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IS THE EARTH A GLOBE
WHIRLING THROUGH "SPACE"?

T h e  I m p o r t a n c e  o f  a  T r u e  Co s m o g o n y .

“ P ro v e  a ll th in g s,
H o ld  fa s t  t h a t  w h ich  is g o o d .” — I. T hess. 5, ’ [.

INTRODUCTION.

T is hardly  necessary for me to  rem ark  th a t the popular 
belief is th a t we are living on a whirling globe of land 
and w ater. W hether th is be, or be not, a correct and 

dem onstrable theory, I in tend  here calm ly to discuss.
I ts  popularity  is no argum ent for the  accuracy of the 

theory ; and though it is taugh t by men who in some cases 
have m ade astronom y a life study, it would be unsafe to 
accept for tru th  any theory (even though  it come from such 
men) unless such theory could be, or was, confirmed bv the 
facts of N ature. Great men hav^e m ade mistakes.

Now the question arises, are the theories of m odern 
Astronom ical "  Science ” confirmed by facts ? U nfortun
ately—or fo rtunately— as I shall show later, they are not. 
A careful exam ination of any astronom ical work, by a m ind 
seeking tru th , will reveal this undeniable fact, th a t the  
doctrines of m odern Astronomical and Cosmological “ Science” 
are based entirely upon hypotheses. As such, those doctrines 
can only be regarded as the speculations of certain  individuals, 
and therefore possibly valueless, so far as a correct explan
ation of phenom ena is concerned. If then we desire to 
obtain reliable and logical explanations of known data , and 
to  ascertain the true  form of the earth  upon which we live, 
it will be necessary to adopt the Zetetic m ethod of investi
gating, s ta rting  from known facts.

This m ethod we as Zetetics adopt because it allows of no 
speculations, or p rem ature deductions ; and as the con
clusions arrived at by this process are the  result of experim ents 
and a careful exam ination of facts, they are bound to  be 
more accurate and trustw orthy .



The term  “ Zetetic ” is derived from the Greek verb 
Zeteo, which m eans to search, to  trace out, or to examine. 
This term  we use in contradistinction  to the word “ theoretic ,” 
which m eans imaginary, speculative, supposing, but not 
proving.

It is needless to sa\- which m ethod is the  easier of the two, 
it being much easier to suppose th an  to  prove, to specuhite 
ra th e r than  to  trace out, or search for tru th  ; bu t we nm st 
acknowledge th a t the conclusions which result from the  
Zetetic process of reasoning, w hatever be the subject under 
discussion, are the only logical conclusions which can be 
obtained.

By adopting th is m ethod we keep on solid ground. We 
take  nothing for g ran ted  w ithout a proved basis of fact ; 
and so, as we proceed step by step  in the  exposition of any 
phenom enon, we are certain  of eventually  arriving a t a 
correct explanation of it.

As for the Theoretic process (adopted by m odern A strono
mers) of basing argum ents upon mere hypothesis—u n til th is 
practice is abolished we can place no reliance upon their 
conclusions, bu t m ust regard them  merely as th e  fancies of 
men w ith v ivid im aginations—fancies which would lead us 
into, and leave us w ith, a very “ nebulous ” idea of the great 
cosmos around us. I am sure th a t there are m any who, 
realising the  im portance of th is subject, desire to obtain  a 
clear and a definite conception of the  shape, position, and 
condition of th e  world, and  to  such I repeat the w arning 
words of the  apostle Paul, "  Prove all things, hold fast th a t 
which is good ” (I. Thess. v. 21). Let us beware of being 
deceived by the  unreasonable theories foisted upon us in th e  
nam e of “ science.” Let us not ignore th is undeniable fac t— 
th a t conclusions which result from calculations based merely 
upon hypotheses, are absolutely worthless, even though they 
come from the pen of an “ F .R .A .S .” or from a learned and 
titled  “ S ir.”

Let us be candid enough to exam ine these m odern orthodox 
astronom ical theories w ith an honest and unbiased mind, 
and  if after a careful and  critical exam ination we find them  
w anting and unreliable, let us have the  courage to  accept 
an jm orthodox, bu t a more scientific explanation  of the 
terrestria l and celestial phenom ena which is offered by 
Zetetics.



I t  is a pleasure to see a m an who is no t afraid of going 
against the  current of popular ideas, when he has found 
those ideas to be unfounded and  false.

The prevailing modern Cosmology, in m any respects, is 
different from th a t taugh t by A stronom ers some centuries 
ago, and different even from  th a t of the last two centuries ; 
b u t it is one of the privileges of these " Fellows ” th a t they  
m ay alter their theories ad libitum, as often as such procedure 
is considered advisable, and th is w ithout confessing their 
previous m istakes !

In  the  following brief and interesting quotations, we are 
able to  see how this “ science ” has advanced (?) th ough— 
if I m ay be perm itted  to  use an Irishism — I am convinced 
th a t it has “ advanced backw ards !” For while its under
lying theories were originally p u t forth  merely as theories, 
they  are now, in th is enlightened tw entie th  century , accepted 
as facts. Science means " knowledge." I t  is w hat we know, 
not merely w hat we think, or assume ; whereas m uch of the 
teaching commonly called “ science ” is m erely assum ption.

" Pythagoras of Samos, a heathen philosopher, who lived, 
it is thought, about 500 years B .C ., is the  first who tau g h t 
th a t the Sun is the  stationary centre of the  Universe, and 
th a t the  earth  revolved around it as one of its  satellites ; bu t 
his opinion did not make m uch headway.

In  the  second century a . d . ,  Claudius Ptolem y of Alexandria, 
a m an reported  among the Greeks to be of great learning 
and wisdom, restored the  ancient Cosmogonj^ th a t the 
EA R T H  is in the  centre of the Universe and  is imm ovable, 
and  th a t the  Sun, Moon and Stars, revolve around it, as 
instrum ents to  give it hght.

“ This system prevailed un til the  tim e of the m onk

NICHOLAS COPERNICUS,
who was born a t Thorn, in Prussia, in the  year 1472. He 
studied philosophy and medicine a t Cvacova, and afterw ards 
became professor of M athem atics at Rome. A fter some 
vears he returned to his native country, and began to 
investigate the  various system s of Astronom y. He preferred 
th a t of Pythagoras, and after more than  tw enty  years’ study, 
his scheme of the  Universe was given a t his death  to  the 
world, by a friend ." “ He died in 1543, bu t his system  was



followed by Galileo and other able men ; and the in troduction  
of the  telescope greatly helped on the  cause. B ut Galileo 
was condem ned and sorely punished for his theories, b\- the 
Rom ish College of Cardinals in 1616.

