
'THEJMARVELS 0F SCIENTIFI( LOGIC.'

this continuous process of splitting it-
self, or to speak scientifically, by this
î>rocess of uticeasing fission, it ' dt-ve-
/oped,' an(l lecame an ascidian, or
soînetbing like that ; by-and-by a
8iimian a]>e, and by-anid-b;y a man,
who stood, anti gazing at bimself in
rapture, cried out f roni the depths of
bis amazemnent, ' Behold, I arn a
man !' This is ail so simple, so na-
tira], and clear, and in every way so
i 'ational,' that, of course, it puts al

notion of design entirely out of court.
Ordinary people, not verse(l iii the
'vonders of scientilic logic, might think
that this mauner of working, iu the
protol)lasm was no argument at al
agai nst design, but inerely a disclosure
of the way in which the designer car-
ries out lis piirloses. But, ' Oh dear
no,'> says science. 'No such thing.
By no means.' 'I1 imnie(iately grant,'
says she, ' t bat if you s'-'e a conîpletely
finished watch for example, ail in good
trirn and beautiftil running order, o
înay have sorne fair enough. excuse for
supposing that a designer has bad some
hand in the manufacture. But if youi
see the various little parts of which.
the watch is composed lying separate
from one anotber, and gradually one
little part being added to another little
part, then just as certainiy have you no
right to tbink of a designer at ahl.' If
science oibjects to tbis way of putting
it, andci aimns that she still admits de-
sîgu, and a designer, even when the
wvatchmaker is seen busiiy at work
j)utting the parts together, will sbe
then kindly locate the design and the
dlesigner?1 We see neither it nor
himn, nor do we smell them,' nor taste
t'aem, nor touch them-how then does
science know they exist ? If design
niay be invisible, and yet none the less
really existent in the case of the con-
struction of a watcb, how does science
kitow that there is not some design in
the construction of tbe watchnîaker
himself, just as invisible, yet no less
real? lis the designer, which science
admits to be engaged in the construc-
tion of the watch, a personal or an

impersonal one? If shie is not pre-
pared to speak positively on this
p)oint, perhaps she will tell us whether
the nîind of any oxie of ber votaries
wbo is busy witli the desiyii of proving
that there is no design, is a personal
or an impersonal one?' If she still
refuses to give us a definite answer she
will surely at least let us know liow
shie comnes to be so positive on somil
other points-the brute ancestry of
man, for example. Surely the spirit
of a man tbat is in bini is bigll wor-
thy of attention, anti any m-in of sci-
ence shoiild be 'able to speak with at

*least as inuce authority on tbat point
as on what occurred so long before lie
'vas boru.
* But if science gets rid of the dif-
ficulty by categorically denying the
existence of aruy design whatsoever,
then the whole universe, tbe h,îman
part of it at least, is reduced to a state
of idiocy, and tbe scientist wbo at-
ténlpts to cbange the esta blisbed order
of nature is the greatest idiot of all,
because lie is going, directly iii the face
of bis own opinions, at least of wbat
oug/d to be bis opinions, if be is con-
sistent and endeavouring to change
what must have been potent in ' that
atom ' during the twi]ight of eternity,
and which has been self-evolved there-
by, according to the irumutable ' laws'
of fate.

But if science acknowledges that
there is personality involved in the in-
visible design engaged in the construc-
tion of a watch, how does she know-
not conjecture-she must leave that
to religion-but how (loes she know,
and how will she prove, that there is
no personality involved in the equallY
invisible design of constructing il
watchniaker or a universe ?t And if
there may be design, and invisible
design, and an invisible designer, en-
gaged in the construction of the 'asCi

dians and the echinoderms,anth
watchrnakers and the naturalistid Bc
entiste, etc., h'>w does science kitoi
that this invisible personality rnay lot
be able to carry out bis purposes Witl&l


