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thut this indescribablo ontity which they call soul hns any exist-
onvo whatever, cithor in the flesl oroutof it. When does it enter
the body of humun or animal? At birth? I so, whero was it,
what was it doing, and was it conscious the decillions of ages before
tho birth of the body it goes into? Or, if it is created at birth
specially for tho particular body it is to bo put into, is it ercated
porfect—{ully doveloped?  Or 38 nsmall embryo soul made so that
it can grow und dovelop with the body?  But, then, how can this
goul bo *“indepondent ” of the body if it must keep time with the
hodyl Avroe tho souls nll created alile, or is a different soul made
for every body 3 If they nre all made alike, and tho subiequent
differentiation is caused by the body, how can tho soul be tnde-
peadent of the body? ff thoy are created differently from the
beginning—of all grades, zood, b d, and indifferont—is this fuir
or just? And uro those having bad souls responsible for the sume?
These are questioas which ought to bo answered. And, further,
whero i8 this soul whon tho subject is insane? Or whore is it
during sleep?  Or when tho brain is compressed, producing uttor
uncJsnsciousness, whore is tho soul? There is no sign of it. Itis
noi 28t tnventus. And if the soul was not created at birth, but
was pre-existont, was it conscious? If so, it was o consciougness
not only apart from, but difforont from ours, as we have no recol-
lsction of it. If, then, it wus a different eyo from us bofore birth,
why would it not be a different ego from us after our death? In
that caso, of what account would such a future existence bo to us,
it we are not to bo ourselves, but somebody else? That would be
ug dubious an identity as that of Ami, of peripatetic fame. To
digress a little, the story of Mr. Ami runs thus :—This philoso-
pher, whoso brief surnamu happened to be Ami (nccent on the
consonant), took lodgings at a village tavern while in a condition
of spirit-ual or alcholicnon compos. Boforo horetired to rest, or
rathor beforo ho was put into astato of retiracy, somo mischisvous
wag (Mr. Ami woro a full beand), shaved one sido of his fuce,
leaving tho other in a ““state of nature,” On rising next morn-
ing, uot fully recovered from an unusually deep sleep, our hero,
as is natural to some weu, rad all women, essayed to recognize his
individuality in, or through, the locking-glass ; but, on discovering
a dubious nondeseript, ha thus cogitated : “Am I Ami,or am I
not Ami; and if I am not Awmi, who am I? Now, if this theory
of tho pre-existenco of tho soul bo truo, when wo get “over tho
river” wo will probably find ourselves in 8 great n quandary as
to our identity as Ami was.
This ancient the:ry of a soul entity is so cncompassed with
mystery and absurdity that it is not surprising it is losing its
hold upon the modern mind.  Whether it may yot appear in the
unfoldment of nature that mind has a posthumous existenee or
not, the hypothesis of soul as an entity apart from the mind is
apidly vanishing. The mind, including all of tho emotions, is the
only ego—subjeclive or oljective—that wo know anything of, or
that wo have any consciousness of.  Of any soul boyond that wo
know mnothing. The only mtional and tenable hypothesis,
therefore, is, that what has been called * soul ” is simply mind—
tho sum of wur activities resulting from organization. Now, ns
wind is a process not an entity, a property, not a substance, it
follows that it cannot be immortal. The idea of & mere function
or property being indestructiblo and imrmortal is absurd. The
mind is tho firuction of the brain, Woe find mind in connection
with brain only, an? nover apart frow, or indepeondent of it. Al
our knowledgoe on tho suljject goes to show that the mind or soul
is utteriy depondent upon the brain.  Mind is tho function of the
brain, the samo as digestion is tho function of the stomach, or
circulation of tho heart and lungs, ete. As digestion in any
orzanism forever ceases when its digestive organs aro destroyed,
and civculation when its organs arv destroyed, <o do thought and
individual consciousness forover ceaso whon their orgau, tho brain,
is destroyed. Whilo thero is a living healthy stomach thers is
bunger, thirst, and digestion; heart and blood vessels, there is
circulation ; brain and nervous systea, there is thought—mind;
bu$ thero is no such thing as hunger apart from a stomach, or
sensation apart from nerves, or mind apart from a brain.
A month or two age, Rov. Joseph Cook delivored a lecturo in
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Toronto, on the subject, ‘“Docs Derth Fod All™ Judging by
tho Globe roport, Mr. Cook failed to throw any now light on the
subject. One feature of tho lecture, howover, strikes the Mator-
inlist us not a little extraordinary. The Rov. gentleman, conscious,
no doubt, that something stronger than revelation was needed to
convinco his nudionce, cssayed to prove o future vxistenco by the
uid of scionce. Now, the scientists toll us that they aro unablo to
find ono tittlo of gvidence in nature—in tho wholo presont field of
scientific exploration-—that the mind consciously survives the death
of thobody. Albeit, the Rev. Joseph Cook, who is not a scicntist,
but a theclogian, declares per contrd, that scienco does cstablish tho
immortality of tho sonl! Tho Globe tolls us that “by a proczss
of reasoning on purely sciontific mothods, he srrived at the con-
clusion that deuth does not ond all.” Now, this theological
reagoning on “sciontific (1) mothods,” and tho *conclusion”
urrived at, may bo ewminently satisfactory to Mr. Cook, and re-
asguring to the orthodox Chrictian; but they will scarcely avail
to disperso the thoughts of thousands of thoughtful people in the
churches, much less move tho cultured rationalist or materinlist.

