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and the same is true of sound. We confess that
we do not feel competent to decide as to the cor-
rectness of the author's positions in this part of
his argument. He is revolutionary in seience,
and, if he be correct, much that has passed in
the’ scientific world as true must be utterly dis-
carded. This much may be safely said: The
author has here tronbled the scientists ; and to
command and retain confidence, they must fairly
refute his arguments, and show that his positions
eannot be maintained.

The anthor's special object in demolishing, as
lie confidently believes he has done, the wave
theory of sound, is to throw, by this means, dis-
credit upon the conclusions of the scientists, and
especially upon Mr, Darwin [Tyndall], the most
prominent exponent in our day of the wave-theory
of light and sound. If it can be shown that he
has made almost incredible blunders in these
matters, then his arguments and conclusions re-
lating to evolution may well be suspected. This
leads the author to what may be called the third
part of his work, ‘* Evolution Evolved.” This
we have already noticed, and need not now fur-
ther refer to it.

On the whole, this volume must produce
gomething of a sensation in the scientific world.
A long and elaborate review of it appears in the
Setentific Reporter for October.  The reviewer is
disposed to regard the main positions taken by
the anthor as demonstrated. This judgment may
be partial, but the scientists must show that it is
not well-founded. For our own part, with the
exception above noted, we have gone over these
chapiers with great interest. lie volume is

very handsomely printed and bound.

On receiving a copy of the above notice,
I wrote a friendly note to Dr. Barr ex-
plaining briefly the difference between my
views and those of the pantheist and ma-
terialist, and requested a reply. He
politely declined entering into a corres-
ndence with a nom de plume, upon which
iint the publishers, at my suggestion and
under my prompting, eommenced a cor-
respondence with the Doctor, the last two
letters of which I will now copy, and which
will speak for themselves :

Pmraperemaia, Pa., Dee. 25, 1878.
Messrs. Harn & Co.

Gentlemen : A few words in reply to
yours of the 23d inst. geem to be neces-
sary. In reference to the Westminster
Confession of Faith, I may say that there
is certainly a way to amend it, or revise it
at any time, but so far as I know in rela-
tion to the matter referred to in my for-

mer letter, namely, the teaching of the |
Confession on the subject of creation, there |
is no demand for a change or amendment. |
It is believed by Presbyterians, I think |

almost without exception, that God did in
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ing. Dr. Charles Hodge may be fairly
taken as expressing the views of Preshy-
terians generally in relation to this mat-
ter. In his great work on Theology he
strenuously maintains the doctrine of the
Confession, and what is of far more impor-
tance proves, as I think clearly, that the
doetrine of the Confession is the doctrine
of the Bible. Believing, therefore, that
the Bible teaches that God did make all
things out of nothing, Presbyterians are
not likely to “ amend” their confession of
faith in this particular.

You ask me to give you an explicit
declaration of seripture that God made
all things out of nothing. I think I did
this in my former letter. To present the
proof fully would require more time and
space than I can command. I must limit
myself to an outline. The first verse in
Genesis declares that God did in the be-
ginning creafe the heavens and the earth.
Now it is true that the word rendered cre-
ate does not always, nor does it in itself
mean, absolutely, to make gomething out
of nothing, but it is the very best word
afforded by any human language anterior
to revelation to express the idea of abso-
lute making. Remember, too, that it
was in the beginning, in the absolute be-
ginning, that God created the heavens and
the earth. Afterward there was chaos, and
if the object of the inspired writer had
been to declare that God did make all
things out of nothin&; he could not have
employed language that would have better
expressed that idea. Then Christ speaks
of the glory which he “had with the
Father before the world was”—existed.
« Before thou hadst formed the earth and
the world, from everlasting to ﬁ?ﬁrlﬂ.ﬁﬂﬂg
thou art God.” How could this be sai
if the matter of the world was everlasting ?
Besides the seriptures attribute the eris-
tence of things purely to the “will,” * word,”
“breath ” of God, and never even indirecily
imply the presence of any other element
or condition of their being such as pre-
eristing matter. “ By faith we understand

| that the worlds were framed by the word

of God, so that things which are seen were
nol made of things which do_eppear.”—See
Heb. xi. 8, Psalm 33. G; 148. 5. Your
mistake and that of “Wilford” in relation
to this matter arises out of your confusion
of mind in relation to substance, or sub-
stantive being. You seem to teach thatif

the beginning make all things out of noth- | we admit the substantive being of God,
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from analogy,” I am at a loss to comprehend
how a conscious, personal ** identity,” can have
anything to do with another state of existence, or
how John the Revelator could Lave:seen * the
souls of them that were belieaded for the witness
of Jesus," sinee-they must have been * erganiess,”
and as ““headless” as were their bodies, if your
view be eorrect,

As an illustration of the unreliability of your
ictter in matters of science, I need only refer to
one of your twice-repeated statements. You say:
“The objection 1 urged, that matier could not
acquire new propertics by being attenuated, was
clearly to the point.” Yet a more manifestly
erroneous doctrine could hardly be condensed
into so short a sentence. Among the distinctive
properties of the diamond, for example, may be
named its hardness and brilliancy, both of which
are totally lost when this gem is attenuated by
heat and converted into gas, though not a particle
of the snbstance of the diamond ceases to exist.
The same is true when we invert the illustration.
For example, one of the characteristic properties
of steam is its remarkable elasficity, yet, when
condensed into water, this E;uperty of matter en-
tirely dizsappears and is substituted by its exact
opposite pmpertifcnllad tncompressibility. 1could

ive a thousand illustrations, as there is not a
solid or liquid body in Nature that would not, if
attenuated, contradict vour ‘“‘science,” while
there is not a normally rarefied snbstance in ox-
istence which, if condensed to a solid or liquid
form, would not take on "*new properties” not

d in its natural condition.

