelligence calculat
es cor+a1n ef"ects which in time are rroduced »y the workine on nature

1 Lindsay: y. 3272,

3 Plint Thsism, 1.154,
3 Lindsavy r,213,
4 Se. Divine L..anence and also Reasor ané Revelation.
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is not a confirmation that finality is present in the vniverse, "ut
rather that man's quantative cenotation is acurate enough to allow aim
to calculate the yrocecdure of natire's forces hecause they are accuring
ngularly more on the analogy of man's well formed hn»dits in the ansence
ofinite design ranther than “Hecause they are designed Hy an intelligence
nalogous to man's? And when the argument is closely serutinizec it is
ound afte~ all to “e an arpsument from analogy ,yet a rermissable argu-
men®, ~n ahdlogy rermissable for practical purpcoses of life, since man
ust 9ecsin in all his interrretation of data from’ the stan®pcin* ~f man,
owever, any argiment from 2nalogyv c¢an only give rrovanility anc the
resent teleolczical argument is no excertion. Thus here again, even at
he “est and ziving the Teleologist the “enefit of the rossisility, it
s rossihle only to make a postulata or sssumption that the world rrocess
S (roceeding 1ntelllvent1y an? purrosively to ends.
Then azain when the results of the Butaxioclogiczl and
he Teleological arguments are combined there is hut little advance. 1.
#as found that an assunmrtion of an unknown somethlna manifesting itself
in the evolutionary process was justified and then from the order of the
niverse and -f the cosnie princirle = that this "something®™ could
est he conceived of as a dircctive inteliigence. When this is done ther
s a strong presumrtion to think of this as workines to ends or an end.
he examination of +he rrocess leading to the rlausi»ility of the szme
ssumption confirms the position. And =nother fact which can then e
mployed is th-t in man who is a rart of the great develor—ent,in whom
t~rhars thig intelligence shows itself most plainly there are ev1dent1v
signs as well as = ~~nacionsness of an aiming =t ends. If this bde certai
and the prosess can "Ye viewed 2s an entire whol ,hich ofcouse is.not
vnquestioned Hy some, then it can H2 argued thnt since there is finalit
in one part there is in the whole. 3ut admitting all this, admitting
even that the details whieh do not arrear to manifest design may all be
explicable and some dny exrlained on this hyrothesis,ie. that there is
evidence of finality througiuul the entire system, enoush evidence is.
not yet ~ecumulated to elevate *his argument to the pusition of Proof.
There remains the question raised »y Hkme #n his "Of a Particular Prove
idence and of o Future State". He puts into the mouth of Ericurus the
following words: while we argue from the course of nature, and infer
a particular intelligent cause, vhich first Hestowe? and Sbill Ereserv—
es or: fer in the universe, we emdrace a princirle,which is “oth uncert-—
ain and useless... It is useless; “ecause our krowledse of 'his cause
Deing derived entire!y from the course of natvre, we can never, accord-

1 Page,150.
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ing to the rules of jus*t reasoning, return dack from the cause with any
new inference,or making ~dfitions to the common andé experienced course
of natvre, estadlish any new princirl s of conduct and behaviour.", or
1S previously, "VYov e@asm nat 4+n vamemher that =11 your reasonins én this
subject can only e Brawn from effecis to cayses; and that.every argu-
ment, deduced f-om causes to effect, must necessarily »e a gross
sorhism; since it is impossinle Tor you to kniw anything of the cayse
Jut what you have antecedently, not inferred hut discovered to the full
in the effect.” ‘

. Sg that, as concluding the present discussion of the
"Teleological Pro:f", it may e saicd that mueh the same criticism of the

prwof as that of Hume ,Kant‘anﬁ Lotze whieh was relevant in their day
arrlies to the proof in iis wolorn developed form., ~fiile one may He"Hold
enoughto claim, on »ehalf of Theistiz thought, that its zarch has een

a magnifiecient rrogress in vividness and grasp of the grandeur and of
the glory of an illimitasl~ working,... one,too, the conformity to rur—
rose of whose beatvty ands ublimity reason has stujriornly refused to
regard as explicahle otherwise than as the ~2xyression-—o0hjectively exist
ent, after every 2llowance for what has “een contriduted »Hy the mind of
the suhject— of Designing Intelligence", yet it must e recognised
with Lotze, that in order to rank as :roof, it would have to satisfy
several requirements which it can fulfil only with prohability. While

i+ mav e agreed that "ends and means are inconceiva®le and impossinle
excert as ifdenl or suhieetiv~ »~1-%ional gugtems which the creative
vnderstanding abdsolutely produces and the will rerroduces in Nature =s
real or odjective rational systems", on the other hand it must “e admit
ted that the arguments here classed rnder the meleolozical rroof do not
logieally demonstrate that the world "ground" is Intel'igence or Ming
rursuing an end. At the same time it must “He ever remembdered that the
proof is ull the while rroceeding cn the assumption of =2 “ground" of
"totality" taken over from the Cosmologicil Ar-ument. |

ume: An Enquiry ~oncerning Human Understanding C. XI.
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ONTOLOGICAL

