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nonte to oppose bin,-wben hie can wipe his sword, and settle downr to civil life,

having Ilfought a good fighit."
'lhle Rev. joseph Cook ivas, in ail probabilit>', a want supplied to the

ortbodox at the righit instant. Thle moment the dlaims of this David became

known, the faithful of aIl denominations flocked to his standard at once with the

natural impulse of drowning men striving to grasp the proverbial straw, to keep)

themselves on the surface an instant longer. Whether it be really better than

a straw that they are grasping at remains to be seen. In the meantime the>' are

exultingl>' ranged under their leader's banner, fancying in their infatuation, that

he is rapidly clearing the horizon of the scum wbo have actuall>' had the

audacity to formulate conclusions based upon their laborious discoveries in the

world of nature, wbicb are at variance with the recognised dognias of Christian

Theology. Since the Rev. joseph Cook hias attained this position among the

orthodox, hie is entitled to some degree of attention by virtue of the position in

itself. Let us see how hie stands the very moderate test applied to him i nr the

current number of the "lPopular Science Montbly." No one who knows the

careful and painstaking as well as corîscieiitious character of the worthy Editor

Of that periodical, wiîî scarcel>' care to carp at the decision hie hias arrived at,

cspecially as he bas muade the ground wbich the Rev. joseph Cook's book covers;

particularly bis own.
The standard b>' which the IlPopular Science Monthly " proposes to test

Mr. Cook's performance is simpi>' "lcomînon moralit>'." So low is this level,

that we are disposed to caîl it a sarcasmr, but a little patience assures us that the

critic was quite right in making common moralit>' the test, and if the standard

be a sarcasmn blame Mr. Cook but not his critic, who wvas forced to adopt it. At

the outset, in bis book on Biology, Mr. Cook gives an accouint of an examina-

tion made by Mr. Huxley of a substance broughit up froni the sea bottomn.

" In 1868," says the Reverend Biologist, "lProf. Huxley, in an elaborate paper

in the Il Microscopical journal," announced bis belief that the gelatinous sub-

stance found in the ooze of the beds of the deep seas is a sheet of living inatter

,extending around the globe." To this statement the Il Popular Science Monthly"

retorts as follows :"I We have carefuhlly read that article, and have found no such

statement and nothing equivalent to it, there." Nowv Mr. Cook: "lTo this

amazing>' strategic and hauglitily trumipeted substance found at the luwest

.bottoms of the oceans, Huxley' gave the scientîfic name Bathybius, froru twýo

'Greek ivords, meaning deep and seiz, and assumed thétt it ivas in the past, and

would be in the future, the progenitor of ail the life on the planiet." 'l'lie

IPopular Science Monthl>' " answers :"I It is îîot truc that, in the article cited

b>' Mr. Cook, Prof. Huxley made any such assumption as is alleged, any more

than it is truc that the word Bathybius lias the derivation here assigned to it.

This characterization of the annouincemient of Bathybius is simply a sianderous

misrepresentation. * * * Nothing could be more false, as %% shaîl pre-

sentI>' showv, than the impression conveycd b>' this language."

'l'lie ground taken here 1wy the Reviewcr is of a decidedly unmistakahle char-

-acter, and cotild only be jtistified lw the mnost absolute proof that Mr. Cook liad

reall>' vîlîfie'l Prof. Huixley rcgarding bis position towards Bathybius. If lie

bhas donc so, however, tbcn the clow test lias failed, and tbe orthodux part>' wvho

lîave reccived Iimii with suchi iiinbotndcd appiause, wvij sooner or later have the

melanchol>' duty of retracting Nv'hat they have said, and of shrinking within them-

-selves with shanie at having so recklessly put trust i a leader so untrustworthy and

unscrul)ulous. Let us sec what the Il Popular Science Monithly" lias to put forth

in vînidication of thestr-ong laniguage used towards Me. Cook. It begins b>'briefi>'

glancing at the history of the substance, in which it appears that Prof. Huxley

did îîot at first adopt tHe vicw lie afterwvards was led to take. His langtîage i

the original report published in 1858, and quoted b>' the reviewer is as follovs:

"find in alînost ail these deposits a multitude of very curions rounded bodies,

to aIl appearance consisting of several concentric layers suirrouinding a minte,

clear centre, and looking, at first siglit, somewhat like single ceils of the plant

.protococcus; as tlhese bodies, however. are raîuidly and conipletel>' dissolved hy

dilute acids, they cannot lic orgaiiic, and 1 will, for convenience sake, jimply

caîl them coccoliths." However, this was Tiot the end of tlîe rnatter, Professor

Huxley' was led to reconsider the subject b>' sonie observations nmade b>' Messrs.

