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THAT which can be cognized by reflection alone, which is without parts, and 
without body, and which is eternal; which encloses all manifested beings, and 
which is inconceivable, shone forth of its own will.-AICl~~ava-dharwa-Slist~~u, I, 7 

SCIENCE AND THE ORIGIN OF LIFE: 
by H. T. Edge, B. A. (Cantab.), M. A. 

N a newspaper we notice sonle remarks fro111 the scien- 
tific standpoint on the origin of life. The word " life " 
here means what are generally known as organized 
beings, animal and vegetable, ranging down to those 
microscopic forms which we scarcely know whether 

to classify as animal or vegetable. At one time it used to be thought 
that life was produced by " spontaneous generation " - that is, that 
if unorganized mineral matter were shut up by itself, it would never- 
theless in process of time produce animated beings. But later on this 
phenomenon was shown to be due to the presence of ininute gernls 
carried through the air ;  and that, if the mineral matter were carefully 
sterilized and shut off from the air, no such generation of living things 
could take place. Kow, it is alleged, we are swinging around again to 
the older view, but in a different form. It is now being asked whether 
there is not a continuous chain of evolution from mineral to vegetable, 
containing intermediate linking forms that are between the two. In  
other words, are the so-called chemical and physical forces that operate 
in inorganic matter capable of giving rise to those more complex forms 
of activity which we call " life " ?  There are two alternatives to be 
proven : one is that life is now being so produced; and if this cannot 
be shown, then we may fall back on the hypothesis that life was so 
produced " originally,'' but that once having been produced, it is no 
longer generated in the same way but continues to reproduce itself. 
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Now here we find scientific men inquiring into origins and essences ; 
for several eminent authorities are quoted in the remarks to which 
reference is made. And the reason for saying this is that it appears 
to contradict certain observations recently made and quoted by an 
eminent man of science and well-known writer on scientific subjects - 
Sir E. Ray Lankester. This writer is undertaking the defense of 
scientific men against a charge of being unable to tell us anything 
about the essential nature of things and of being concerned only with 
externals. H e  answers this charge by protesting that illell of science 
do not pretend to solve such questions, but have enough to do in inves- 
tigating matters that lie closer to their hand. Such ultimate questions 
are without their sphere. The speculations about the origin of life, 
however, transcend the limits imposed by the profcssor; a circum- 
stance that would not much matter, were it an isolated instance. But 
on the contrary, we frequently find that men of science- or at least 
people speaking in the name of science - push their inquiries into the 
most abstruse and recondite subjects, totally disregarding any such 
limitation as Professor Lankester seeks to impose on the sphere of 
scientific research. Indeed the professor's remarks are not consistent 
with themselves; for one of his arguments is that scientific men do 
not constitute an organized body holding corporate opinions, but are 
simply a number of free and independent inquirers. If this be so, 
on what grounds, we may ask, does the professor take up their defense? 
Clearly, by his own showing, we must not regard his remarks as repre- 
senting anyone but himself. Hence he has nothing whatever to do 
with any quarrel we may have with any other person speaking in the 
name of science. T o  put the matter in another way - if you deliber- 
ately limit your sphere and confess your limitations, you cannot at the 
same time claim an authority inconsistent with those limitations. And 
though we do not accuse any one man of science of such inconsistency, 
yet it is possible that one man may make claims inconsistent with the 
disabilities admitted by another man. And if any man of science 
should meet this by pleading that there is no constituted and represen- 
tative scientific opinion, we may rejoin that not a few scientific writers 
speak as though there were such a constituted and representative body. 

Applying these remarks to the question of the origin of life, we 
may simply tell the man who wrote then1 that he is trespassing into 
regions which do not concern him, and we inay quote Professor Lan- 








































































































