The criticism o7
he @ntologie=zl Proof, as that of the other two uust necessarily e
antro—centric. Yet its weakness is evident even hefdare it falls into
e Hands of Xant. In what has a“ove bde2n terred the logical view of
he argument there is a difficulty patent even in the discussion of it
by Leidnitz, which depends on his entirs philosophy. He definitely
tates, as quoted avove, the rosition covertly 1ield 3y Descattes, tha®
xistence is a :redicate. In ais Primary Trioths, he mzintains that all
rorosition are analytie, also in another rlac in his work he says that
every rredicate is truly containe? in the nature of the subjeet"  And
t is on this that he Hases his Ontolocical Przof. If this be granted,
{hen his »~~f of the Possinhility of Non-—contradietion in the concept-

f God may ne =ccurate. Hid demonstration depends on hie Failure to
rove that the contradictory of the rrorcsiti-n "A and B are compataple"
s necessary. "If it is not necessary th=t A and 3 cannot exist in the
ame suhject, thev therefore exist in the same susject, an? sinece the
easoning is the same in regard +o anv other assimed qualities of this
ind, uhercfore, all rerfectiong are comratasle. Datur ergo sive
gntelligi potest susjecetum omnium jperfectionem sive Ens Perfectissimum.
Inde ipsum quoque existere ratet cum in numero perfectionem exisuicutia
ontineatur." This involvwes the identity of the Law of Identity and the
rincipium Contradictionis. If this »e true, if the Prinei;ium Contrad-
ctiois and the law of identity are identical, then the former is -a . -
ynthetical ;roprosition an¢ hence there is at least one propesition
hich is not analytic. And $o *his pro:zf is invalidated since proposit-—
ons a“out a simple rropertry A or 3 may e synthetiec. mhere are also
other propositions which are considered synthetic,eg.,mathenatical and
elational. If existential rropositions are truly synthetic we ahve one
rre proosition ahout Leidnitz's monad which is not analytic. 3ut on the
her hand, if exis*enns “» » rrerieate, then accoording to Leibnitz, it
1st e contained in the concert and notion of it and so his mon-?
lvays existed and God on his view would »e superfluous.

It was against this fundamental error in the view of
eivnitz that Kant directed his criticism. H¥me Hefore him had seen that
ne concertion of the existence and the non—existenc~ did not involve

32 contradiction because exisicnce is an empiriezl fact, a position in
race and not an attribute and predicate, so that no existénc- ccul? se

§emonstrated'a rriori. While Hume's view and his remark abdout there
peing no 3eing whose existence implies a contradiction have “een large«

1 New Essays- Lanjley Trams. ;.720 Of the Method of Disting-
uvishing t»e real from imaginary rhenomnena.

2 eeee .. cee e ©-714,715. Gerhard's Leinnitz
Phil. Schrift. VII,2€2.
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Largely overlookeu ia Tie 5ubsequeht treatment of the proof, 1is critiec-
ism and that of Kant have heen widely accepted oo conelusive. Scre hnve
criticised urfairly, partly cut of a gesire to retair the argument, and
bartly out of a comfusion of the Psychologiczl or Epistemclogic=zl and
the Lagical asrects of the praslem. It should »e rememdered that Kant 1in
discussing it,is discwssing4it as a logical rrohlem. Prof. Flint in
pprosing Kant's eonelrsion writes," mere existence is not a predicate ,
wut srecifications of determinations of existence are rr-Zicasle." This
is quite trve: the effect of the former on an attempt to rrove existence
has “Yeen seon £hove, Hut the latter statement is superfluous to the
losien]l argument. Further he continuves, "Now the argumen® nowhere imrli-
pe that existence is a rredicatesit imrlies only that realitv,necescity:
and in“ependence 5”7 existence ~rr rrafinateg of existence." The latter
is quite true of the argument as prof. Flint wouvld state it , mt the
former is false for the arsument as Kant ceriticised it. statements such
as these ¢ not invalidate Kant's ceriticism : it is of permanent valuve,
as directed against an "Intelliginle” non-sensuous Deity who stoxd trans
cendent and iu eaticrnal relatisn to the universe. "Tc conclude that he-—
cause the notion of the most perfect 3eing includes reality as one of
its rerfections, therefore, a most perfect Heing necessarily exisis,is,
50 oyviously to conelud~ falselv that, after Kant's incisive refutstion,
ny attemrt to defend such reasoning world He useless",writes Lotze,

ho also acdds, "We do not from the rerfection of that which is rerfect
mmediately deduce its reality as a logical consequence; “ut without the
ircumlocution of a deduction we directly feel the impossinility of its