Wallick and Sorby, and giving it a prolonged study ivith highier microscopic
powvers, lie arrived at the result -'that the minute mîcroscopic objects belonged

to tHe loîvest fornis of the living world.." 'l'lic passages in the Il Microscopical

journal" tif i1868, iii which his conclusions are stated, and quoted in the

IPopular Science Monthl>'," are as follows :-" Such, so far as I have been able

to deterinie thein, are the facts of structure to be observed in the gelatinous

matter of the Atlantic mud, and in the. coccoliths and coccospheres. I bave

bitherto said nothing about thieir mneaning, as, in an inquir>' s0 difficult and

fraught wvith interest as this, it seêms in the highiest degree important to keep the

questions of fact and the questionis of interpretation well apart."

1I conceive that the granule-heaps and the transparent geîatinous matter,
in which the>' are imnbedded, represent masses Of protoplasm. Take away the

cysts which characterize the radio/aria, and the dead sperozouru would ver>'

nearl>' resemble one of the masses Of this deep sea Ursc/deiin, wbicb must, I
tbink, be regarded as a ne"' forni of those simple animated beings wbicb have

recently been so well described b>' Haeckel, in bis 'Monograpbic der Moneren.'

I propose to confer upon this new monera the generic name of Batbybius, and

to cali it after the eminent Professor of Zoalog>' in the University of Jena, B.

Haeckehti."
This modest and somewhat cautious statemefit, according to the reviewer,

is d'e wbole announicement of Bathybius; and if so, and we bave no reason

wbatever for doubting it, it establishes bey'ond question tbe validit>' of bis epithet

as applied t *o Mr. Cook. The sbining honest>' be>'ond everytbing we would

expect from a clergyman wbo bad gone out Of bis usual. spbere to expose the

rottenness in the scientific world, is in this matter, consPicuous b>' its absence.

The cbarlatanisma of bis pretensions, and the rottenness in bis own purpose is all

that he bias succeeded in establisbing b>' that departure, and d'e orthodox will

gradually awake to the realization tbat far from putting d'e hosts of d'e Philis-

tines to discorufittire and fligbt, the measure of the Rev. Joseph Cook's success

lias been disreputable to bimself, and not less sÔ to the partîzans who have so

tea-dil>' been swindled by bis conclusions. R. W. Dour.Ls.

A MODERN 'SYMPOSIUM.'

THE SOUL AND FUTURE LIFE.

Mr. Harrison is of opinion that the difference between Chiristians and him-

self on this question of the soul and the future life ' turns altogether on habits of

thought.' What appears to the Positivist flîmsy will, lie says, seems to the

Christian sublime, and vice versa, ' simply because our minds have been trained

in different logical methods,' and this apparently because Positivism, ' pretends

to no other basis than positive knowledge and scientifie logic.' But if this is so,

it is not, I think, quite consistent to conclude, as hie does, that ' it is idie to dis-

pute about our respective logical methods, or to put this or that habit of mind in

a combat with that.' As to the combatants this may be true. But it surely is

flot idle, but very much to the purpose, for the information of those judges to

whom the very act of publication appeals, to discuss habits and methods on

which, it is declared, the différence altogether turns.
I note therefore in limine what, as I go on, I shall have occasion to illus-

trate, one or two differences between the methods of Mr. Harrison and those in

which I have been trained.
I have been taught to consider that certain words or ideas represent what

are called by logicians substances, by Mr. Harrison, I think, entities, and by

others, as the case may be, persons, beings, objects, or articles. Such are air,

earth, men, horses, chairs, and tables. Their peculiarity is that they have

each of them a separate, independent, substantive existence. 'Ihey are.
There are other words or ideas which do not represent existing things, but

qualities, relations, consequences, processes, or occurrences, like victory, virtue,

life, order, or destruction, which do but belong to substances, or result fromn

them ivithout any distinct existence of their own. A thing signified by a word

of the former class cannot possibly be identical or even homogeneous with a

thing signifled by a word of the second class. A fiddle is not only a different

thing from a tuine, but it belongs to another and totally distinct order of ideas.