When Prof. Tyndall, & year or two ugo, in his new celebrated
Belfust Address as President of the British Scientific Associntion,
vontured to touch upon whut was claimed to be theologic issues,
tho theologians raiged a great huo and cry about scienco * presam-
ing” to decide theological problems. The Professor was roundly
berated and denounced for having the ““ arrogance  and * prosump-
tion” to trench upon sacred ground—even ecclesinstical ground.
And, be it rememberod, Prof. Tyndall did not essay to pass npon
any  .crine of theology from a theclogical standpoint, but simply,
by implicaticn, from his own standpoint of science. Ho had a
perfect right to do this. If it is found that the logical and inevit-
able outcome of certain scientific facts and genoralizations is the
destruction of a time-honored dogma in theology, is the exponent
of scienco to blame for merely pointing out tho fact? Thesciantist
bag nothing to do, direcily, with theology,——to him it is an exotic
weed, and he nover meddles with it except to uproot it when ho
finds it in his way. e himself nover enters tho theological £eld,
though his scientific artillory may reach over into that domain and
do fearful work. But whet does the theologian do? What does
Mr. Cook do? Mo does not rest with trying to prove a future
oxistence froc. theology and revelation, but coolly and ¢ arrogantly”
steps ovor into the ficld of scionce, (where, bpthe way, he is as
much out of his clement as u fish on land), and complacently tells
us that science proves the immortality of the soul. Tt was vory
“arrogant,” of course, for Tyndall simply to point out from his
own ground the falling of tho old rotten trees on tho theologic side
of tho fonco by the scientitic lightning from his side; but theve is
no arrogance, forsooth, in Joseph Cook crossing tho fence and
calling desparately upon us to look at the great living onks falling,
when they are not falling at all—his theologic thunder having
had no effect on them.

Ar Cook dilated learncdly—aye, and dogmatically—upon the
* abtruso principles of diurnal biology” (whatover that can bo) with,
as the Globe putsit, the ¢ skill of a master,”—and we may add with
the fincsse of a theologian. Biology, of course, under the theologic
manipulation and clastic exegesis of Mr. Cook, proves that * death
does not.end all.” Lot us sce. Prof. Huxloy, admittedly tho
very highest authority in biology, says, ¢ But in the interest of
scientific cloarness, I object to say that I have a soul, when I
mean, all the while, that my organism has cortain mental functions
which, like tho rest, are dependent upon its molecalar comsposition,
and como to an end when I die”—(* A Modern Symposium,” p.
82, Rose-Bolford Pub. Co., Toronto, 1878.)

If such philosophers and theologians as deal with the “soul and
future lifo " in that wonderful * symposium * just mentioned, havo
not ono ray of light to givo to the world on that dark subject, we
may well despair of Joseph Cook’s being able to clear away tho
mist. Ja striving to prove immortality by the aid of biciogy, Mxr.
Caok only oxhibits his lack of kunowledgo in that department of
scionco as it stands at prosout.  And, in defining matéer, bo is as
far behind tho natural philosophy of to-lay as he was in his mota-
physics in trying to explain couscience. Mo gravely told the



