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out visible tools as well as wvith tbem,
and bow does science knoi,' that this is
nôt actually the case ? And if there
should be sucli a personalitv, can sci-
ence give any valid reason for tbe be-
lief that lie is in duty bound to reveal
ail bis plans,and purposes,and methods
of working to ber? With ail that
(leartb of lofty tbemes for tiie exercise
of the poetical talent, which. is so
loudly complained of by many at the
present day, we wonder that no one
bas seen fit to drawv inspiration froixi
the spectacle of that lonely bit of
lirimeval protoplasm, s0 infinitesinially
small, yet gifted with suchl boundless 1
potentialities. \Vithout beginning of
days, or end of vears, it is certainly
the Melchisedec of the scieritific
world

This scientific fancv of the desiyn-
less andl uiesiguied d evelopmnent of a
designing creature called mnan, îs surely
one of the ' undesipie1 coincidences
between science and unreason !The
teachings of Plato, and of Paul, whichl
link us to tbe ineffably perfect, to the '
transcendently noble, in one word, to ý
tbe Divine, are to be given ul), and in ý
their pilace are to be substituted the ý
teacbings of Haeckel and others, teacli-
ingus which join us irremediably to the
dilst, and bind us to the brute witb
fetters that cannot be broken. And
On what autbority ? Wbat testiniony
do these aposties of this new gospel
advance to justify us in abjuring tbe
anicient beliefs in tbe loftier nature
and destinies of man ? Simply the
testimony of their own senses, and tbe
Senses of those wbo tbink along with
thein, that, and some very crude sur-
inisings whieb they make about
thejir various observations. If it is to
be a mere setting of authority against
alutbority in this way, of the asser-
tions of Christ and Paul against those
Of Huxley and Darwin, if there be no
authoî.ity higher and more infallible
than the human, to whicb a last ap-
Peal Mnay be made,- and science has-
ewept away all suc,-then at least we
Iflay say-

0f two suc1i lessons wvhy forget
The nobler and the inanlier one?'

One lesson at least science sbould by
tbis time bave taugblt both, f riends and
foes alike, and that is a lesson of un-
sparing criticism, nor can she wonder
if tbose who are not disposed to take
ber ipse dixit for everytbing, show a
a settled determination to accept froni
her as truth, not/dii whatever, except
wbat is proved by evidence th e most in-
contestable and convincing. If Pauilwas
mistaken in bis views concerning man's
nature and (lestiny, it is at least as
likely tbat neither Darwin nor Hac-
kel are perfectly infallible in theirs.
If tbe cberisbed convictions and yearn-
ing bopes of millions of xnankind are
wbolly without good foundation, and
are inevitably doomed to disappoint-
ment, we inay be l)ardoned for refus-
ing to receive as indeed ' the Messiali
wbich. was for to coic,' the surmis-
ings of certain fortuitous combina-
tions of material î>articles, ' deve-
loped ' under very special circum-
stances, and self-styled ' naturalistic
philosophers.' Let us turn, then,
from the culture and learning of the
first century as represented by the
Apostie Paul, to the culture and learn-
ing of tbe nineteenth century as repre-
sented by Huxley, Darwin or Ilaeckel;
f rom tbe untutored reasonings of the
one, to the trained scientific reasonings
of the others. Let us go f rom, the Gos-
pel of Salvation to the gospel of degra-
dation, f rom the old 'gospel of the Son
of God' to the new 'gospel of dirt,'
and let us examine the argruments ad-
vanced by an apostle of one phase of
tbe advanced thouglit of to.day. in
bis work on 'The Developmentof Man'
Haeckel bas these sentences-

Froi the fact that tbe human egg
is a simple ceil we may at once injer
that there has been, at a very remote
period, a unicellular ancestor of the
human race resembling the amoeba.
Again f rom the fact that the human
embryo orîginally consists merely of
two simple germ-layers, we may safely
in/er that a very ancient anceutral
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