Ent 1 cannot now take time to follow yon
through all your misconceptions of my theory of
ereation, or to correct all your unscientific reason-
ing in regard to my Lypothesis of an incorporeal
vital and mental organism. - I must, however,
attend to one other matter on which youn seem to
lay special stress, before bidding you adien. You
appear to hiave discovered, near the close of your
letter, a prodigious inconsistency in my supposi-

Nore.—In the ‘precmiing correspondence 1
have been compelled to differ from the West.-
minster Confession of Faith, coneerning the crea-
tion of all things out of nothing, contrary to my
former prejudices, and in opposition to most of
my brethren of the Presbyterian branch of the
churel, Dr. Barr, as will be seen, admits that
the Confession can be amended should a majority
of Presbyterinns consider its teachings upon this
subject erroncous. Then Lappeal to the clergy
and laity of that influential denomination to take
action at onee, lm:!:i:ﬁ to the change of the first
section of Chapter IV., since it is manifestly on
its face contrary to the Bible, as will appear by
the following quotation:

o Tt pleased the Father, Bon, and Holy Ghost, for the
manifestation of the glory of His eternal power, wis-
dom, and geodness, (o tho beginning o creato OF ke
of nothing the world and ol Sings therein, whother vislhio
or Inviaible, in the space of aix days, and all very

good

Now it ia perfectly plain that man and woman
are included in ' el things therein,” and it is
just as plainly evideat that man was created out
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tion that God might condense & world or anything
else out of an atom, 80 to & , of His own
substance. You present to me
act of eondensing implies a condenzer.” Yes; wh
not? Who would ever think of disputing this
roposition? Youn then add, with your usual
ogical discrimination: ** That the condenser and
the thing econdensed are one and the same, is in-
conceivable. Just as well might we say that the
Creator and the thin nreabedg are identical. JIn
the name of science [!| I must protest against such
wnsctentific sfatements.” Yet even after this
formal protest, I think yon would admit that you
might, if you should try, pare your cion finger
queils, pulverize ihe morts, and then condense
them into a pellet, and while you would readily
understand Low this act of condensing ** implics
a condenser,” 1 doubt if even your own logie
would lead you far enough to conclude that ““t
condenser and the thing condensed,” in such a
case, would necessarily be *‘ one and the same /"
“In the name of science I must protest, ” ete.
It is only about a week ago that I saw a lad
clip from Ler head a tress of bair, out of whi
she made a beautiful and artistic watch-chain;
but it never occurred to me, that ** the creator and
the thing ereated,” in that casg, were necessarily
“ {ndentical,”— that this lady, in other words,
and the waleh-chain were necessarily *“one and
the same” because a part of her own exterior
stucture was used in making this ornament ! No;
16 did not occur to me till I was fortunate enough
to receive your interesting communication. Pos-
gibly I may have been laboring under a panthe-
istical delusion in supposing that God
as much power as a finite human being. If I
am mistaken in this estimate of the attributes of
the umni[f:teut and omnipresent Author of the
universe, I ghall wait patiently to be set right in
your next letter.

Yery truly yours,
. Wirromp,

of the dust and woman out of a rib. Hence, the
Confession is clearly in error in thos tm:hinq
that Adam and Eve were made of ** nothing.’
I beg of the progressive ministers of thischurch,
therefore, that they insist upon the immediate
elimination of this erroneous section and thus
free their hands for the impending conflict with
atheisticn]l selentists,  If this seetion were of any
real use either for the glory of God or the con-
sistent vindieation of religion, I should not insist
a0 earnestly upon its elimination. But it is both
unnecessary and untrue; and must eripple the

efforts of religious philosophers in their contest

with materialism. Should it be thus voluntaril

expunged from the Confession, as here sug, i
such a progressive step would tend to convince
the wur!]d that the ehureh is as ready and willin

to make advances in the elimination of error an

the adoption of new truths as scientists them-
selves: while such a willingness on the part of
all denominations would tend ultimately to bring
them ther in the bonds of & real Christian
union, wherehy the battle against the enemies of

religion might be successfully waged under one
ﬂ:glg:.nﬁ tn{'m glory of God.

e fact that ““the
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that we at once become involved in psy-
ehological distinctions and a blending of the
confused overlapping of choice and mo-
tive-force which the mind utterly fails to
untangle satisfactorily. I say I can raise
my hand if I choose to do so. Certainly I
can. But it requires some ecircumstance
or motive to make me choose to Lift it,
rather than let it remain, such as a pur-
pose to convince the one with whom I am
conversing, or to convince myself that I

have such power of choice. This circum- |

stanee then acts as the controlling motive
which coerces my volition and forces my
will to 1ssue its command to the muscles of
my arm, which finally proceed to lift my
hand from the table in obedience to my
will. Buat had the motives and eirecum-
stances been the other way, holding out the
stronger inducement to allow my hand to
remain upon the table, then evidently the
will would have dictated to my museles ac-
cordingly, and volition would liave acqui-
esced, and, in a sense, my hand would have
been volunfarily forced, if T may be allowed
the paradox, to remain upon the table in-
stead of being lifted from it.