SIR ISAAC NEWTON
was born in 1642. \M ien only tw entv-seven years of age, 
he w'as chosen Professor of M athem atics in the Universit\- 
of Cambridge ; and in 1687 he published his “ Principia," 
confirming and improving the  system  of Copernicus, som ewhat 
after the  m anner in which the cook in a boarding-school 
dishes up w hat the boys call a “ resurrection p ie ,” the  chief 
ingredients being the same as it was previously, bu t w ith 
some spice, called “ G rav ita tion ,” scientifically added to  
suit the more fastidious palates of the  day. ”

"  Pythagoras, Copernicus, and Sir Isaac Newton, all 
considered the  Sun to  be stationary, and  in th a t  idea, for m anv 
years other Astronom ers followed suit ; bu t

“ A ch an g e  cam e o ’e r  th e  s p ir i t  o f th e  d r e a m ,”

when Sir William Herschel “ discovered ” (?) th a t  the

SUN DOES MOVE,
not indeed around the world, but as he s-upposed, tow ards 
an infinitely d istan t s ta r in the  constellation “ H ercules.”

Pythagoras, it is said, first m ade himself know n in Greece 
a t th e  Olympic games, and  though he distinguished himself 
by his “ discoveries ” (?) in astronom y, etc., he was one of 
the first who supported the doctrine of m etem psychosis, or 
the  transm igration  of souls into different bodies.

If P y thagoras had  actually  spent a previous life in Mars 
or the  Moon, it  m ight account for his astro-nom ical inchn- 
ation. His ab ih ty  was m arked as a Grecian w restler, 
perhaps as m uch as a Greek philosopher.

THE COPERNICAN HYPOTHESIS.
W'e come to Copernicus, from whom the m odern system  

of A stronom y derived its  name. He was no doubt a clever 
m an in m any things, am ongst which we are bound to  place 
his ab ih ty  to  fram e hypotheses respecting the shape and



condition  of the cosmos. U nfortunately  (for him) his 
hypotheses were not only confuted  at the  tim e of their 
prom ulgation, bu t have been signally refu ted  by practical 
experim ents since his day ; and  we now find even Astronom ers 
m aking apologies for m uch of his teaching. For instance,

“  T h e  C o p ern icam  sy s te m  is t h a t  w h ich  represents th e  su n  to be 
a t rest in  th e  c e n tre  o f th e  U n iv erse , th e  e a r th  a n d  p la n e ts  to  m o v e
ro u n d  i t  as a  c e n tre ............................................M a n y  w h o  rev e ren ce  th e
n a m e  of C opern icu s in  co n n ec tio n  w ith  th is  sy s te m , w ou ld  b e  su rp r ise d  
to  find  h o w  M U C H  O F  E R R O R , U N S O U N D  R E A S O N IN G , a n d  
H A P P Y  C O N JE C T U I^ E S , c o m b in ed  to  secu re  fo r  h im  in  a ll tim es  
th e  a s so c ia tio n  of th e  sy s te m  w ith  h is  n a m e .” — Cham bers E ncycloped ia , 
N ew  E d ., V ol. 3, p . 462 ( iJ

The work “ “ De R evolutionibus O rbium ,” by which 
■Copernicus made his name, was pubhshed just before his 
death, and in it we find an anonym ous preface—either by 
himself or by one of his friends who assisted in the  publication 
of the  w ork—bu t there it is. I t  contains the following 
confession to  the effect, th a t

“  I t  is n o t  n ecessa ry  t h a t  h y p o th e se s  .should b e  t r u e  or even probable. 
i t  is su tR cien t t h a t  th e y  lead  to  re su lts  of c a lc u la tio n  w h ich  ag ree  w itli
c a lc u la t io n .........................N e ith e r  le t  an y o n e , so f a r  as h y p o th e se s  a re
co n ce rn ed , e x p e c t a n y th in g  certa in  fro m  A s tro n o m y , sin ce  t h a t  sc ience 
c a n  a ffo rd  nothing o f  the k in d  ; le s t, in  case he  sh o u ld  a d o p t fo r t r u th  
th in g s  fe ig n ed  fo r a n o th e r  p u rp o se , he  sh o u ld  le a v e  th e  sc ience more
foolish  t h a n  he  c a m e .........................T h e  h y p o th e se s  of te r re s tr ia l
M O T IO N  w as N O T H IN G  B U T  A N  H Y P O T H E S IS , v a lu a b le  on ly  
so fa r  a s  i t  e x p la in e d  p h e n o m e n a  a n d  n o t co n s id e red  w ith  re fe ren ce  
to  a b s o lu te  t r u th  o r  fa lse h o o d .”

This famous A stronom er believed the Sun to be the centre 
of the Universe and STATIONARY. He did not offer any 
proof in support of his theory—such was quite out of the 
question. Perhaps his Professor’s chair, or his gown, 
obviated  th a t necessity ! Now, we find the tables have 
turned, bu t on just the same kind of hypothetical hinges ; for

'■ H e (H erschel) w as led to conclude  t h a t  th e  S o lar sy s te m  as a  
■"•hole W A S  M O V IN G  to w a rd s  a  p o in t  in th e  c e le s tia l sp h e re  n o t fa r  
from  th e  s t a r  L a m b d a  H e rc u le s .” — S to ry  o f  the S ta rs , p . 87. G. K. 
C h a m b e rs , F .R .A .S .

How S t r a n g e l y  em inent Professors of an “ exact scicnce '' 
con trad ict each o ther ; nor on this point alone, for even 
those A stronom ers who believe th a t the  Solar system  as a 
whole is moving somewhere, are not agreed as to where it is 
going ; for, I copy from the  same work, Terra Firma, by 
the late D. Scott ;



“ A sk ilfu l an d  carefu l G e rm a n  A s tro n o m e r  n a m e d  M udler,
. . p u t  fo rth  in  1846, an idea  t h a t  th e re  e x is ts  so m e c e n tra l  p o in t  

in th e  u n iv e rse  a ro u n d  w h ich  th e  sun , w itli i t s  bev} ' of p la n e ts  a n d  
co m ets , rev o lv es in  th e  co u rse  of m illio n s o f  years ; a n d  he  suggested  
t h a t  su c h  c e n tre  is s i tu a te  in  th e  d ire c tio n  of A lcyone, one of th e  
P le ia d e s .”

Now IF  the whole Universe be gyra ting  in th is fashion, 
it needs no philosopher to  tell us th a t it cannot be going in 
two different directions a t the same tim e. However, these 
discrepancies—not very small either—we leave for “ men of 
science ” to  settle am ongst them selves !