" hon—existence." "It is no 8ou»t rerfectly true”,writes a modern Theistic

r-logist, "that the O~tclozical or a rriori argument has with an ever
increasing elearness, “éen seen to Yo utierly vnasle to “tidge the a»yss
petween a mere iden and a faet". It is ofcourse unquestionable that |
"Yant has forever 1-~92 +hia arectre of ahgtract thousht as something
tha# has no relation to the roalm of ~mality." Mr Lewes writeg ~° +ho
Anselmi=n argiment,"It exhibits to us only the srectacle”of the grossest
elf-contradicticn, macde psssi®le “Hy the attempt to prove rrecisely sur-
jectively, the most perfect onjectivity". Ueverwee's remark that "every

inferenc~ from dcfinition is only hyrothetically true, with the pre—

urrosition, thzt is, of the actual existence of the subject", agreces
w#ith Kant's rosition that existence is not 2 predicate and shows lae
"absurdity of comyaring together two entities, che of which shall not
#xist out only He thought, while the other shall "He Hoth though% ang
?xist,and infer-ipc that this latter, as greatest, must not only exist
in thought,ut also in reality". Dr. Lindsay admits that ‘he reasocning
$f Kant was all-availing agaimst the"Anselmian and Lei nitzian modes of

23 Se. Sigwart:Lozie Vol,I,(Dendv) rld3 S~2.23,

1 Prof. Plinty Theism,r.279 2 ihHid.
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rresentati-n". As Brof.Wallace 17s saié@ of Anselm and Descartes in this
conr ectisn="As Kant is suircsed to have forever shown-— these decepti
decertores are now universally discredites." Thus it is found that
there is little for which to hor~ from th~ Ontologieal a priori argu—
ment of this nature strirred of all its cosmological ané psychalogical
neeretions. It is certain that as 2 formal syllogisn it is faultv and
1nanequat0. "The maior yremise in fact 9y rresurjosition contains with
in 1t the whole case"

The import of the other rh-se of *he ~rprment termed
anove, the Psvcho]oolcal or Hetter the Epistemoloziczl, ma: »e easily
discovered in t-e “rief historiecal outline given adove. As for Plato
there was an inter-relatec system of ideas, so for the Hegelian there ig
an Adsoluie—— an orrarently comylete system of truth, goodness, anc
yeauty. And in Inowing any truta the human nind is aware of the ansolute
This theory is e vidently not intended to be taken, as souwe have €X— !

rounde’ it, as meaninc th-t truth is vltinmately one and that the eter—
nal truths, not derendent on the-hum~n nind's perception, must He perc-—
ceived "y @n Bternal and Infinite Mind. This wouléd involve all the @iff-
jeculties of the Leihnitzian proof from eternal truths, which 3. Rgssell
Jeserines as "scandzalous" Hecause it confuses God's k-owledge with the

"

truth He knows. A more accurate deseription woul~” bz that it identifies
the atgrnal truths or rather the system of truths and also of 3eauty and
of Goodness ete,,with God. As Aristotle taught,"He (God) is Thought",or
as Malebranche claims, we see al! things in "Intelligisle Existence"
This arrra~s *+o He the view point of the Hegelian system =s a whole,of
which Prof. James Rovee writes th~t iniit " *he "ro7ins rroress....in
its evoluticn, anéd in its entire constitvtion, nzt only rrecisely crres-
rondsto, Hvut is identical with, the essential nature of the world, the
ohjeet or true Heing, which is known, so th=t not only the theory of
knowledge cunnot De separated from metarhysies, “ut also the theory of
the constitution of the rniverse is identieal with the theory of the
process by which we come to know the universe". "I+ has. coric Lo De main-
taine?, as we tae it,"writes Mr. LlnGSay;“that this proof, striyped of

'rll th~t does not »elong to its essence, amounts really to .an assertion

bn the part of the Buman sririt of the actvalitr of its ideal, which is
h self- that is Perfect and infinite." Is God then merely an 1dea1 or has
the argument nothing tc do -with God? "The deeper meaning of the rroof
has been seen to be that the self-existence it assumes is existence =%
1 Hegel's Logic: Wallace; r.415 '
2 Stiriing: Philosophy =2nd Religion p. 191
'3 3. Russell :The Philosorhy of Leimmitz.
4 3~1dwin Diet. I,p.455%. Hegel's merminclogy.
5 Lindsay: Recent Adveonces in Meig*i- m™hav-ht n,,214
Page 78:: 7&8‘ stirling £.185 % Quot~d in Stirling r.186.
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which is spiritval®™. "We maintain", continues this Hegelian, “"that the