I have thus admitted all that the most
radical mambear of a “ Radieal Club * ean
ask, and have tried to state his ease in its
strongest possible light. And yet, when I
have done all this, and after freely con-
fessing that my mind is not capable of
disentangling the interlacing fringes of
this motive-force and volitional power of
choica as they brash into each other, there
is yet someshow a something that stands
out clear and distinet above all this tangle,
as conspicuously self-evident as that the
mind has the power of thought, going to
demonstrate the freedom of the Wi]ﬁuﬂ the
absolate power of choic2 somewhere in the
midst of motives and ecircumstances as an
indepandent prerogativa of the mind over
and above all these controlling influences.
This, it must be admitted, seems self-con-
tradictory, but I will now try to make it

appear and prove that it must be so, and |

in doing this to sattle, if possible, the most
intricate problem in metaphysics that can
be conceived of.

In the first place, no radieal thinker of

the Robert Owen tvps, let him philoso-

hize and metaphysicize as lie may, does |
lieve or can believe any such doctrine as |
he teaches in regard to the absolute force |
of eircumstances and motives, and by
which the will is coerced and all choice
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1s but the result of force. The very con-
gitution of the human mind revolts at such
a doctrine of eoercion in defiance of our
logie, and I may challenge any man to
reason himself into it far enough to wipe
out this intuitive, inborn testimony of
consciousness that man has a free will, a
power of choice, an ability to select be-
tween two motives and determine upon
one or the other by what the soul reccg-
nizes as a voluntary act of choice.

In the next place, if man cannot thus de-
cide, by choosing voluntarily between a
number of*motives set before him, then
how can we account for this inbred lie of
conscience, and why these punitory hor-
rors which continually dog us for errors
which we really have never committed but
were rather forced by the strongest mo-
tive, like simple automata, to perform?
Why this self-condemnation which fright-
ens us with a false arraignment before
conscience, when we were forced merely
to act the erime by the influence of resist-
less eircumstances, as a Punch and Judy
are forced to slap each other in their
mimic spats? If freedcm of the will be
veally a chimera, and our power of choice
a mental delusion, then evidently man is
not responsible for his acts at all, any
more than is a clock for stopping when

its weights have run down. To say that
there is a difference in the two cases, since
man is an intellipent machine, and the

clock is not, is to teach that just so far as
there is a difference is there responsibility,
and just so far is man free to act under
the guidance of his willin his choice amm:ﬁ
motives and circumstances, which is

that constitutes human responsibility.
Raise man just one sglight degree above
the water-wheel, and to the extent of that
degree does he beccme responsible as a
volitional being, and the arbiter of lis own
fortune. But make him, as this system of
radiealism teaches, a mere creature of eir-
eumstances, absolutely chained to obey the
behests of the strongest motives which he
ling no hand in originating, ;md_ l]mj: mo-
ment we obliterate all distinetion in his
actions between right and wrong, vice Il..l:l(]
virtue, and in go doing wipe out the sociul
system and eivil government. Carry out
this doctrine legitimately, and all words
making a distinetion between acts good
and bad, such as crime,.wiqkedqegs. 8D,
wrong, right, good, bad, ]uﬂhpe, injustice,
virtue, vice, etc., have no use in the vocab-
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the brain molecules, as my friend, Prof. Haeckel
contends, placed together in a most varied man-
ner. And since sound necessarily ceases to ex-
ist (not being substantial) when the pulsations of
the air cease; and as light no longer exists (not
being a substance) when the etherial undulations
whicl constitute it cense, of course the soul will
nlso cease to exist when the molecular undula-
tions of the brain subside! Your illustration,
therefore, of the relation of the soul to the brain
by two universally admitted miodes of motion,
neitler of them substantial, hands over your ana-
logical argument into my lands as one of the
most valuable trophies of materialism that Ihave
yet seen, going to demonstrate, as all mate.
rialistz claim, that the soul is but a mode of mo-
tion of the ultimate molecules of the brain, and
in no sense a substantial entity., Unless,
therefore,” Prof. Huxley concludes, *‘you per-
emptorily reject the undulatory theory of sound
and light, and adopt the view of the author of
the Problem of Human Life that sound, as well
as light, is a real substance, you are placed hors
de combat, and are forced to train, from this on,
in the ranks of materialism. "