'Vo this distinction the English mmnd at some period of its history mtust have

beexi imiperfectly alive. If a Greek confounded iKraft with iciUTa, an act with

a thiing, it wvas the fault of the individual. But the English language, instead. of

precluding such a confusion, almost, one would say, labours to propagate it.

Such words as ' building,' ' announceint,' ' preparation,' or ' power,' are equally

available to signify either the act of construction or an edifice-either the act of

proclaiming or a llcard-either the act of preparing, or a surgical specimen-

cither the ability to do something, or the being in which that ability resides.

Such imperfections of language infuse themselves into thouglit. And I venture

to think that the slighit superciliousness with which Mr. Harrison trcats the

doctrines xvhich such persons as mnyself entertain respecting the soul is in somne

degree due to.the fact that positive ' habits of thought ' and ' logical niethods '

dIo not recogilise s0 completely as otirs the distinction wvhich I have described as

that betweefi a fiddle and a tune.
Again, my own habit of minci is to distinguisli more pointedly than Mr.

H arrison docs between a unit and a complex whole. When I speak of an act

of individual will, 1 seerm to, myseif to speak of an indivisible act proceeding

froni a single being. 'flle unity is not merely in nly mode of representation, but

iii the thing signified. If 1 speak of an act of the national will-say a determ-i-

nation to dclare war-I speak of the concurrence of a nuînber of individual

îvills, each acting for itself, and under an iiifinite variety of influences,. but so

related to each other and so acting in concert tlîat it is convenient to represent

thema under the aggregate terni ' nation.' 1 usc a terni which signifies unity of

being, but I really mean ilothing miore than co-ol)eratio1, or correlated action

and feeling. So, ivhen 1 speak of the happiness of hunianity, 1 miean nothing

wvhatever but a nuniber of particular happinesses of individual persons.

Hunianity is not a unit, but a ivord îvhich enables mie to bring a numiber of

units under vie"' at once. In the case of iaterial objects, 1 apprehiend, unity is

simply relative andl artificial-a grain of corni is a unit relatively to a bushel and

an aggregate relatively to an atom. But 1, believing myself to be a spiritual

being, cal] myseif actually and ivithout nietaphor-one.
Mr. Harrison, wvho lacknoivIedgcs the existence of no being but miatter,

appears either to dcny the existence of any real unity whatever, or to ascribe

that real unity to ai, aggregate of things or beings who resemble each other, like

the members of the human race, or co-operate towards a comimon resîîlt, like the

parts of a picttîré, a mielody, or the human frame, and whicb mnay thus be

converliefltly viewved in comibination, and represented b>' a single word or

phtstev.cb t
1tInkta the little w Ih1 have tosay will be the clearer for these pre-

limiliar>' protestS.
The questions in band relate first to the dlaim of the soul of man to be

treated as an exîstîng thing not bound b>' the laws of matter; second>', to the

immnortalit>' of that existing tbing.
The dlaim of the soul to be considered as an existing and immaterial being

presents itself to my mmnd as follows :
My positive experience informs me of one tbing percipient-myself ; and of,

a. multitude of things perceptible-perceptible, that is, not b>' way of conscioue-

ness, as I am to myself, but b>' way of impression on other tbings-capable of

making themselves feit through the channels and organs of sensation. These

things thus perceptible constitute the material world.
I take no accounit of percipients other than myself, for 1 can only conjecture

about themn what I know about myself. I take no account of things neither per-
cipient nor perceptible, for it is impossible to do so. I know of nothing out-

side me of which I can sa>' it is at once percipient and perceptible. But I inquire

whether I arn myself so-whether the existing being to which my sense of iden-

tit>' refers, in which My sensations reside, and which for these two reasons 1 caîl

' myself,' is capable also Ôf being perceived by beings outside myself, as the

material world iS perceived by me.
I first observe that things perceptible comprise flot oni>' objects, but instru-

ments and media of perception--an immense variet>' of contrivailces, natural or

artificial, for transmnitting information to the sensitive being. Such are telescopes,

microscopes, ear-trumpets, the atmosphere, and various other media whicb, if

not at present the objects of direct sensation, ma>' conceivabl>' become so--and

such, above ail, are various parts of the humail body.-the lenses which collect