Though the nam e of Galileo is an im portan t link in th e  
chain of "  great men of astronom ical fam e,” we hear little  
about th is astronom er except th a t he is called “ a m arty r of 
science ; ” th is no doubt is because he was brought before th e  
Inquisition, charged w ith  teaching and  publishing astron- 
omical doctrines con trary  to  the  Bible, not sanctioned by the  
church,arid therefore considered to  be heretical. Such doctrines 
as a sta tionary  Sun, and  terrestria l m otion, w ith  all th e ir 
accom panying assum ptions. He was released only w hen he 
m ade a recantation  of his opinions, and  prom ised, under 
severe penalties, never again to  p ropagate  such infidel 
doctrines.

B ut now th a t th is  " Infallible Church ” has changed its  
doctrine in respect to  science, there m ay be some who would 
like to  send us to  the  Inquisition  for venturing  to  express 
disbelief in the  now accepted theories.

Sir Isaac Newton is fam ous for th e  discovery (?) of th e  
Law of U niversal G ravitation , the existence of w hich neither 
he nor any of his disciples has ever proved ; he m erely 
suggested it.

You have now had a brief h istory  of the  solar system , 
which first represents the  Sun as occupying a cen tral position  
in th e  universe, w ith  the  earth  and  sta rs  revolving around 
it ; and  then  the  whole Universe, shooting aw ay th rough  
space, tow ards—somewhere ! I t  is the  essence of the  
Modern Astronom ical theories adop ted  and  tau g h t by  the  
la te  Mr. Proctor. Sir R obert Ball, and  m ost, if not all, present- 
day astronom ers.

I t is like a scientifically spiced “ resurrection  pie ” of the  
theories of Copernicus, Galileo, N ew ton, and Herschel, all 
m inced together ; and it is upon th is  “ pie ” we are inv ited
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to  feed, and if it were possible, satisfy our m ental hunger for 
m ore knowledge, and  a b e tter understanding, of terrestrial 
and celestial phenom ena.

Y et it is a system  acknowledged to  contain “ MUCI I 01'  
E R R O R , UNSOUND REA SO N IN G , AND H A PPY  
C O N JE C T U R E .”

I t  is fu rther ad m itted  to  be “ N O TH IN G  B l ’T AN 
H Y P O T H E S IS ,” and  then it is, as Ave have seen, an 
hypothesis about w hich the inventors or pa ten tees do not 
agree am ongst them selves. How can we m entally  swallow, 
m uch less digest, such a conglom eration of u n n a tu ra l, u n 
proved and  con trad icto ry  theories ? A ssum ptions not only 
highly im probable, bu t hostile to  the evidences of our 
God-given senses, an d  to  the Bible.

If we seek tru e  " knowledge ” (which word I find the 
dictionary  renders, inform ation, instruction, pyacticnl 
acquaintance) on th is subject, we shall have to  digest some
th ing  different from  this A stronom ical “ p ie ,” lest we too 
become ta in ted  w ith its poison, and  show' the sam e sym iitom s 
of “ error, unsound reasoning, and happy con jec tu re ,” and 
of m ental aberration  as exhibited by one of tlie j)rom ulgators 
of th is  m odern system  of Cosmogony.

The great underty ing assum ption of th is “ science ” is, 
“ th a t  tlie E a rth  is a Globe.” Unless the  ea rth  be globular 
it could not be gu ilty  of com m itting  the offence of w liirhng 
us all th rough  space around the  Sun, a t the  terrib le  ra le  
a ttr ib u te d  to  it ; though as yet no evidence has been 
advanced convicting it of th is folly. B ut ju s t imagine, if 
you have the bum p of im agination, a great sea-earth  g lo b e - 
m ore sea th an  lan d —whizzing aw ay one thousand  tim es 
faster th an  an express train , and  by some im aginary  ” stick- 
phast ” called “ G ravitation  ” we are lashed to  th is ball, 
like a m an tied  to  a great flywheel. The idea is ])re]iosterous, 
u n n a tu ra l and  wicked !

I in tend  to  prove the fallacy of this assum ption ; and to 
show' the wickedness of “ cram m ing ” children at scliool, 
w ith  so im practicable a theory, w ithout its being questioned.

The prim ary assum ption of G lobularity  we will deal w ith  
first, as the fu rth er assum ptions of m otion, g rav ita tio n , etc., 
m ust necessarih- fall if we destroy their foundation.

II



Now, if we w ant to ascertain  the shape of the floor of any 
large room we get down to  the floor itself, and do not go about 
m easuring the gas globes, or spots on the ceiling. So it is with 
respect to  the E a r th ; to  determ ine its shape we take 
observations of its  surface, for w hatever be the shape of the 
heavenly bodies—made only for lights—they cannot in any 
way effect the surface shape of the earth. The following 
are a few obser\'ations.

WATER LEVEL.
If the  sea-earth  be a Globe, or the  oblate spheroid of 

scientific belief, the curvatu re  of its surface would be seen 
from suitable elevations, in long distances, w ith the naked 
eye ; and it could not fail to  be detected in short distances 
by the  aid of a telescope. If, therefore, the surface of w ater 
is experim entally found to  be level, and as it would be 
impossible to have level w ater on or around a sphere, the 
whole fabric of the G lobular theory m ust crum ble to dust. 
W ater everywhere level destroys all assumptions respecting 
RO TU N D ITY , AXIAL, or O R B ITA L m otions, and even 
the assumption  of GRAVITATION itself.

In  order, therefore, to  dem onstrate w hether or not tlie 
surface of the w ater is level, the following experim ents were 
m ade by a medical gentlem an (Dr. Row bottam ) who adopted 
the  nom-de-plmne of “ P a ra llax .”

“ In  the county of Cam bridge, there is an artificial river 
or canal called the  " Old B edford .” I t  is upw ards of tw enty  
miles in length, and (except at the  p a rt referred to a t page i6*) 
passes in a stra igh t hne th rough  th a t part of the Fens called 
the  “ Bedford Level.” T he w ater is nearly sta tionary , often 
com pletely so, and  throughou t its entire length  it has no 
in terrup tion  from locks or w ater-gates of any kind ; so th a t it 
is, in every respect, well adap ted  for ascertaining w hether 
any, or w hat am ount of, convexity really exists.