I beg of Joseph Cook and Hermann Lotze not
to take offence at my putting into the hands and
mouth of Prof. Huxley this disastrous reply to
their supposed analogical proof of the soul's im-
mortality, which turns out to be so complete a
demonstration in favor of materialism. It is
better that a friend should strike this blow than
an enemy, since soon or late the blow was cer-
tain to come unless materialism has “lost its
senses, However deep its cut or keen its smart,
there is a balm for the wouand, if they will ac-
cept it. which will not leave even a cicatrice to
tell the tale of its infliction. That balm is the
incorporeal *‘ enswathement® of the vital and
mental organism, which these great advocates
of religion have so strangely overlooked in fram-
ing their analogical arguments in support of the
sonl's immortality. p

On the supposition that the soul is a veritable
organism, it is plain that it must possess

cars, as well as a brain. This being so, its
eyes must really be the means by which the
physical ey~ see, and its ears the means by
which the physical ears hear, and consequently
the brain of the soul must really be the means
by which the physical brain thinks. We prove
this by the fact that the cnrr:rreul man can neither
see, hear, nor think when he is dead, though his
physical eyes, ears, and brain remain intact and
continue as perfect in every part of their corpo.
real structure as when the man was living,
Why, then, can he not see, hear, and think?
Because the soul-organism has left its ** earthly
honse,” The incorporeal eyes, ears, and brain
of the **inner man” have departed, leaving their
tenement vacant, which is all that is meant by
death, when we come to comprehend it.  The
torporeal eyes, ears, and brain remain in every
respect a8 before dissolution, but that which did

— gnacially Interested in the discussion of p !
R e s AT f-!:"llnw!nu twa long ehapters on Sound (¥ and

ani the discussion of evolution, materialism. spontaneous genceri-

profitably, at least for the present, akip the
tnvestigntion of the Problem of Human Lifi,
tion, ato,, in the seventh, cighih, ninth,
who may desire to read o cond

tenth, and eleventh ehapters, baginning at page a6l
ensaed apltome of the entire Sou
of tha Addenda to Chapter Y1, ombracing ihe llrrmknu-"-‘r'lllff-rtl i
ehjsctions with the author's replies, commencing nt poaga s,
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| the seeing, hearing, and thinking,—this psyclical

organism of the real man,—has made irs exit,
though it is no less an entity because of its inde-
pendent existence and new mode of life than is
the image when it takes its papilionaceous flight,
bidding adieu to the no longer needed chrysalis,
MNow where comes in the true analogy in
the case to lelp out this very lame attémpt
to utilize the undulatory theory of light and
sound, and which lbas g0 unwittingly proved
the soul to be but a mode of motion, thus
handing over bodily the whole question of im-
mortality to the materialists ¥ It 1s here. I have
shown by reference to the inventor that the eyes
of the zoul can really see when the bodily eves are
closed, and consequently without the aid of ex-
ternal light. I lave also shown, by reference to
the musical composer, that the ears of the soul
are really capable of Jeering musical strains
without the aid of any external sounds, or any
action whatever upon the tympanic membrane
and anditory nerve. Then reasoning from anal-
ogy, the brain of the soul way think while the
physical brain remains totally quiescent as in
slee?. Carrying out this line of thought still
further: Asthe eyes of the soul ean really sce
without the aid of the physical eves, it follows
that they could still see if the pliysical eyes were
totally destroyed, which is known to be a fact.
As the ears of the soul can really hear without
the aid of the corporeal ears, it follows that the
same thing would be true if the bodily ears
were totally destroved, also known to be a fact.
Consequently, by the clearest analogy, it follows
that the lyain of the soul could continue to
think were the physical brain totally destroyed.
This kind of analogy comes home to our ex-
perience, and however defective it may be, in
gome of its delails, it at least gives no aid nor
comfort to materialism: while with the additional
fact of the existence of the vital and mental
organism scientifically established, and shown to
be an absolute necessity to account for observed
phenomena, otherwise wholly inexplicable-—as 1
claim to have done—then this analogical proof
of man's immortality Lecomes equally a scien-
tific and rational conelusion. But withent this
recognition of the organie nature of the soul,
possessing eyes, ears and brain, as the real entity
in the physical man which does the seeing, hear-
ing, thinking, and, in fact, performs all the other
functions of life, no analogy will leld in favor
of a future conscious existence, or prove worth
a rush in combating the materialistic philosophy
of the day. Without this definite recognition of
the continuous and conscious existence of the
““inper man,” with his organs and faculties
complete, all attempts at a rational solution of the
roblem of liuman Jife will end in signal failure,
eaving the immortality of the soul.but a vision.
ary hypothesis, no more definite or satisfactory
to the anxions and inquiring mind than would
be the last evaneseence of a fading liope, or the
gossamer outlines of a half-forgotten dream, |

urely phyeleal sclonoe might
s 1), and continue tho

Those, however,
ned question, will find it In the sixteen pagss
lseussion of the Wave-theory, and tho Kep