hilosophy of Theism finds in the spirit of man that which so trans-
cends Yature, as to make it ultimately irratiznal tc rest in hHarren
rationrlism or in anything short of conscicus communion with that un'
versal rresuyr:csitizn o” all -ur thinking." The Hegplians claim that
Fant sct out under the misayirehension.that Ansaln coveri2i taat what
exists in ‘n%~!7eetn eoxiatg alen in re, whereas Anseln naintained that
existence is of necessitv in the concertion of God, Its tenent is th~*,"

thouecht itself seems to demand a unity of things whieh shall He ulti-
mate, anc¢ this argument is but an affort to cive logical form to our
helief in such an vultimate., God is the Ultimate iich thorcht so demands
—is the vltimate concrete totality.™ | -

3 : . Now in Hegel ung Hegelianism there is scomething so
at+ract1v@ that tqe entire system and particulariy tuae QOntologica
rroof has, withouvt dissection, “een readily accepted »Hy some Theistic
thinkers. This may be due to wa=t some nay call its comprehensive nature
or others its digfuseness, »ut more accurately rerhaps, to the fundament
‘al truths which a careful study of it reveals as latent in it. At least
éuch remarks as those of Dr. Stirling, ~hé is not orenly znti-Hegelian,

buvhb to indace wariness in the 3c°eptance of the treatment of the

rrbof The latter writes, "Hegel,in fact, will not satisfy many readers
in these rroofs of “is for the -existence of God. They seem so diffuse,
S0 vague, SO incefinite;even to abound in so many repetions, in circum-
ocu*ti~ng, in strange causes out of plaop or insusceptible of any mean-
ne in their jlade—_in short,so c¢-nfuse®, *=v, ~~lonrless and vnlnberest
ing that on= mronders that there ever was found a class of young men

ahble to listen to then." Now however true this may He, it is also true
that dryness and colourlessness are no guarantee of illogicality. Yet
1egel and Hegelianism are not without difficultied. One who confesses
Yimself an out and ouv idegclian writes regarding the Ens RgalissimumThe
Jiuﬁcment then starts with a®this"™ and the “this" wien we follow it out

s found to de related to and inseparanle from the vniverse taken as a
whole. In the individual I have got a rotential and implicit relation— .
$h1p to the whole universe, -and the judgment starting with this proceeds
o unravel the system of reality." "Enowledge is thus a continuous judg-—
ﬂent proceeding always Hy a qualification of what is real". T. H. Greenh\
also claims that it is the "Eternally Complete Conscizusness",as far
ealized in or communicated to us thro:ch modifications of the animal
rganism, that costitutes our knowledge"™. It is also implied in the
thought of Bosanguet that each rarticular judgement i~ orily a fragment of
ono sincle assertion,ie.,that the whole body of true Trorositions can be
mducr=d fromthe 1na1y51s of one tru~ Prarmneftion, 3ut regarding this, the

122 LindsayV p[.;. 214fF,
4 Stirling: th]. s~? Relicion r.188.
3 3inlicthecea Sac-a Jan. 1909. r.40.
5 Haldane, Pathway to R_ality r.1€0 Lec. €.
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question must e raised whe ther one truth can e deduced from another
or not and the answer must be that no inference follows from a single
rrenise. This is examrlified in +he seciences. Geometry recognises 1
numher of Axioms and in the Loecic of Geometry it is necessary to show
that ecach axiom is 1ndekendenu of“each other. Again in *the Science of
Locie there are the twa, the"Dictum éde omni et nullo" an? the Law of
Identity,fron which a Hodv of truth ean Ye deduced, Sut one ean never
be dcrived from +he other. Thus regarding the unity or the Asoluteness
of truth there is a difrficully in its explanation:it seems evident that)
there must e at least two differentiisted elements in .y su'h sysiem. |

