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THE GOSPEL TRIBUNE.

notion of power is cbiained by observing change.
We cannot view any change in the state of bodies,
but ag resuliing from the operation of some active
power or principle. We readily grant, that from
nothing, nething can proceed, therefore, any alteration
in the condition of bodies proceeds from a “ some-
thing.” whidch is the reason of or why the change is: —
thig effective *“something” is & power in action—n
this state and in reluation to the eftect, we denomin-
ate it cause. The changes praduced in bodies are
of different kinds : sometimes the chauge is in posi-
tion ouly, aswhen = stone fulls to the ground, or
water is raised by meaus of a pump. The causes of
such phenomena as these are gravitation andéthe
pressare of the atmosphere. Sowetimes the change

takes place by friction, as peblles are rounded ou’
ymodify the theory which asserts that we derive our
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the sea-shore ; and sometimesin the coundition of par-
ticles, as when water passes from the state of ice:
into that of vapour. The change which is produced
i3 styled cffect.

Brown, (Hume, Hartley, Stewart,) devies that we|
have any idea of power, as producing change, :mdt

affirms that the only relation between canse and effect,

is constant conjunction. What appears to me, says|

Brown, to be the only intelligible meaning of the;

three most important words in physics, immwediate, |
invariable, anteredenee is power—the imaodiate, inva-
riable antecedent, in any sequence, is & cause —the im-
mediate, invariable consequent is the correlative effect.
Power i3 not anything that can exist separately from
a substance, but is merely the substance itself) con-
sidered in relation to another substence. The form
of bodies is the relation of their elements to each
other in space—the power of bodies is their relation
to ezch other in time; and both form and power if
considerced separately from the number of clementury
corpuscles (atoms) and from the changes which rise
successively, are equally abstractions of the mind
and nothing more. We may learn to consider form
in itself as nothing, but only as the relation of bodies
coexisting immediately in space; so power may be
considered as only the relation which substances bear
‘to each other @ time, according as their phenom-
«as are immediately successive: the antecedent and
the consequent being all that is present in any phe-
nomenon,therefore,there is no additional power, sepa-
rate or different from the antecedent itself. It i3 the
mere regularity of the succession of events, not an
additional and more mysterious circumstance which
power may be supposed to denote. It is only by
confounding casual with uniform aad invariable an-
tecedence that power can be conceived to be some-
thing different from antecedence. In amswer to the
question : Is this definition of power consistent with
the notion which we form of the power of the Crea-
tor ? or is his efficiency altogether different in nature,
23 well as in degree? Brown says, on the omnipotence
of God: it must indeed be allowed to every created

;us the idea of a cause.

;antecedence and consequence may assist us,
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his infinite wisdom and goodness bear to the hum’le
knowledge and virtue of his c:eatures: we consider
his will as the direct antecodont of those glorious ef-
fects which the universe displnys: without the divine
will ns antecedent nothing could have been. The will
is the only necessary previows change; and that
Being has almighty power, whose every will is im-
mediately and invariably followed by the existence of
jits object. In the celebrated passage of Genesis,
“ (tod speaks and it is done,” he affirms that nothing
more i3 stated than the antecedent and the con-
sequent.

The above is a brief synopsis of Brown's theory
and it will be obzerved that he discardsthe use of the
terms canse and cffect, and sapplies the words se-
quents and consequents ; alzo ke has attempted to

iden of cause from experience, and refers it to the
pereeption of antecedents and consequents. Now,
no amount of experiance can warrant us to assert a
necessary connection between an antecedent and a
consequent: we say that it is unvaried, but it may
vary in the future for anything that this theory pro-
vides to the contrary. Mere succession eannot give
It is very true that when we
witness suceession, tken it is we come to the idea of
2 cause, but when we have got the idea of a cause
we extend it to all change. What the particular
cause may be we may not be able to tell, and here
But the

‘idea of a cause is necessary before the assistance can

be afforded to us. We must lma'e the idea beforo we
seck the cause in & particular instance. I short all
our necessary ideas might be embodied in proposi-
tions, e. g., All bodies must exist in space : this and
all such propositions are simply laws of thought.

A Freuch Philosopher (I think it is Des Cartes)
says, that we not only have the idea of a cause, bug
we judge that no phenowena can begin to exisg
without a cause. Here is a principle as incontro-
vertibly true and believed to be true as the idea. 1f
we attempt it we cannot even conceive of an event
occurring without a cause. This is real, certain,
undeniable and of universal belief, True, il no phe-
nomenon is presented to the senses we cannot have
the notion of a cause, but one term being given wa
must form the otber. Still wore, to decide other-
wise is impossible ; thegefore, this is a necessary
truth. Dr. Reld is equally dlear in granting that
this is a first-truth—a necessary, not o contingent
proposiiion—it is aot,changes gencrally have causes,
but, change must have cause. Thisis incapable of
proof from induction,—experience cannot even sate
isfy us in this. In those instances where the causes
are unkndwn, it is by inference, or rather judgment,
that we conclude that such cases have a cause. Dr.
Reid says: all admit this, learned and unlesrneg—
all regulate their conduct by it. A child even will

power the same relation of awful superiority, which

not be persuaded that a change is effected without a8

,couse.  Locke and Reid adwit thet we perceive