EXPERIM ENT 1.
“ A boat, w ith a flag-staff, the top  of the flag being five feet 

above the  surface of th e  w ater, was directed to  sail from  a 
place called W elche’s D am  (a well-know'n ferry passage), to 
ano ther called W'elney Bridge. These two points are six 
s ta tu te  miles apart. T he author, w ith a good telescope,

* Of Zetetic A stro n o m y ,  b y  “ P a ra l la x .”
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It is unnecessarv to  sav much about these lights, since they 
conclusivelv ^•indicate our contention th a t the surface of the  
earth  and sea constitu te  a vast irregular plane. R efraction 
(“ acting in such an extrem ely variable and uncertain m anner, 
th a t if anv constant or fixed allowance is m ade for it in 
form ula or tables, it will often lead to a g reater error th an  it 
was in tended to obviate ” *) would not allow of these lights 
being seen a t such distances if the sea were a globe ; b u t it 
would be possible to  see them  at the given distances on a 
plane surface. T h a t they  are seen is undeniable ; therefore 
the surface of the

SEA -EARTH  M UST BE A PLANE, 
and cannot be the globe of astronom ical speculation.

U nder exceptional conditions of the  atm osphere, not only 
lights, bu t VESSELS them selves have been seen at great 
distances by the naked eye, and  fu rther by the  aid of the  
te lescope ; distances incom patible w ith the theory  of 
ro tundity . I will give one, which is a strik ing exam ple of 
this phenom enon.

In  Chambers’ Journal of February , 1895, page 32, th e  
following appeared :—

“ A good  m a n y  y e a rs  ago a  P ilo t  in  th e  M a u ritu s , re p o r te d  t h a t  
he h ad  seen  a  vesse l w h ich  tu rn e d  o u t  to  be 200 m iles off. T h is  in c id e n t 
cau sed  a  good d e a l o f d isc u ss io n  in  n a u tic a l  circles a t  th e  tim e , an d  
s tr a n g e  to  sa y , a  se em in g ly  well a u th e n t ic a te d  case  of th e  sa m e  k in d  
o c c u rre d  a f te rw a rd s  a t  A den . A P ilo t th e re  a n n o u n c e d  t h a t  h e  h a d  
seen  fro m  th e  h e ig h ts  th e  B o m b a y  s te a m e r  th e n  n e a r ly  due. H e  s ta te d  
p rec ise ly  th e  d ire c tio n  in  w h ich  h e  saw  h e r, a n d  a d d e d  t h a t  h e r  h e a d  
w as n o t  th e n  tu rn e d  to w a rd s  th e  p o r t. . , T w o  d a y s  a fterw ard .s 
th e  m issing  s te a m e r  e n te re d  th e  P o r t ,  a n d  i t  w as fo u n d  o n  en q u irie s  
t h a t  a t  th e  t im e  m e n tio n e d  b y  th e  P ilo t  she  w as e x a c tly  in  th e  d ire c tio n  
a n d  p o sitio n  in d ic a te d  b y  h im , b u t  a b o u t T W O  H U N D R E D  M IL E S  
A W A Y ,”

Such evidence is a ltogether irreconcilable w ith the  theory  
of g lobularity . Theories m ay be false, b u t facts w'e cannot 
refute. This and th e  previous evidence w ith  which we have 
dealt, leads us to  the  unavoidable conclusion th a t the  system  
of m odern A stronom y is false in its foundation, and therefore 
its conclusions are inconsistent, and contradictory.

On a spherical e a rth  the  vessel m entioned in the  above 
quo tation  would have been 15,000 feet, or nearly th ree  miles, 
below the horizon of the observer, even after allowing as

* E ncycloped ia  B r ita n n ic a  ; .a rtic le  ‘‘ L e v e llin g ."



m uch as i,66o feet above the  sea-level for the  place of observ
ation. I t  perplexes me to  know how A stronom ers, and those 
who accept the ir teachings, can ignore such facts as these, 
for they  surely m ust know about them —facts so diam etrically  
opposed to  th e  theories they  propagate. Is it honest to  
ignore them  ?

The idea of a globe whirling in space has been so drilled 
into us a t school, th a t we hardly like to  give up  th e  notion ; 
bu t as th inking men, able to  reason for ourselves, we cannot 
consistently continue to hold a theory, foisted upon us during 
childhood, which we are now compelled to  acknowledge is 
■opposed to reason, and contrary  to  fact. We m ight well 
repeat the  question already asked by  a scientific gentlem an : 
“  W hy should the  education given in our schools and 
im iversities include a forced recognition of a theory , which, 
when practically  applied, m ust be ignored and contrad icted  ?” 
C an anyone tell us, W hy ?
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AERONAUTS

I t will be interesting to  hear w hat is the  view of such 
regarding the shape of the  world. To describe th is  I cannot 
do b e tte r th an  refer you to  Mr. E llio tt, an American aeronaut, 
who, in a le tte r giving an account of his ascension from 
Baltim ore, U.S.A., thus speaks of the appearance of the earth  
from an elevated balloon :—

‘‘ I don ’t know th a t I ever h in ted  heretofore th a t the 
aeronaut m ay well be the  most sceptical m an about the  
ro tund ity  of the  earth . Philosophy imposes the tru th  upon 
us ; b u t the  view of the earth  from the  elevation of a balloon 
is th a t of an immense terrestrial basin, the  deeper p a rt of 
which is th a t directly under one’s feet. As we ascend the 
ea rth  beneath  us seems to  recede— actually  to sink aw av— 
while the  horizon gradually and gracefully lifts a diversified 
slope stretch ing  away farther and farther to  a line th a t, a t 
the  highest elevation, seems to close w ith the sky. Thus 
upon a clear day the aeronaut feels as if suspended at about 
an equal distance between the vast blue oceanic concave 
above, and an equally expanded terrestria l BA SIN  below.”



A nother gentlem an, Mr. Glaisher, of the Royal Observator}’, 
Greenwich, says :— “ The horizon always appears on a level 
ivith the ca r.” —Mr. G laisher's report in Leisiire Hours, Oct. 
i i t h ,  1862.

The following diagram  (Fig. 5) illustrates the phenom ena 
obser\-ed b\- these, and other aeronauts.

I'u;. r>.
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The horizon A, B, is always on a level w ith the eye at any  
altitude ; and the  earth  A, C, B, seems like a great basin 
beneath  the balloon. This is w hat should be observed in 
accordance w ith the laws of perspective, at an elevation above 
a plane surface.

B ut if the  earth  were a globe the horizon would gradually 
fall away from the  observer, and would naturally  dip dow n
wards more and  more as he ascended ; so th a t the  supposed 
curvatu re  of the ea rth ’s surface should be d istinctly  visible 
at great altitudes, if it existed. As no dip of the  horizon is 
seen, and no curvature  observed anywhere, we are bound to  
conclude th a t the  earth  is not a globe ; but, th a t as already 
proved bv observations and  experim ents, it is a vast extended 
plane.

A SH IP’S DISAPPEARANCE AT SEA
is generally brought forw ard to  prop up the  unsound argu
m ents of the globular theory, whenever th is theory  is 
challenged. B u t tru th , which is antagonistic to  all false 
theories, does not perm it this prop to  stand  long.