And_this difficulty must extend to the view of Hegel, simce for him God,

and Truth are synonymous and interchamgeanle. This disparateness or
lack of unity in the AWsolute is also aryparent in the system of Hegel,
where he endeavours tc connect Logie with the Philosorhy of Nature.
3eginning with Natore and Myn? as distinct forms of reality and seek-
ing to satisfy the demand for a comrlete system he was led into some
@ifficulty in estahlishing a relation “etween them. His statement of
their relation varies according to the staces in the history of his
svstem.Nature comes to de the form to which Mind passes in ordér to get
ri? of the limitation Impl e in aelf_kn-wledges "the externalixation
of the Notion of Mind in its rrocess towards eomrlete realiaati~n"
Finally, Lvgic Hecomes the surreme science and the Idea "creates nature'
The idea is in its totality 3eing, and as such is Nature, for the total
ity of what is is simply Nature. This is the result of one form of his
Dialectic method in which he endeavours to show that the develorment of
the ideal process znd of all the comrlex inter-relationships, whiech it
involves, is itself a fact, relatively inlc.endent throughits very uvni-
versalityof the single subdbjective stages through which it has oscoune
explieit, so that, in discovering the inev@itable character of a given
process of thinkin> we have discovered the only truth that at this stag
there is to know. This truth then becomes "“immediate®™ and its actu~’
ity is experienced. That is to say the ideal construction gives us a
demand for a certain syatem of conceptions or relationshirs, then we ar
ledto ask, if there be not some ohjective truth correspcnding to the
ideal demand and finally this idenl demand shows, Hv ite ver: universa)
ity and heeessity that it covers the whole ground€ whieh any onject coul
hArs accupy, "so that the fully grown 3egriff is itself the ohject
sought, the curtain is the rietur~ ~n? the thought is the Seing™. The
vniversal laws of ideal rrocesse taken together with the yrocesses
which embody thes~ laws, are equivalent to all that is properly to He
meant My reality.. Here according to Wallace, Hegel has heen lured on

m, U, Grernes Prolagomens to Bthics r.82.
Sc. 3osanguet Essontials of Locice Lee. IV r %8 £F.
3aillie: Hegel's Logic 1. 315,

Hegel 1,°gic, IIT, 26.

3aldwin chtlonary Hecel's Termlnology Vol.1I,p45%7.
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t20 far Hy 2 daring raradox. At this roint there is a difficulty
gimilar to the above. In this transition there is a transition to an
otherness. Nor ecan the idea He adbsolutely complete and self-determinate
if this =ction is to get rid of a limitation. Similarly, Locic, the
Science 6f the Avsolute Idea canrot We a closed system and yet require
some conpl etion from without. Ané further, as Mr. 3aillie roints out,
if Locie actuall+ coversas for Hegel it rrofesses to do,the whole of
reality, then all the essentially constitutive elements of wature must
e eontaine” within the Logis and accordingly, ificapable of completing
it. Other inconsistencies are not wanting. He avoids the paradox that
miahte gt first held “ut afterwards abandoned (and from which some of
nis followers do no“ seem to "2 entir~lv frae) "that man estadlishes
God's existence . creating Him and makes the ground of His experience
the consequence of the Exrerience itself", and recognised the inadequacy
of “ecinring with anything less than the whole. However, while Hegel
may De allowed to He on safe%ground «hen he regards the Assolute in Rel
igian as transcending Religion and when he falls hack on Experience for
the content of Logic".yet,"when he regards tue ohject dcalt with in the
two cases_as the same , the inconsistency is toc perilous to be left
un-noticed", Again that the content of the Term .God is entirely
covered »y the content of the term Truth is not evident. Logic does not
rerefctly reveal the absolute nor is reality in its essence 2 process

Es reality is ahsolutely continuous and indissoluble, otherwise experi-
ence would cease. If we coulcd have 2 single immedincy of EXperience in |
Fnowledge, knowledge world not He kmowledge, Hut experience. Underlying

all this and the estimation of it is the problem of the relation of
‘tnhj@ct and ohject. How can that which is "subject" "e also "ohjeet", if
ruth De a system, 17 H7in~ "~ one? The develorment of Hegelianism of-.
ourse shows that according %t: that system there is no differen-~ »" <
etween sunject and odjeet for if the sysgem He true)3eigg is the ground
f suhject and ohject. The view of Hegel was that "fa from susjeet anc
Dject seeming identical they aprear serarated by the whole diameter of
being. Still, let the difference e nasserted to e as adsolute as poss— .
ble, it is evident,even from the view currentl; taken econcerning their
elation, that on the one hand eonsciousness has in kiowledge some truth
hat is, there i: always some identity, some agreement »etween subject
and object; and on the other, there is a closer intimacy, a nearer agree
ent Hetween consciousness an8 its .object in some spheres of experience
han in others, though in none short of ahsolute truth is the distinetio
4 Wal'ace: The L7gziec Of Hegel, p.8€.
1 Hegel: Lagic; -TI1 B42.
2 Sc. 3aillie: Hegel's yogicsr 316,17,18,
3 Se. Mackintosh: Hegel and Hegelianism r.275 fT. foot note.
4 3=2illies 1.335. & 5 1i»%id r.3%e
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and oprosition removed entirely". "Natural Rfalism” clains that the
vltimate reality, 3eing, is manifesting itsel” in two modes sudject an
ohjeet, vhich are finite @ifferences within the Absolute. "eing" writ
Dr. Laurie, “never wis and never will e dut always is undividedl:
present,everyvhere self—ide-ntis»l as the continuvum wlijich hoids all
hings together—the one in “difference. I differ from you and froem a
ree or a stone, »ut we are all alike: we are onz with a cifferenc~®.
uhjeet and Ohject are one in 3eing Hut neitier is cancelled."There is-’'
ne 3eingin WM~ =nd art AF which all differences arise, including
he supreme orrosition of Subject and O»njeet". This is Analism »Hut they
re careful *to roint out ,"™ not a dualism of antagonism and seraration
of suhject and onject, mut a dualism which tak~s account of Hoth factors
in one whole -~f system—suhject-onject”. Yet it is dif7icult to go the :
éntire length .7 20lding that God's method of externalisation, the syn--