These sixtoon pages, ln fact, prepare the way

for o botter understanding of the monograph tsell.—PUBLISEENS,
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As a conclusive proof that the female polyplee-
tron does not make choice of a mate by her dis-
criminating artistic taste in determining the fine
points of difference in the beauty of the ocelli of
iwo competing males, we see her eating and
scratching away, paying no attention at all to the
antics of her wooer as he proceeds with Lis court-
ship. Though Mr. Darwin lays great stress upon
the fact that the male bird spreads his wings so
s to present their beanty to the best advantage
to the female, yet she never looks at his feathers,
much less examines them with that serutinizing

and artistic inspection neeessary to determine
what Mr. Darwin’s hiypothesis requires, and what
no human artist, however accomplished in his
profession, could begin to achieve. Instead of
fixing Ler artistic eyes with a spell-bound critical
gaze ufpun these “Eorgmua and inimitable span-
gles of his spread wings, in order to settle the
question of their com tive superiority over
those of his rivals, as the theory of sexual selec-
tion imperatively demands, this artistic female
does nothing but serateh and pick, with her eyes’
down to the ground, and without caring the value
of a worm whether his feathers are white, blacl,
Llue or green. Yet Mr. Darwin's highly scienti-
fic theory makes her, with all this manifest in-
difference, a thousand-fold more critical and
capable of judging artistically of the nice differ-
ence between the plumage of these birds than a
human artist,with the closest possible inspection,
and with the aid of magnifying lenses to assist
his vision |

But as every argument urged in support of
evolution almost necessarily carries with it, as
we have seen and shall see, its own self-annili-
lating rebuttal, this theory of ** sexugl selection ™
is no exception, but contains within it the most
unanswerable proof of the existence of intelligent
and purposive design by a personal Creator in the
thousands of forms and colors all around us in
Nature, where no selection either ‘* natural ™ or
“ gexual,” ean have taken any part, as admitted
by Mr. Darwin himself.

Iirst, let me quote this author to show that
intellizent choice and purposive display on the
part of these birds were actually necessary for the
production of the forms and colors of the male
plumage, and without which, of course, such
artistic works of nature would not have ex-
isted:—

““ He who thinks that he can safely gauge the
digerimination and taste of the lower animals
may deny that the female argus-pheasant can
appreciate such refined beauty; but he will then
be compelled to admit that the extraordinary
attitndes assumed by the male during the act of
eourtship, by which the wonderful beauty of his
plumage is fully displayed, are purposeless; and

"this is o eonclusion which I, for ene, will never
admit.”"— Descent of Man, p. 400.

Granting this reasoning to be sound, then I
ask: if the beautiful ocelli and inimitable shad-
ing of the argus-pheasant's Whisia depend for
their origin and existence upon the intelligent
choice and purposive dia{alay of beings possess-
ing and exercising mental powers capable of tak.
ing in and comprehending these artistic beauties,

1he Problem of Human Life.

then liow about the microscopical beauties of
these same feathers, in which equally artistic
patterns and arrangements of tints oceur, but
which are utterly beyond the artistic choice ar
purposive display of animals, because they are
beyond the inspeetion of any unassisted eye?
Thus, under the force of this single guestion,
Mr. Darwin iﬂ ﬁhllgﬂﬂ to admit b:lr every pﬂnui_ .
ple of logic and reason that artistic beauties in
Nature, not useful in the struggle for existence,
and beyond the ken of animal or human vision,
must have been produced by a purposive and
artistic choice on the part of an intelligent
power independent of, and above Nature. And
further, if these microscopical hues and patterns
of tints i the plumage of the argus-pheasant can
thus only be accounted for by postulating intelli-
gent design and artistic taste on the part of a
mind capable of scanning the very mﬂl]:gculm of
these feathers, then how can the wonderful me-
chanical adaptation of the feathers themselves, as
means to ends, and even the existence, form, and
structure of the wings, be explained without ad-
mitting the intelligent working of a power and
intellect above Nature; es pecially in view of the
fact that these wings and feathers, in their ineipi-
ency, at least, could have been of no use to the
bird, but were rather injuripus, and hence could
not have been produced by natural selection,
as recently quoted, and as more fully shown in
the eleventh chapterf To assume in one breath
that the evolution of animal forms and o ic
structure procesds by a purposeless natural se-
lection and without intelligent design on the part
of any power in the universe, and then in the
next breath insist that even the colors of a poly-
plectron’s wing could not have come into existence
without the purposive display and intelligent
choice of beings possessed of mental faculties
and artistie taste, gives us a fair illustration of
the incolierent and bungling eharacter of this
entire ];.ihilmphy which would eliminate God
from Nature and carry on His intelligent and
artistie works by the pitiable machinery of a de-
signless and self-contradictory system of evolu-
tion. I solemnly declare that I can conceive of no
reater absurdity in philosophical reasoning than
ﬁrst to argue that the form and tint of a feather
could not have originated without the mental
operations of purpose, choice and artistic taste,
and then that the very animal which exercises
this choice and artistic discrimination actually
came into existence with all its mental powers
by the action of mindless and purposeless laws
of Nature, and without the aid of any inl_&ihg-ent
power whatever | If Mr. Darwin and his coad-
jutors think that such a self-contradictory system
of philosophy ean become permanently established
in the minds of the independent scientific investi-
gators of this age, after their sober second-thought
shall be brought to bear upon it, they will wake
up not a dozen years hence, as I confidently pre-
diet, the worst -deceived school of philosophers
who have ever framed a seientific hypothesis.
Talke for example, the indescribable beauties,
artistic forms of sculpture, and exquisite geomet-
rieal outlines of chasing found in the micros-

copical shells of ocean, which no art can imitate
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structure,—still propagates its species by
she same “pinching” process, resulting in
“self-division;"” and, of course, without im-
provement, since it is still the “simplest of
all imaginable organisms.”