As the appearance, or the disappearance, of a ship a t sea 
involves the  operation of perspective, this question is w orthy 
of our careful consideration. By studying the laws of 
perspective we are enabled to  give a correct and  logical 
explanation  of phenom ena. I t  fu rther enables us to  expose



th e  fallacy of the  popular assum ption th a t. “ as th e  hull of a 
vessel disappears before the  m asts, the  hull m ust have gone 
over, and disappeared down a t the  o ther side of a hill of 
w a te r.”

A part from the evidence we have already adduced against 
the globular theory, th is  assum ption is of no value—so far as 
it  is in tended  to  support the theory  of ro tu n d ity —unless it 
can be shown th a t the  disappearance of a ship a t sea cannot 
be accounted for in any other way. B ut a proper application 
of the  laws which govern our vision can, and  does, logically 
explain th is phenomenon, so th a t  this astronom ical prop 
m ust be dropped.

Wi’iting  upon th is subject in Science Siftings, the  late 
Professor H uxley said : “ We assume the convexity of water, 
because we have no o ther way to  explain the  appearance and 
disappearance of ships a t sea.”

PERSPECTIVE.
1 wonder w hether Professor H. had ever heard of per

spective ? I know' some of his readers have. He presum ed 
very m uch upon their ignorance if, when he wrote, he thought 
th a t they  would all accept his assum ption. To assume the 
sphericity  of the earth  because we cannot hear a man 
speaking five miles away, would be as consistent as m aking 
the same assum ption because, a t times, we are unable to  see 
for m ore th an  tw en ty  miles. B ut, you reply, our sense of 
hearing is lim ited ! Is not our sense of vision also lim ited ? 
Of course it is ; and the laws of perspective clearly explain 
this lim itation. I.et us proceed to examine these laws.

Perspective requires th a t all lines equi-distant above or 
lielow the line of sight shall vanish in the line of sight a t the 
sam e point ; bu t lines more d istan t from the eye-line, being 
longer in converging, m ust be carried fu rther over the eye- 
line before they  m eet it a t an angle of i  m inute of a degree, 
which constitu tes the vanishing point. No object below the 
eye-line, while continuing at the same altitude, ever rises 
above it as it recedes, and no object above the eye-line ever 
descends below it as it recedes ; sim ply because when such 
object reaches the line of sight, the angle it  forms w ith the 
eye is the m inim um  angle, or i  m in. of a degree, w ithin 
which objects are still visible, and beyond which, or less than  
which, they perspectively vanish.



be able to  pronounce it (the e a r th ’s motion) absolutely 
PRO V ED  TO B E T R U E  ; the  natu re  of the subject p re
cludes such a possibility .”— Woodhouse’s Treatise of Astron
omy, ch. i., p. 103.

1 am pleased to  th ink  th a t we have now arrived a t the tim e 
when we can honestly affirm we have proved the  hypothesis 
of te rrestria l m otion to  be absolutely un tru e  : so we reject it.
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GRAVITATION.

Since we have proved the earth  is a s ta tionary  plane, we 
are able, w ithout inconvenience, to  dispense w ith Sir Isaac 
N ew ton’s laws of gravitation . If there were proof, or tru th , 
in  the theory  of R otundity , we m ight welcome such a law as. 
G rav ita tion  ; for we have not, like flies, been provided w ith 
secretions in our feet, to  enable us to  stick on to  a whirling 
l:iall ! How necessary some such a force would be, if we hang 
head downwards, or stick out as radii a t various hours of 
the day and night ; for these m ust be our positions a t different 
tim es during the tw enty-four hours, if the  earth  has any axial 
m otion. B ut somehow or o ther W E are always on the top ; 
so th a t our friends down in the  Antipodes are the people who 
m ostly need grav itation . They cannot be on the top too. 
else it would be a queer shaped globe. This universal law (?) 
according to  Sir R. Ball, affirms th a t “ every body in the 
universe a ttra c ts  every other body, w ith a force which varies 
inversely as the square of the d istance.”

If th is be so, I should like to  know what is the nature  of 
the pulling tackle ? Is it solid, liquid, or gaseous ? Is no 
one able to  explain this m \'s ter\’ ? I t  would be interesting 
to  learn som ething definite about it. But when we are told 
of a “ som ething " which we are unable to feel, see, taste , 
or smell, and which does not show any results for its universal 
])ulling operations, w hat else can we reasonably call it but 
" nothing ”?

At a recent debate in Leicester, upon this subject the 
gentlem an who represented the A stronom ers' position, con
fessed th a t “ no one can tell w hat grav itation  is ; no, not 
even an angel from heaven ” !
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The question naturally  arises ; did they get the theory 
from some angel in the  o ther place ?

Sir Isaac never m ade it clear w hat this law is ; but I find 
tlia t he himself confessed it was a “ great absurd ity ."

In a le tte r to  Dr. Bentley. Feb. 25th, 1692, Kewton says ;— 
“ T h a t g rav ita tion  should be innate  and inherent in m atter, 
so th a t  one body can act upon ano ther a t a distance—is to  
me SO G REA T AN A B SU R D ITY , th a t I believe no man 
who has, in philosophical m atters, a com petent faculty of 
thinking, can ever fall in to  i t .” Yet m any have fallen into 
th is “ great ab su rd ity .” Such m en therefore— according to  
N ew ton— have not " a com petent faculty of thinking ” in 
philosophical m atters. I am  happy to  be in agreem ent w ith 
Sir Isaac on th is  im portan t point.

Sir R obert Ball says :— “ The law of g rav ita tion  . . . 
underlies the  whole of A stronom y.” (Story o f the Heavens, 
p. 122). I t  does not speak very well for the  Astronom y, if it 
is founded on an acknowledged “ great ab su rd ity .”

P erhaps some reader m ay kindly inform me how the planet 
Ju p ite r  can pull “ our earth  ” w ithout any chain or rope 
between ; or how a fly in my room  could m anage to a ttra c t 
a stone on the  beach a t Douglas, Isle of Man ; and this, too, 
w ithout any " pulling tackle ” ? I t  would be rather hard  
upon the  poor fly ! The idea of “ universal a ttrac tion  ” is 
foohsh in the  extrem e, it is an absurd  theory  foisted upon 
th e  credulous crowd.

C. Vernon Boys, F .R .S ., A.R.S.M ., M .R.I., in his paper.
The N ew tonian C onstant of G rav ita tion .” says :—

“ I t  is  a  m y s te r io u s  p o w e r  w h ich  N O  M A N  C A N  E X P L A IN . 
O F  IT S  P R O P A G A T IO N  T H R O U G H  S P A C E  A L L  M E N  A R E  
IG N O R A N T .”— Proceedings o f  the R o y a l In s titu tio n  o f  Great B r ita in ,  
p . 355. M arch , 1895.