22

D
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thesised orrosition of subjeet and negating ohject, when explicit, leaves
no distinetion or difference Hetween subject and odject. Wailc the ues
tion may Me legitimetely asked and even with aprejudice in favour of a
negative rerly "who has the right to say that the rhenormenal moniCest—
taticn 2° wnivérsal mind are"essentially different” from finite mind?"
may not the counter questiocn “e asked, "Who has a right to say that ap™|
"objeet" is a rhenomenal manifestation of universal mind?" Has this "3«
heen estadlished or is it only an orinion? Further,as a manifestation
of mind, effected Hy negation, may it, or indescd must it, »e capnhle of
knowin~? Can an "object" always »e a"subhject"? If man's Hody is wiith-
in the rature system and in continuily with it and his nind within the
mind system ~~* in eontinuity with it, the two can ™e sudsumed in "One
Conerete”only “y a deprarture from Hegel's own rositi-ne— a derarture
which do6s not ~prear to justify itself. This is thougﬁt to He reached
in a higher experience, in whi~h will and thovght and feeling may all
)= one onse more, “ut whieh is really a return to the imnediaecy of a
bower experience gf feeling. This was the view of Lotze, Schleiermachey
3radley and cthers. Prof. Seth has dealt so clearly with*the position
of *he latter that his words are wurih juoting. "According to Mr.
Bradley, knowledge inasmuch as it is relational throughout is defective
as such: it makes distinctions (it distinguishes qualities, for example
in a thing) Hut it never reduces its distinetions to a real mnity. The
very relation of suhjech and object :ust exis®t in ovefj instance of
I'mcwledge anc¢ implies a difference not overcome. But in the Absolute
all differences must “e overcome, perfec! unity mist bSe realized; thére
must be wiat is called an"all-pervasive transfusion". Now the only hint

h

1 J. 3aillie Heg~1's Logiec [ .1EC.
2 Laurie: Synthetica; Voll, r.59 & €3 &86
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e have of such astate according to Mr. 3radley,is in pur~ feeling——the
giffused s nse of deing, auvt of which our -onsciors life seems contin-—
rally to emerge. The first cawn of active conseiscusness intrcduces the
fistinetions of knowleuﬂp into this charact-rless vunity. Indeec, Mr.
Bradley 2dmits that we hardly poss~ss the siate of mere feeling,"as more
than th=t whleh we are i wice act of loosing®™. I would so further and
say more definitely tha®t it is a stage e never -¢iLuall, realise, thoush
tre seem at times to arproximate to it; and tonceive it as "eing reached
psvmrtotically in the lowest forms of orgaric life. Such asymptiotic
aprroach consists simpl: in dropyine one »y one the distinctiens of our
conscics existence. Consequently the state is describa™le onl: »y negat-
Eves an® its realization woulé¢ mean & larse into unconsci isness altoge-
ther.""Sunject® woulé hecome "object™ Hut not “odjeet", "sunjoet". The
gifference remainsg, for when thev bhecome identical su)1oot"1s not at
all. The last state is worse th:n the firstfor knowledge would not
only  not “e krowledge,it would not even e experkence,but it would be
ﬁescienee. After all saidé and done, while Mecel has »een -f inestimanle
service in insisting on the rational char-et~r ~* +4o vniverse, yet is
not the making of Thought the exclusive rrineirle, either to go to an
extreme or t- use "thovght" in a non-natural sense. There is the danger
éf reverting to an ahstract view similar to th=t of Plato,even less
atisfactory than th-t of Plato, and "reduveing the vniverse to a Phant—
asmof the intelleei~ an impersonal system of thoucht-harmony —.or, in Mr
Bradley's vivid phrase,"an unearthy Hallot of blooéless categories"",
gainst whiceh 3radley's"Arpearance and Reality”is possinly an OVEP—AbuL-
us rrotest.