Is it at all likely, if this moneron were
of such a nature as to be capable of vary-
ing by adding extraneous ingredients to its
“one single substance,” or by developing
organs in its structureless and “homoge-
neous” body which might lay the founda-
tion for a higher species, that, after this
enormous interval of time since those favor-
able Carboniferous conditions,it would not
show some slight addition of substance, or
the smallest sign of developing organs? Is
it not an astonishing fact, that, after these
hundreds of millions of years, as most
evolutionists estimate the interval, not one
moneron can be found tending in any de-
gree toward a change from that “one single
substance” or that organless body it had
when first formed out of inorganic matter
by spontaneous generation? Finally, is it
possible that at one #ime only and in one
place only in the history of this earth a
single moneron varied slightly, giving rise
to a variety of monera which led on through
additional variations to other varieties, and
finally resulted in a new specific organiza-
tion? This, as I shall soon show, is virtu-
ally taught both by Haeckel and Darwin,
If it be so, that at one time, in one place,
and in ene individual moneron only, such
variation occurred leading on to countless
varieties graduated to a new species of
monera, and this again in thousands of
transitional varieties toward another speci-
fic structure, 5 1t pDEE-ilJiE to suppose that
not a single descendant of any one of these
thousands of improved varieties and species
of monera leading toward higher organisms
has come down to us, and yet that the ori-
ginal and unimproved species mr::tinues
throughout this long struggle for existence

1he Problem of Human Life.

+ * 'i
- structure, must invariably “supplant™ and

in countless millions of individuals exactlyy
the same as when first spontanecusly ge e
erated?
dantly show by quotations from his volus
minous works, that the improved descend=
ants of any organic species in their grad-

ual development toward a higher grade _i"I

“exterminate " the unimproved or pare:jih
form in the struggle for existence, as it 1 f"
only such exterminating process of the
unimproved individuals, through “survival
of the fittest,” by which “natural selection™
can work, and solely through this destru
tion of the unimproved by which an a
vance is made from a lower toward a high 1
grade of organic being. Three or four
passages, only, will suffice for the pres

argument, as follows:— ;

vals of time, become modified, for otherwise thep
wonld become extinet”

supplant the parent forms." +
“New and improved varieties will imevifadiy®
supplant and exterminate the older.” _
“ In all cases the new and improved forms of life
tend to supplant the old and unimproved forms."=

This legitimate tendency of “survival of
the fittest"” is reiterated by Darwin in @
score of different ways. If monera arc thi
“primeval parents of all other organisms;:
as Haeckel so repeatedly tells us, then
according to these citations from this
highest authority on Modern Emluti?
there ought not to be a moneron in l:".JZI‘.
ence, since “new and improved varietiess
will inevitably supplant and exterminate ,,I'
older”  As the monera have not been sugs
planted and exterminated by their improves tl
descendants, but are perhaps to-day e
most numerous of all living creatures

covering almost the entire bottom of thes
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tion till it would entirely disappear, thus
defying natural selection.

This would be equally as true of a bene-
ficial or serviceable variation as of a
merely worthless protuberance or exeres-
cence. It matters not of how much value
& spontaneous variation in a monereon might
prove to be if perpetuated by being accu-
mulated and augmented through natural
selection, this law of self-division precludes
the possibility of all such interference, for
a single divergence occurring among mil-
lions of individuals would be beyond the
reach of natural selection, since it would
commence running out by this diluting
tendency of self-division, as stated, without
a possible chance for augmentation, and
would thus soon become extinct.

It is perfectly evident if monera can or
do vary at all, it is but very seldom, as no
naturalist has yet seen one with even a
spontaneous wart on its little body. Hence,
natural selection could not begin to work
on such a scarcity of material,even if within
its law of operation, before the peculiarity
would disappear entirely by continual sub-
divisions.

Suppose, for example, a single moneron
should accidentally vary by developing two
perfect eyes on some part of its body. The
very first self-division would either give
one eye to each half, according to the di-
rection in which the line of division should
take place, or else give both eyes to one
half, which would leave the other half ex-
actly in its normal condition, the same as
if no spontaneous variation had occurred.
If one half of the moneron should con-
tinue to retain both eyes at each self-divi-
sion, then natural selection could do noth-
ing to extend this improvement to any
other individual of the race,as there would
be no transmission of the eyes, and conse-
que_nt]j,.' no inkeritance of them, and ‘it must
be remembered that “natural selection @cis

1he Problem of Human Life.

ondy by the accumulation and preservation .

of small fnherited modifications,” and hence
as soon as that individual retaining the
two eyes should happen to die there would
be an end to that variation, terminating
and leaving the race as blind as before,
and exactly the same as if no such an ac-
cidental pair of eyes had been developed,
notwithstanding natural selection looked
on, 50 to speak, a helpless spectator all the
while. Even if that individual half should
live and retain the two eyes forever, such
a fact could never result in the improve-
ment of another individual of the race or
make the slightest advance toward a trans-

‘mutation, since akerifance 1s entirely out

of the question.