Is not th is an honest and au tho rita tive  confession of 
A stronom ical ignorance of their fundam ental position ?

Professor W. B. Carpenter, in his paper. “ N ature and 
Law ,” says ;—

“ We have no proof, and in the nature of things can 
never get one, of the A SSU M PTIO N  of the attractive 
force exerted by the earth, or by any of the bodies of 
the solar system , upon other bodies at a distance.



. . . The doctrine of universal gravitation then i s  
A PURE A SSU M PTIO N .”—Published in Modern Revietv, 
October, 1890.

This “ absurd  ” law, or “ m ysterious power w hich no man; 
can explain ,” th e  existence of which has never been proved, 
and  of which its  supposed operation through space “ all m en 
are igno ran t,” am ounts therefore to  nothing b u t an em pty  
assum ption.

Bodies by the ir own weight will either fall or rise, u n til 
they have found their equilibrium  ; consequently N ew ton 's 
apple fell to  the  ground simply because it was heavier th a n  
the atm osphere.

Successful a ttrac tio n  operates in the  case of sw eethearts 
separated  by long distances, though I am not sure w hether it 
is “ inversely proportional to  the  square of the ir d istance V'

How cleverly Sir Isaac guessed— “ discovered ”— I should 
s ta te—

From  an apple falling to  the ground by its  own proper w eight. 
T h a t atom s, million miles ap a rt, and  stars down to a straw , 
Can pull each other w ithout ropes, by merely “ N atu ra l Law  !”  

—From  “ The E vo lu tion ist,” by “ Z ete tes.”
The fam ous G erm an philosopher and  poet, Goethe, regard 

ing the  N ew tonian system , said ;—
“ I t  m ay be boldly asked where can the m an be found 

possessing the ex trao rd inarj' gifts of Newton, who could 
suffer himself to  be deluded by such a hocus pocus, if he had 
not in the first instance wilfully deceived himself ? . . . 
To support his unnatural theory Newton heaps FIC TIO N  
UPON FIC TIO N , seeking to  dazzle where he cannot con- 
vincc .”— Proceedings of the Royal Institiition. vol. 9, p a r t 3, 
P- 353-
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CIRCUMNAVIGATION.

.\s  the  possibilit}' of circum navigating the ea rth  in a due 
easterly or westerly d irection  is though t by m any to  be an 
indisputable proof of the sphericity  of the  world, I shall, as 
briefly as possible, show the fallacy of such an argum ent.



the  date of its creation, it is w ith a desire to  warn m y readers 
of its fanciful and speculative natu re  th a t I ven ture here 
briefiv to  refer to it.

Like the  system  of Astronom y, it is largely based upon 
suppositions incapable of proof. Some clever w riters upon 
th is subject have acknowledged its hypothetical na tu re  ; yet 
in spite of this it has found a lodging in the  m inds of m any, 
to  the discrediting of their m ore reasonable belief in the 
Divine account of Creation which is revealed to  us in the 
Bible.

Sir R. Ball, in his book The Cause o f an Ice Age, dam ages 
the  reliability of his work by frankly  sta ting  :—

“ 1 h a v e  fo u n d  i t  nccessa i'y  to  A S S U M E  th e  e x is te n c e  of sev era l
ice  a g e s .”

Sir D. Brewster, in his More Worlds than One, p. 53, sa\^s ;
" I t  is T A K E N  F O R  G R A N T E D  t h a t  m a n y  of th e  s tra t if ie d  rock s 

w ere  d ep o s ite d  a t  th e  b o tto m  of th e  sea, b y  th e  sam e slow  p rocesses 
w hic li a rc  going on in th e  p re s e n t  d a y .”

W hat reliance can be placed upon the tru th  of a system  of 
“ knowledge ” based upon such assum ptions, the  tru th  of 
which m ust be " taken  for g ran ted  ” ? The following con
fession of the im perfection of Geology represents the true 
condition of th is so-called “ science.”

Skertchley, in his book, says ;—
" So im p e rfe c t is th e  reco rd  o f th e  e a r th ’s h is to ry  as to ld  in  the  

rock s, t h a t  w e ca n  n ev e r h o p e  to  fill u p  c o m p le te ly  a ll th e  g ap s in  the 
c h a in  of life. T h e  te s tim o n y  of th e  rock s h a s  b een  w ell co m pai'cd  tc 
a  h is to ry  of w h ich  o n ly  a  few  im p e rfe c t v o lu m es re m a in  to  u s, the 
m iss in g  p o r t io n s  of w h ich  w e c a n  o n ly  fill u p  b y  C O N JE C T U R E  
W h a t  b o ta n is t  w ou ld  b u t  d e sp a ir  o f r e s to r in g  th e  v e g e ta t io n  o f wood 
a n d  field fro m  th e  d ry  leav es t h a t  a u tu m n  s c a t te rs  ? Y e t fr o m  lesi 
titan th is  th e  geo log ist h a s  to  fo rm  a ll h is  id eas  of p a s t  flo ras. C an  we 
w 'onder, th e n , a t  th e  im p e rfe c tio n  of the- G eological w o rld  ?” (Italic: 
m in e .) Geology, p. l o i .

Such, therefore, again is GUESSW ORK, not “ Knowledge”

m  G0 y i

CONCLUSIONS FROM A SCIENTIFIC  
STANDPO INT.

The tim e and space a t my disposal will no t perm it me to gc 
m uch fu rther into the  m any side issues of th is im portan '
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subject. My desire, ra ther, is to  establish the fundam enta l 
principles of Zetetic science. The foundation of any 
“ science ” or “ system  of knowledge ” is the  m ost im portan t 
p a rt of the  science, for it is indispensable. I t  is therefore of 
the greatest im portance th a t it be sound, and established on 
facts, not theories.

I t  is recorded th a t Sir Jam es M ackintosh said  : " Men fall 
in to  a thousand  errors by reasoning from false premises, to 
fifty they  m ake by wrong inferences from prem ises they  
em ploy.”

This sta tem en t is verified by the present condition of the  
Astronom ical science.' I t  has unfortunately  fallen “ into a 
thousand errors,” because its premises, the  basis of its argu
m ents, are hypothetical, instead of being founded upon 
acknowledged facts. I t  is in this deplorable condition we 
now find it.

I sometimes wonder w hether Astronom ers them selves have 
fa ith  in their unreasonable theories. No doubt some of them  
have. B u t after so m any years of “ research ” it is surprising 
they have not y e t experim entally established th e  tru th  of 
their system . B y w hat m ethod could the true  shape of the 
earth  be found b etter th an  by practical experim ents ?