This has carried the discussion far adrift from- the
egelian treat-ent of the Ontolcsical Proof, “ut it has at least helped
o make it evident th2* on Hegel's own rringiples the Being , the Axsol-
yte Truth which exists »y reason of A kKind of subjective necessity, o
(Which is rresurrosed in all logical thinking, cannot »e démcnstrated to
»e identical with The Absolute,the absolutely Real, with God. 3ut Hack
f and behind all these difficulties, even if the adove examination he
#~irlv accutate, there lies a truth in Hepel,lé.,tﬁa' there is something
hat transcends mere *“H3oluvi~ trnth,or Absolute 3eauty, or Absolute Good
ness an¢ eomrrehends them all in 1tself. Hegel held, as note? ~wove,that
la Notion is no mateh for 3eing", and answered to the crities that "thos
who like to taunt the rhilosorhiec idea with a difference “etween Heing
dnd thought, might have admittec that Philosorhers were not wholly
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ignorant of the fact! 3ut he maintained that certainly i¢ werld H¢ o
strange if the notion, the very heart of the Mingd,the Ego, in a word,thé
concrete Totality we ~all God, were not rich enough to emhrace so poor
a eategory as being, the very porest an? mos? ahstract of all."_In the
Anselmian statement “he kernel of the truth was contained, for it was
sai” by h1im,"God is the only Necessary 3eing. He is the Whole, the
Ahsolute, the only God", and no rruof of his existence is possihle or
necessary. This is vhat was seemn in the eriticis~ <f Hegel's Lozie,ie.,

that it coulé not exhaust “he entire content of the Adbsolute. Prof.
James has-recently written that "If thinkers vho go Progparts towards
wholes are ~v~» to "e convinced of an Absolute Spirit's existence, it
ean never he Oy the style of rcasoning of Hegel ~n” “ia descirles.”
Hegel's view was ~ timelv offset tc the subjectivity cof Kant's treat-.
ment of *the a pricri forms of tho'ght, for the knower is in the world
which e comes to know and the forms of his thorght are themselves a
function of the whole, And for Hegel, Nature when viewed in its formal
essence is a system of oHdjective wacught. The human mind rethinks the
thoughts of creative reason. Thougzht is the common essence of subject
~né¢ @dject expressing on the intellectual side the hature. "To know
feason, therefore is to know God; the presence of reason within us is
thepresenee of God; the rrogressive ration-lization of the world >y .
science is a continuous extension of knowledge of God—— a cumulative
theistic rroof", writes Prof. Seth," if it is right to talk of rroof

in a case where necessary assumrtion might “etter express the real state
of affairs", So that the chief value of Hegel is that he hr»s shown most
Flalnly that the yro»f which he called +ho”on1v true one", was no rroof
at all, in fact th=at there is no reocf of the existence of God. He calles
the rro>fs, +he "sorewheat ohsolete m Ptarhy31ca1 rroofs of God's. exist—
ence”."He does not for a moment =21low that +t:e~~ ~~n “e any formal
c¢emonstration of the existence of God". And the very reason of this is
thnt in 2ny attemrted formal demonstiration of this fact the very truth
whose rroof is sought is alread; assimed in the terms of the demongtrat-
ion. This is the same truth which is implied in the remark of Lotze that
“Wltﬁoxt the c1rcumlocut10n of a Cecuction we Zirectly feel the imposs—
ibility of Iis (+He Most Perfect 3eing) existence®. A ..lern writer.
has saic¢ tast the Ontolorsists "have heen those wﬁo at .once saw what

Quy Yeyond the Empiric13us' view and were aware of the want of cogeney
h“ the Rationalists' "prosfs™s then rresoatpd They ¢id all they coula
tﬁe‘ affirmed the convictions of their own egperience at its highest .
r ~int and founc in them tﬁa tranquility of immediate faith" BOSanquet

1 Hegel :Logiec; 1.91,2
o Hinvers Journal, Jan. 1909. 279.

3 Prof., Seth: Egc*um, LeR2.
4 Tallace Hegel's Leogle;,3-

5 Sterrett: gtudies in Hegelian Phil. of mrel. [.282.
€ Lotze: Microcosmos; 3k. IX, C.4,r. €79 (T & T. Clark].




95

may »e interpreted in the same way, when he writes that %

has MHecome,"rather an ideathrough which we krow than an objeet cf
ledge. And therefore it is trged that to rééén from the ifea of God to
His realitr is merely to recognise the rovemen* Hy which +the uvnity of

things makes itself exrlicit =alike in the exrerience we call oursélves
and in the experience w~ call the world". The rroof has decn =n effort
— from th~ nature of the case an almost vain effort—— to giwe logical
form to our thoucht of the Avsoclute.