But if, on the other hand, this abnormity
should be equally divided between the two
halves at the first segregation, giving one
eye to each of the duplicate individuals,
then, instead of the descendants from these
two halves being benefited by receiving
each an eye apiece, the first self-division
of either body having one of the eyes would
either give the single éye to one half (which
would leave it exactly in the position of the
first moneron just described which retained
the two eyes), or the eye would be wholly
destroyed by the line of division passing
through it, thus annihilating the improve-
ment at the second stage of descent, since
we can not conceive any benefit to the two
last-named duplicate monera by having
half an eye apiece! And if natural selec-
tion could reach the case at all, as we see
it can not, it would make sorry progress,
since it would then find but the cicatrice
of an eye to work on, which would ndi-
cate the appearance of an eye less and less
at each subsequent self-division.

Thus, by every possible view of the case,
unsexual beings, which transmit their dt?-
scendants by the self-division of their
bodies, as did Haeckel's “ primeval parents

-
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argument, that the self-divisions among
monera were in every way equivalent
to the sexual transmissions of offspring
among higher species, is it possible for an
accidental peculiarity, however beneficial,
occurring in a single individual, to be so
favored by natural selection as to be per-
petuated, and thus made to improve the
race or species to which such individual
belongs? I answer emphatically that even
in our higher genera and species of mam-
mals the most marked and useful variation
spontaneously occurring, unless under
compulsory separation and methodical se-
lection,would be immediately lost and ob-
literated by promiscuous intercrossing with
the normal individuals of the same species,
and that no possible influence of natural
selection could prevent such obliteration
of abnormity or cause it to advance the
race one iota in a transmutation of that
species toward another.

The direct and natural tendency of an
abnormal structure to run out and disap-
pear of itself in a ferine state,or when not

continuously cultivated by intelligent se-

lection, is admitted among naturalists gen-
erally. This, added to the fact of promis-
cuous intercrossing in a state of nature,
would immediately dilute and then destroy
any spontaneous deviation of structure,
however useful, before natural selection
or survival of the fittest would have time
to make the least advance toward im-
provement.

Suppose, for example, among wild asses,
which exist in herds of thousands, a male
should be born with a single horn in the
tniddle of the forehead. Although this
weapon would be of great service in offense
and defense among its fellows in mastering
the males and getting possession of the
females, as Darwin claims, yet its first off-
spring would either be hornless by a natu-
ral reversion or possess but stunted horns,

The Problem of Human Life.

being one half diluted by the normal fe-
male structure, This horn peculiarity in
the second generation, would, by reversion
and natural dilution, no doubt almost en-
tirely disappear; while in the third genera-
tion not a scintilla of the abnormity would
probably be seen. This is shown by ob-
ser-.r;}tion, and corroborated by reason, to
be the natural tendency of all abnormities

‘when not restrained by methodical selec-

tion and intelligent culture.

I will now proceed to demonstrate this
principle to the reader's satisfaction by
adducing the evidence of the highest liv-
ing authority on.this subject—Mr, Darwin
himself. He says:—

‘T saw also that the preservation In a state of
nature of any occasional deviation of structure, such
as @ monstresity, would be a rare event; and that if
at first preserved it would generally de Jost &y seeb-
seqgiient f!:f:?fmsﬁﬂg’ with ordinary individuals,""—
Origin of Species, p. 1.

“But we have ne evidence of the appearance, or
of the continued procreation under nature, of abrug/
miodi fications of structure; and various general rea-
sons cowld be assigned against such a deficf: for in-

stance, without separation a single monstrous varia-

tion wenld almost certainly be soon obliterated by
crossing."— Variation of Animals and Plants, vol:

ii., [ 495.

I would now appeal to the reader, and
candidly ask him if Darwin has not liter-
ally and without any forced construction
of his words surrendered the whole theory
of natural selection preserving and accu-
mulating small inherited modifications,
and thus finally so changing the form and
structure of one species as to transmute it
into another? To admit that an “abrupt
modification,” a “single monstrous varia-
tion,” or an “occasional deviation of struc-
ture such as a monstrosity,” would be |'f’5t
by “intercrossing with ordinary individ-
uals” and thus “obliterated,” in the very
face and eyes of natural selection power-
less to prevent it, is an absolute yielding
of the whole question which he has labored



















































































































































































































































































































































































































OPINIONS OF THE PRESS.

the day by their throats, and shaken them
in the eteroal grip of truth till not a joint hangs to-
gether. From lid to lid the book peals with the
seven thunders of everlasting truth. It is God's
fresh seal to His Word and Works,—the like of
which has never before been given to mankind.”

