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S0UL—"DOES DEATH END ALL?"-REV. JOSEPH COOXK,
ET ALIL
(By Ariex Prixoie.)

What is meant by soul? This is tho first thing to be sottled.
Is tho soul of man an indescribable *immaterial entity ” apart
from the mind, dwelling in the body during life, but independent
of it ; or is the soul tho mind—the aggregate of our rentul activi-
tics—~—a consensus of our fcultics ! The former view is ancient,
the latter modern—tho one is theological, the other scientifiec. Wo
know. of course, what Webster and Worceester, and the ¢ Com-
mentators” tell us of soul, by they cannot sottle the question.

In order to ascertain definitely what iy meant by soul among
theologians of the present day, I addressed letters of enquiry to
five or six of the leading ones in this country, viz, Prof. Dawson,
McGill College, Montreal ; Rev. G. M. Graunt, Queen's University,
Kingston: J. T. Lewis, Episcopalian Bishop; Dr. Lynch, loman
Catholic Archbishop; Rov. Di. Nelles, Victoria College, Cobourg ;
and Dr. Ryerson, Toronto. The fellowing, with somo variation,
according to the one addressed, is a copy of the lotters i—

“J. W. Dawson, L.L.D., F.R.S., Priacipal McGill College,
Montreal :——
“Dean SR :—Without making any apology for addressing you,
I proceed at onco to stato my request.  Will you kindly givo me
a definition, as a scientist and theologian, of *Soul,’ or ¢ Spirit’—
that part of man which is said to bo immortal,
t Pleasa givo a conciso statement of what you understand by
the ¢ soul of man.’
“Yours, ete.”

*1 received, if not satisfactory, at least courtcous replies from
all, except his Grace tho Roman Catholic Archbishop, who mwade
10 reply, or, if ho did, it failed to reach me.

Only three, however, of theso theologians ventured to defino
“Soul,” and tell what thoy understood by the word. Prof.
Dawaon, whoso conception of it T wag mor2 suxions to got than
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. ho was “sorry to say, not at all in his line of study.”

any, a3 he is regarded the ablest champion Christianity has in
this country, did not give any definition, as the question was,
As Prof.
Dawson, by implication, if not divectly, deals with theological
questions in his polemical defenoss of the Bible from a scientific
standpoint, it is to bo regretted and wondered at that he can give
no account of *“soul” either firom a scientific or theologic stand-
point,

Amnong the three (Principal Grant, Bishop Lewis, und Dr.
Ryerson), who do give their definitions of “soul,” there is much
divergence. One retains the ancient Greek and medieval notion
of soul as dn essonco or entity entiroly independent of the body,
and producing all of its activities—mental and physical. Another
takes a more modern and scientific viow, and makes soul to
includo the intellect, affections, etc. The other seems to hold »
sort of compromise position—a middle ground—botween tho
entity hypothesis and tho present * consensus of the thohuman
facnlties ™ oxposition of tho Positivist school. There is thus little
agrecment among theologians as to what soul is. In looking for
anything like consensus among them, you only find * confusion
worse confounded.” Tho chaos of conflicting notions and concep-
tions of soul may, howovor, bo reduced to two general proposi-
tions, thus:—First, Sou! i8 an essence or entity independent
of the organism, yet indispensable to all of ils activities;
and Sccondly, Soul is tho sum of the wmental activities,
resulting from organization. The former conception, in a much
mere extended sense, runs through Greek philosophy and medioval
litereture.  Plato supposed this soul or entity to exist it all organ-
isms and forms, aniinal and vegetable, being the source, not only of
overy activity, but of every form. The only residuum, however,
of this ancient figment that now remains is, according to Mr.
F. Horrison, the notion of man's immortal soul. The Christian
phbilosophy of theso times still locates this soul entity in man
bohind all his actiivties; but without the consistency of the Greck
philosopher, denies it to animals, trees, ete.

Now, if every manifestation of mind or emotion iz man requires
soul behind it to produce it, then, of course, overy manifestation
of mind or fecling in the lower animals must nlso have soul behind
it to produce it. Henee, on this hypothesis, overy animal hasan
immortal soul. This is the only logical conclusion from the
premises.  If man is immortal, ho must inavitably take with him
every animal which manifests inind, from the polecat to the gorilia.

In the way of this soul theory are cerlain difficultics which
thoso who still adheroe to it, on grounds of eridence, ought to clear
up. The first littlo difficalty which wo meet is, that there is not
one particle of proof forthcoming outside of so-called ravelation
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