a the idea of God

TN O W

7 Philzsorhy and the 3eing of God: Mamdridge Theoloscical Essays
1. 195, | _
1 m=aldwin Dictionary Vol. II, 457, Dr. 3ossnquet.
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In concluding this

raper it will 2 well to “ring together the ~esults of the c-iticisn
of the individual -roofs., The @osmological has given the fact that ther
is an unconditioned existence or a vhole of inter-related existence,
which mus® have some "ground® that is real. This is a result wiaich is
* no more value than that which is assumed in the starting-roint,ie.;
that something exists, excep®t *w»+ this is extendéd to the universe as
a whole. This proof has given in fact what the QHtologieal alsc,~~reci-
ally in its Epistémologiéal form,rurports to “emonstrate; showing
clearly the a ccuracy of the remark of Kant ahout its Jeing the game
argument j; another form + a remark Hy far nore &E43F428 8F +RE\cosmo—
logical attenpi tu Zcduce the necessity of the "ground" of the universe
to the Ontolosical with its epistemologicul _retensions,than of their
similarity =hen Kant eritiecised +them. Of the two the Cosmologicul
arrroaches the nearer tc the rroof of the existence of the sumtotal
vithiits ground of existence : the Ontoloagical taken alone is merely an
agsunrtion-an assu-rtionit may He necessarily made Hy the necessity of
necessary existence, Hut yvet -n assumption— that an a'solute exists
which has the infinite attrioites of Gosdness, 3eavty and Perfection,
ete., 3ut neither the Cosmologieal nor +the Ontolosical 1s comretent in
any way to instruet us in regard to_ this Absolute. This was the
purrort of the Teleological. Yet the inductive search into the physical
1niv~~ge led only to an inference and not a proof that the “Grornd® of
the Ahsolute ras in%ellis~n+, So that +therroofs are no -roofs:tiere can
“Je no rroofs of God's existence. "The existence of G2 can~~* "» logicu-
ally demonstrated. There are mant rro>fs, “ut there is no demonstration
and those who ask for and insist on having one, must e rlainly told
that we have none tc gime". At this roint the subdject misht He dis—
continued, Hut thcre is rore than this negative result from all these
attenpts on the rart of *the Ruman mind <o rationalize the facts of
life and the univ-rse.

The individual proofs of God's existence are n- rroofs at all.
Since the time of Kant and his = riticism, it has “e~n plainly seem that
seratately these are insufficient and the several histéric proofs have:
hern gathered together as converging lines of -ne demonstration."The
argument for the Divine existence 1is a vast and complex synthetic gpe.
~ a whole of many ratts - and theforce is in the whole, not in any of
the parts®. The various elements have »een rieced together to form 2

1 Gwatkin: Knowledge of God; 1.9.
2 3ihlio thecs Saera Jan. 1909, 1.39.
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sy ecies of mosaic, Evidence of a similar nature io that em;loyed in
the traditional proafs, “ut a larger amount, has He~n “rouzht forwarg
ut the method of eoncegving and rresentiing and marshalling it has
mtil at least quite recently,deen not without fault. In nany cases it
has  Heen enrloyed to demonstrate that Go” is rather than what He is.
™e rroof that God is, there is reason to “elieve frum the ahove, is
imrossible and the trans Ter = the energy directed in the rast to *
the demonstration of Hisexistence, from this prodlem t3 the endeavour
to exrlieate His nature and rerlation to the universe, will He a great
gain, ihis is realized »Hy the nest of recent Theistic writers. Frof.
G. Fisher claims thd the arguments for thee xistence of God do not
priginate faith in Hin “ut only elueifate it and define it. "Each of
them tends to show, not simply that Gad is, »it what He is. They com-
lete the conecertion »y rointinc~ out the particular predicates brought
to licht,in the manifegtation which God has macde of Hmself." Prof.
"ﬁﬁggn.qilnt41ns ,and ‘rishtly, “hat"neither cah we logically demonstr-
teao or of the world—— of subject or ohject. The world and seif
and God are alike in being final psstulates of thought anc, therefore
incapa»le of demonstrationy Hut " the existence of God is not the les:
certain for “Heinc the necessary postulate of every argument instead of
the logieal conclusion -f one arsument™, "T+ wanld aapm® witag -0 o
another Theist, ns if the way of wisdom were to adstain from all
attemrts at rroving the Divine existence, 2nd assuming as a datum that
God is, to restriet cur enquires to what He is". " Qur Transcendent
Method" ,writes Dr. Calcdecott, "transforms veneradle pro3fs and sets
them in fresh strength apd Heauty as rillars of Theistic faith". Adopd
ing this as the view roint the valuve of the Pro:fs can He easily -
estimated: they "constitute an orgaenic Jucic of arguacni, each of thmm
estanlishing its serarate element, and thus contrihuting to the genezmal
resul te— conflrmnt ry ~vidence that God is an? complementary evidence

ko what God is"

nroun’s Of Mhri~tian and Theistic 3elie? 1.87'
he Xnowlelge of GOd; woi. I, p.10.
A, 3. 3ruce: Arologeties r.158,
B8anbricdze Theoloziecrl Essavs: r.l4e.
c
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