" P ara llax ,” th e  founder of the  Zetetic Society— some of 
whose experim ents I have quoted—adopted th is  m ethod ; 
and his conclusions yet rem ain to  be refuted. B ut since 
A stronom ers in general ignore this m ethod of investigation, 
we are tem pted  to  ask "A re they afraid of the results of such 
observations ? ”

If I w anted to  ascertain the  dimensions of the  floor of a 
hall, could I ob tain  these by taking observations of some 
objects on the ceiling ? Such observations m ight acquain t 
me w ith the  architecture and colourings of the ceiling, bu t 
they would not instruct me as to  the size or shape of the  floor.

Since the theories of Astronom ical “ science ” are based 
upon the question of the  surface shape of the  earth, which 
represents the floor of the universe, it  is this subject one would 
rightly  expect Astronom ers to  take  much trouble to  decide. 
Instead  of this, we find them  continually m aking observations 
of the celestial bodies, inform ing us of their eccentricities, 
or of the  laws which govern them . These observations are 
in teresting and  instructive, but they are not of prim ary 
im portance.
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As I have already m entioned, under the  heading of 
“ E chpses,” the laws which govern the behaviour of light, and 
celestial phenom ena, cannot in any way affect or determ ine 
the shape of th e  earth . No two subjects could be more 
dissimilar, than ethereal light and the dark  solid earth  !

No two facts in na tu re  contradict each other, though our 
explanations of them may be contradictory . We have 
established one im portan t fact, th a t th e  earth  is a sta tionary  
plane, and to th is  we shall adhere un til the evidence adduced 
in support of it has been logically refuted.

The second in  im portance, though perhaps a more subtle 
question, is the  explanations of the laws which govern the 
heavenly bodies, and the m otions of these " ligh ts.”

All true Zetetics will seek this explanation in harmony with
the  plane tru th  already established. But s h o u ld  WG SOIIIG 
day  find th a t th e  Moon or Mars is not behaving exactly  in 
the way we believed, no Zetetic would be so illogical as to  
suppose th a t because of this the earth  cannot be a plane ! 
Such a line of argum ent would be unreasonable. If Mars is 
shown to  act perversely from any standpoin t, the  logical 
deduction w ould be to  alter our standpoin t, and enquire 
fu rther into the  peculiarities of his perigrinations. B ut 
before we give up our belief in the  “ p lane earth  ” tru th , 
someone m ust come forw ard and prove th a t w ater is convex, 
and  not level.

I t  therefore follows th a t when the m idnight sun was 
reported  to have been seen in the south, it leaves the Zetetic 
position untouched. I t  merely constitu tes an additional 
problem  in celestial—not terrestria l—m otion. If the  sun is 
seen in the South, it m ust be because it  periodically goes 
there ; for the  m idnight sun has never been seen in the  South 
a t a tim e when th a t lum inary had N orth  declination. Zetetics 
are open to  receive fu rther facts, b u t no t to  deny those 
already obtained.

Should investigation prove, as seems probable, th a t there 
is a second circle of m otion for Southern constellations about 
a cen tral po in t, it would simply show th a t  there are tw'O 
celestial “ poles ” around which the  different lights of heaven 
circle ; but i t  would not follow th a t these so-called " poles ” 
were caused b y  the ro ta ting  of the  assum ed sea-earth-globe, 
since we have already proved th is is impossible. Such

50



“ poles ” or centres would be celestial, not terrestria l, and 
caused by the different ethereal currents carry ing these 
small bodies of light w ith them  in the ir appo in ted  courses. 
In  such a case, the sun, instead of being confined throughou t 
the year to  one circuit or centre, would in tu rn  revolve about 
the other, according to  its varying declinations. The figure 
8, therefore, m ay be used to  represent th is  double circuit, 
in conjunction w ith the le tte r S.

(See P a rt II. of th is book.)
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“ c m  BONO ? ”

N ot infrequently  are we asked, “ W hat benefit is derived 
from this, the  discussion of th is subject ?” " W hat does it 
m a tte r w hether the  world is a globe or a plane ?” From  
whom soever they com.e, such questions, to  say th e  least, 
indicate m ental shortsightedness. They often proceed from 
professing C h r i s t i a n s  who e i t h e r  cannot, or wall not see, th a t 
at the present tim e there is a great controversy going on 
between religion and science—a controversy based upon the 
assum ption th a t the  account of th e  Creation of th e  w'orld, 
as given by God through His servants Moses and the 
P rophets, is not in harm ony w ith the  facts of nature.

Those who cannot see th a t the globular theory  is the  main 
support of modern infidelity, I say are m entally  shortsighted. 
Those who, ra ther than  surrender m odern astronom ical and 
evolutionary  theories, endeavour to  reconcile them  with 
Bible Cosmogony, would be more logical to  give up their 
religious profession and enter the ranks of infidehty ; for 
though th ey  work day and night, they  will never succeed in 
harm onising modern “ science ” w ith the Bible.

Thom as Paine—the celebrated infidel—was logical enough 
to  see, as he said in his Age o f Reason, th a t

" T h e  tw o  opposing  beliefs (th e  B ib le  an d  M odern  A s tro n o m y ) 
c a n n o t b e  h e ld  to g e th e r  in  th e  sam e m in d  ; he  w ho  th in k s  he  can  
b elieve  b o th  h a s  th o u g h t v e ry  l i t t le  of e i th e r .”

My desire is to  create a greater in terest in Zetetic research ; 
to  cause men to th ink  for themselves, and so to  find out 
which is tru e  and which false. It is my hope th a t  honest



th inkers will choose th a t belief, which we have already shown 
is supported by facts, and corroborated by the W ord of God.

E\-en the commercial im portance of this subject m ay be 
seen in its connection w ith navigation. If m ariners in 
Southern la titudes are supposing the land and the seas to  
form a vast globe, instead of, as they do form, one vast 
ou tstre tched  plane, we can see a cause for man\- m istakes 
navigators have made in Southern waters. These m istakes 
have doubtless led m odern m ariners to navigate the seas bv 
M ercator's C hart, which is an approach to the  tru th , repre
senting the earth  and the seas as one vast bu t square plane. 
I th ink  I m ay venture to affirm th a t in the whole range of 
commercial navigation, no sea captain, or m aster m ariner, 
would a ttem p t to navigate his vessel in Southern w aters 
by a globular chart. W hy do they  use F la t-earth  charts, or 
ra th e r F lat-sea charts ? They are practical men, not spoiled 
by philosophies. !