™ [%?'mm the Apostotic Church, Mayfield, Ky.]
*This is in many the most remarkable
book produced within the last quarter of a century,
—a period remarkable in itself for the great ad-
vancement made in all departments of religious and
scientific investigation. . . . Wilford Hall has
well repaid the world, both in a religious and scien-
tific t of view, for his thirty years of seclusion.
May he yet live many years to unmask error and
get forth truth; and that he may enjoy some of the
fruits of his unparalleled labors, before he goes
hence, is the fervent prayer of the writer.”
[ From the Episcopal Recorder, Philadeiphia.
© “We have not seen any discussion which takes
hold of scientific difficulties and suggested doubts
with so great confidence. It is like grasping a net-
tle, the vigorous squeezing of which reduces it to a
mless mass. We rejoice to see this thorough
and conclusive work ; and think it well adapted to
confirm the believer in revelation, and to encourage
the timid. The work is in the interest of revealed
truth, and is a zealous champion.”
[From the Texas B, ]
. ® 1t iz a real pleasure to read the book, and mark
the lines of thought at every step of development,
away from the ordinary channels of reasoning, con-
cerning the things of which he writes. If the po-
gitions are true, Wilford is master of the situation;
and if, upon the increased circulation of his interest-
ing book, its readers are ed that his argu-
ments are well grounded, he will be considered
greater by far than any other man of the aﬁuilg
which he lives; and not less great than Sir
Newton himself.”
[From the Journal and Messenger, Cineinnati.]
t * The Problem of Human Life is a very unex-
eontribution to scientific polemics, which,
its rmmuin%n shall be justified, on thorough in-
westigation, will prove to be one of the loftiest
achievements of this , and effect one of the
mightiest scientific revolutions ever scen.”

[ From the Christian Standard, Cincinnati, 0.]
“**The scientists who have dealt so flippantly with
the solemn questions of spiritual and divine exist-
ence, and talked so vauntingly of their scientific
demonstrations, will find that they have caught a
Tartar. We cordially commend this work to our
readers for earnest study.”
[ Frrom the Dominion ('hurchman, Toronio.]
“We moat cordially concede to T%he Problem of
Human Life the well-earned title—the book of the age.
Doubtless the God of Providence has raised up the
gthn;dml meet the wanta of the church in this time
need."
[From the Western O hristian Advocate, Cincinnati.]
It is a contribution upon the great questions in-
volved of masterly ability. . . . It is indced a
rise to find a writer of such evident ability con-
ing his name from the public.”
From the Buffalo O hristian Advocats.] ~
e logic of the author is very convin and
leaves very little of Darwinism. ¢ think the book
la destined to wield a ﬂaﬂ. influcnce against the
maierialistic notions of R

[Rev. Dr. le's letter,—a imen of 21}
we are rEBcEﬂng from hl]l:ll;ré'l{ﬂ;:ﬂ GIBI;H |.| 1

tions. ]
* ALexaxpria, Va.

“A. Witrorn Havr, Esq. it
** My dear Sir: 1 finished reading your hook last
night, and write to thank vou heartily for the pleas.
ure it has given me, and for its crushing aﬁm 8
against the scientists. I read it too rapidly to di-
fesr. it well, and must therefore carefully review it.
t had to me all the fascination of a romance, and
I was ns eager te-bolt it down as a novel-reader is
to reach the denouement. Should you write again,
please send me notice of publication that I may:
promptly avail myself of your thoughts.
I hope some time to make your personal acquaing.
ance. I am, with esteem, ]ruuﬂ?'.}e

Pastor of M. E. Chureh, South.”

[From Dy, Adamas, President Wesleyan University.)
‘* BLoommarox, Ill., Feb. 6.

““Hary & Co.— Gentlemen: 1 have examined

the new theory of sound, or, rather, as it seems to

me, the compiete overthrow of the 3
Other members of the Faculty have come to t

same conclusion with myself. We are all very anx-

ious to read Wilford’s entire work. Please send

me The Problem of Human Life, complete, with

bLill, and oblige yours truly,

[From Prof. Kephart, A.M., Professor of Physics
in Western ﬂgﬂcge, at Western, Towa, in a letter
to the author. ]

“1 have no hesitation in admitting that in my
opinion the undulatory theory of sound is easly
shattered. . . . I am therefore fully satisfied that
your reasoning is sound, and that the works on
physical science which teach the contrary are
wrong. I am consequently now prepared to drop
the undulatory theory of sound as a monstrous ab-
surdity. . . . Iam glad to learn that there are a
few investigators of physical science who can lay
aside thudim and give your arguments a
candid ng. All such must be convinced that
the undulatory theory of sound is a scientific delu-
sion, and wholly without foundation in faet. T
am still reading Erolution of Seund, and the more
I examine it the greater is my astonishment that
the wave-th should ever huve been accepted ag
correct, much less that it should have been believed
in, for centuries, by so many eminent men.

41 Eiu::-nrrc:l_}" FONITS, I. L. Eepmart.”
Prof. L. ﬂmME, LIL.D., Professor of

Physical Seience in Madison University, at Ham-

ilton, M. Y., in a letter to the publishers. |

“ The part on Sound I prize very highly,— a new
departure that must be permanent, and lead to many
modifications of old notions.

# 1. M. Osporye.”

[ From the Ames. Ohristian Review, Cin., ﬂ.{

“The author (¢ man of acknowledged, gen
and confessedly the brightest scientific star
modern times) has startled the religious world into
transports of joy and praise. No religio-scientific
work has received beth from the secu

ous press such willing and unqualified praise as
the Problem of Humaf Life. It is the death-biow
of atheistic science.”





















