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.GALILEO AND POPEB URBAN.

"Evein se greata muan as Baconl IEn.I:CoED
thie tieory or Galileo w'irn scoaxus. Bacon had
not all the means of arrniiî g ait a souid coni-
clusion whuichi aie withiin our reach; n1d
whici secuire people, who would not have
been vrthy to mend his pens, from falling
anto his msae.-au .

Suci are the noble words in whicih
the historian of our days vindicates the
character of ee o the greatest
philosophers tlie world bas produceed,
froimn the aspersins cast u lponi himl),
for his opposition to Galilco's theory.*
Bacon rejectedl the thcory of Galileo
vilh scorn. But Bacon had not the
sane ineans of arriving ait sound
Conclusion which ai o within our reach.
This is very true and very just, but if
true of' Bacon why net of' Urbain ? If'
Urbai rejected the theory of Galileo
with scorîn, Urban had niot all those
ineans of arriving at a sound conclusion
which ar within our reach, and N-hicih
secunre people who wouild net bc worthy
te tic the latchetofihissho, fromî falling
into lis mistakes,

It is not a little suggestive thataînan
of Bacon's undoubted grasp of mind, and
keen powers of discrimination, should
have refused te relinquish the old for
the new philosophy. And if Bacon-
why net nuch more Pope Urban ? Ur-
ban was a theologian--Bacon a philoso-
pihai, and one of' our greatest philoso-
phers. The question at issue belonged
tothe realm ofphilosophy, not of theology.
It. was of Bacon. not of Urban. hlie
preconeeived ideas of the theologian all
ran counter to the new systei, the mind
of. the philosopher w'as tramnielled with
ne such obstacles. If then Bacon thei
Philosopher with no very violent pieju-
dices for or against the Sacred Seriptures
rejected the theory of Galileo with scorn,
how much more naturally nust Urban
the Theologian have rejected -the new
philosophy, whenhe saw orî fancied he
saw in it a blasphemy against his dear,
his fondly cherished, his patiently studi-
edt his deeply rever'ed; bis Sacred Scrip-
tures.

But although îwe with our present
lights mnay at ýfrst sight,'vonder at
Bacon's and at >'Urbain's refusal te ad-
mit the new theory, if We study the cir-

emnstanîces our astonishnent vill soon
be considerably modified. They hadi the
evidence of'tleir senses to prove flut
the snn moved a nd not Chl earth. JVe
see the.sun move and must we call our
sig ht a liai ? And it, was not teic Cvi-
donce of a thing onl y once occurrmn g,
matter of extrinsie 0ovidence; it was a
matter of' every d1ay occurrence, and of
every moment of'tle day. In thet every-
thing in thie world in those lays won t
to prove that the sun revolved round
the earth ; anid that if' thbere was one
thing in the univr'so that was stable
and immovable, it was the earth. Nay,
so great wvas cbe certainty in those days
as to the Sun's motion that WC ov en in
this en lightened nincteenth Century of
ours have not got over it yet. Wo still
say " the sun rises "- the sinl sots;'
when in reality we know thatit does no
sucb thing. Arc We not-we the Wiso
mon of' this 19th century--ar we not
Bacons and Urbans still?

But the New Theory called on men
to ehanIge ail this. i It was all a Imistako
-the Sun which b rosoe plainly lind i palpa-
bly in th East every mrnioing, with un-
orrinlg punctiality, and set inl the West

orcry evening with equal regularity-
that Sim which had been recor'ded te
have risoin and set every day without
onle siligie (isappointmnent f'ron soro
throat o' the measiles foi' no less t-hanl
5,600 years, this same Sun they wei
suddenly asked te bolieve on theslender
authority of a few individuals "l did ne
such thing.'' It -was all a mistake; the
eyes which everybody had hithLerto
trusted with implicit reliance weve de-
ceivers and had told fibs for uNpwar'ds of
5,000 years. 'It was the Earh that
noved and not the Sun."

One would think that assertions such
as these, running counter as thoy did te
all preconcived ideas of solar pr'opricty,
and wat is more, eontradicting appar-
ently those Sacred Scriptures w'hich the
men of those days so deeply revered,
and se highly treasured, and se jealously
watchbed, would need, in order to obtain
credence te be sustained by arguments
the nost profound and the most conclusive.
And-yet<what were the arguments with.
which their advocates sought to sustain'
them? *We -have ne hesitation in saying-
that they are theonst frivolous and.
puerile which philosophy ever deigned.


