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THE GOBPEL TRIBUNE.

duction,—* Without peculiarly distinguishing re~lliving being, capable of thought, life, and sensation

semblance of relations.”” This appears to be the
meaning which Butler attaches toit. * It has to be
show, in the two cases asserted to be analogous, that
the same law is really operating.”  * We need only
show you,” says a medern writer, ‘to the parables
qf the New Testament for illustrative andlogics,
showing resemblance of relations.” Ana the facility
with which the perceplive creation affords them,
sugpests the thought of that deep and divinely
established harmony between the natural and the
gpiritual worlds, the reality of which it is tha object
of this work to establish.  If this, then, be analogy,
its usefulness will consist solely in answering ob-
jections—in silencing these objections.  lis province
is not to elicit truth, but to ward off the missiles
which may be cast at it. It is not required of it to
refute what is proposed, but to stand on the defen-
sive, and to repel refutations. It has a sbield, but
no sword; it will defend vulnerable parts, but it
caunot kill the foe. Anpalogy appears to be of
two kinds, as it wero,—(1.) A nogative designed to
tilence objections; (2.) What might be called a
positive presumption, adducing those principles which
may reasonably: be broached. Yet the resultant, we
presume, is not mere negation, for the effect produced
upon one’s own mind is certainly a positive conviction
of the truthfulness of the argoment; and although,
in many instances, Batler's choice of language is un-
couth, and his ideas coucbed in language which is
almost uofathomable, yet, when a glimpse of the
reasoning is obtained, all former paing are thrice re-
paid, doubts vanish, fondest hopes are strengtbiened
and animated, and the believer is ennbled to under-
stand wmore fully,—That the invisible things of God
from the creation are clearly seen, being understood
by the things that are made.”

In the introduction to the analogy, Butler takes sp
that which we have already noticed, viz.:—analogical
reasoning in general, This he does by showing, in
the first place, its nature; se~ondly, the many uses
to which it is applied; thirdly, wheu it is used, what
value should be applied to it.

1. It can be tsed with propriety in the proof of
religion.  If religion and the constitution of nature
have the same divine source, and we find difficulties
in both, then whatever argument overthrows the one
overturns the other, and vics versd if so bo that
an analogy can be preceived between them. Again,
this mode of argument i3 far superior t bypothesis
or speculation, in as much as it is right to argue from
cognizant fucts, to those that are like them—from
what now lies within our reach as ceftain events to
thgse that shall be—from what we now behold with
the mental, moral, and corporeal eye, to what lies in
the far-beyond.  Bat to suggest either to yourself
or to others, how the world ought 1o bave been
made, or might bave been made, otherwise than it is
framed, i3 a speculation not to be indulged in. Or
to lay-downa bypothesis for a case to which it i3 not
xpplicable, *~ the same as reasoning upon imaginary
principles, or which, if they do not exist, have no
Foundatios for their being, but are supposed foi
dccommodation.

CHAPTRR I,

This proposition is Jaid down to point out, snalogi.
eslly,— That man is sppoisted to live fa o fatare
state Thie i3 the main-stay of natural religion.
Shall there be & future state of existence 7 1t i3 the
foundation of our hopes-and fears.

Jvis, & universal law of the natural world which
constantly comes beneath our notice, and therefore a
fact, that every creatore lias an embryonic state a5 &

That it prsses through different stages of existence
without losing its ideatity. If such be the cage
then, why may we not exist hereafter in a couditior;
and positiop as different from the present as oar pres-
ent state is from that of helpless infancy ?  May not
this life be one of a series of changes 7 May we nof’
like tbe caterpillar, undergo a transformation : leuvé
moral and physical deformity behing, and be c’lotbed
in new beauty ; having old relations dissevered ; be~s
ing placed in a new elemont, and breathine th’e at-
meosphere of a pure and spiritual worid ? 5crtain1y
we may.

We are living beings now. We have powe
latent and active. Tbis needs no proof. p%on’;iiz?xts!f
ness proclsims it. Now the presumption is that
these powers and springs of action will continue to
be hereafter.  Objection. “ 1{ is probable that death
may destroy our livinsg powers.”

1. Ans. This must be probable, if there
probability in the case, upon two grounds.
. 1st. That it is reasonable $o make such o supposi-
tion. But reason has no lot or rart in the matter
for who kmows what death is? By what :hemicaf
analysis have the ingredients which enter into its
c_omposition becn discovered? What are its opera-
tions w(heu it overthrows * the earthly bouse of this
tabernacle 77 None con answer, for only some of
the results of its operations are kno-vx, therefore our
knowledge is limited to observation ; nor can we go
beyond this boundary unless we are aware upgn
what our living powers depend. I these agsertions
be true, thenall which the reason of the thing teaches
us is simply the effect of death wpon animal hodies :
but, on the other Liand, there are frequent examples’
among men of the active powers of the mind ro-
maining clear and vigorous when a fatal disoass is
“spuifing out the candle” of physical life, and the
sensorir) organs refusing to perform their ﬁ’mctions :
indeed these are often found in an inverse ratio to
cach other.  The probability then is that the ego i3
not annihiluted, that even the exercise of its fagulties
is not suspended; and, even if our faculties shoulé
become dormant for a time, as i sleep or syncope,
ig by no means follows that they are eternally &_’
;m;:t. T be an

2ng. Thatit can beargeed from the analge
ture. But we observelife in wimals,whetlrlngs;z? 2?:1;
or in those of # lower scale of being, until what we
call death iotervemes. Vitality ceases in the bod
Decomposition takes piace. 'Fhe ‘particles of tﬁ:
once active frame become resolved to their primitive
elements. DBut, from the observation of these cir.
camstances, does anslogy warrant s to draw the
conclusion that now life i3 a nonentity 2 Certain?
not. Does not an opposite supposition appear tbi
more plausible? We continae to death, so we ma
continue beyond it. Animals caunot be tracoeg ahc{
death, and, up to that time, the analogy is againg
the destrnction of their living powers.

3rd. An appendia to the foregoing argumbnts
n;-.ght. be presented thus: “ We labour uvoder primi-
tive and lasting pre;udices based upon the sopposj.
tion tbat death is-the dastraction ¢¢ living sgents”
But the-reasoa-why such & presumption may hsybéy
io the. miads of some must arise from the false ides
that a.living being ia composed of parts that-can bs
divided; in shost, that it is conspounded of cestain
elements which are each capable of destraction ; the
whole fabric faliing into roins. when death closes the
scene. ‘This, howarer, iv. 8ot the c2se. Conseioni.
nes i simple and indivisible. ‘It is no irits
which requires certain fractional parts to make itthat

be anj

utity. Xc i3 a whole, a mientil monad : so mnsh th