“ Plain saihng," the system  of navigation now adopted, 
“ is sailing a ship, or m aking the  arithm etical calculations 
for so doing, on the assum ption th a t T H E  E A R T H  IS 
P E R FE C T L Y  FL A T .”— Navigation in  Theory and Practice, 
p. 66 ; by Prof. Evers, LL.D.

From  this standpoint alone the subject is of sufficient 
im portance to  arouse the  in terest of reasonable and intelligent 
men.

Again ; the  earth  cannot be bo th  a plane and a globe. 
One or other of these ideas m ust be erroneous. Is it not more 
edifying and satisfactory to  know which is true  and  which is 
false ? By the  Zetetic m ethod of investigation, the mind 
becomes fixed and resolute, and is established in T ru th .

To be living on the earth , m ade so wonderfully by the 
power of God, and yet to  be ignorant of and w ithout a desire 
to  know its position, shape, stab ility , and the various 
phenom ena connected w ith  it, is a condition of m ind of which 
a Christian ought to  be asham ed. Indifference tends to 
degrade m an to the level of the  brute, which cares nothing 
for the  shape of the field in which it feeds, so long as it finds 
p len ty  of grass or fodder !

Moreover, it should be rem em bered th a t the system  of 
Astronom y, which represents th e  world as a w hirhng globe, 
lias been shewn bj- the best evidence it is possible to  ob ta in—
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th a t of practical experim ent—to be unreliable ; for the 
hypotheses and  assum ptions which support it have been found 
to  be contrary  to  facts. I t  therefore am ounts to  th is ; Shall 
we accept and uphold an unrehable, hypothetical, and false 
system  of Cosmogony ? or a system  th a t is practical, reason
able, natural, dem onstrable, and S crip tural ? Christians 
should decide.

To those who say “ w hat does it  m a tte r  ?” we m ight as 
well ask, “ Does it m a tte r w hether we receive the evolutionary 
theories of D arw in, G rant Allen, Haeckle, and other infidel 
philosophers, or the  simple b u t grand  teachings of the 
prophets of Israel, and the  Apostles of our Lord, respecting 
God and  His g reat Creation ?

Are we to be so indifferent to  th e  honour of G od’s word, 
and  the  hope of eternal salvation w hich i t  brings before us, 
as to  dechne the  trouble of investigating  w hether the Bible 
is fully inspired or not ? If so, we m ay as well a t once yield 
the whole citadel of divine inspiration, as a false “ science ” 
has led m any to  do.

This should be a m a tte r of serious im portance, especially 
to Christians, as both system s cannot possibly be true. We 
shall be logically compelled, ere long, to  give up belief in the 
divine inspiration of the Bible, or to  reject th e  modern system  
of globular evolution.
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THE CONTROVERSY  
BETW EEN THE BIBLE AND INFIDEL SCIENCE.

In  the consideration of this subject we have fairly exam ined 
the m odern theories of Astronom ical science. In every 
section considered, we have been compelled to  conclude th a t, 
w hether exam ined departm entally  or collectively, it is 
founded entirely  upon hypotheses. Bolstered w ith ex trava
gant theories, contradictory  to the evidences of our God-given 
senses, yet it has found m any adherents. Neglecting to 
exam ine its claims, and to  prove the ir accuracy or fallacy, 
m any have unthinkingly  im bibed them , and  consequently 
their fa ith  in the  inspiration of the Holy Scriptures has been 
poisoned. Its  opposition to the Bible suggests its unseen 
source !



arrives a t D, m aking the angle i  A B an angle of about 58° 
w ith  the base hne, already proved to  be level.

At I I I . p.m. the  sun arrives a t E , m aking the angle e A B 
of 38°, or a descent from C of about 52°, At VI. p.m. the 
sun arrives at F , a distance from C of nearly  three tim es its 
height, and the angle of its rays drops to  about 22°, and 
som etim es to only 18°.

Thus the fact is m ade clear, th a t even by perspective alone 
th e  sun seems to  drop alm ost to  th e  horizon, while remaining 
a t the  same height. If the sun were a non-lum inous body 
it would disappear sooner, as a balloon disappears. There 
are  details which we cannot here stop to  consider, such as 
varia tions in the  tim e of sunset caused by alterations in its 
declination. The speed of the  sun itself varies, hence we 
find a good clock sometimes said to  be " fast ” and sometimes 
"  slow,” according to  the  tim e of the  year and the size of the 
su n ’s circle over the  earth . These are points which can be 
stud ied  w ith the  aid of a good astronom ical alm anac or 
ephem eris. B ut I m ay briefly in tim ate  the  general Law of 
Motion for celestial bodies.

As far back as the year 1900 I published these Laws of 
Motion, which are m uch sim pler th an  those of Kepler, which 
la te r  astronom ers have spoiled, as shewn in a previous 
article, and w hich we have altogether exploded.

GENERAL LAWS OF CELESTIAL MOTION.

( i ) . There seems to  be two great E theria l Currents eternally  
revolving round the ir respective centres, one north  
and the  other south  ; like two immense cog-wheels 
revolving harm oniously in opposite directions. The 
etherial currents doubtless supplied the prim um  
mobile of the ancients. These currents move m ost 
rapidly  above and around the equatorial belts (like 
the  w ater in the  m iddle of a stream ), becoming 
slower tow ards the  " poles ” or centres of the wheels.

■2). The planets, sun, moon, and stars, being com para
tively small and  light bodies, are carried daily round 
the  world by these all-powerful currents a t different 
a ltitudes, according to  their various densities, the 
higher currents moving them  more rapidly  than  
those lower, or nearer the surface of the earth . 
Therefore,



(3). The more rapidly a planet revolves daily round the
earth  and the higher its altitude, and the nearer it  is 
to  the  “ fixed s ta rs ,” w hich are th e  highest of a l l ; 
which fact is illustrated  b y  N eptune and U ranus, 
which keep a long tim e in th e  same zodiacal “ signs.”

(4). The nearer a planet is to  th e  earth  and the  more
slowly it revolves, like Venus and M ercury, thus 
more rapidly getting left behind by  the  higher 
p lanets and constellations, and  so passing through 
the signs more quickly, or s tric tly  the  signs leaving 

•the planet more quickly.
(5). The moon, which is the  lowest of the  heavenly bodies,

the  one nearest to  the earth , gets left behind by 
the  "  fixed stars ” as m uch as 12° to  14° daily, thus 
passing through all the  tw elve signs of the  zodiac 
in  a lunar m onth. This m akes the  globularist 
imagine th a t the moon has w hat th ey  call a “ proper 
m otion ” in a direction con trary  to  th a t of her 
“ apparen t ” daily m otion. And if a p lanet keeps 
in conjunction w ith a fixed s ta r for a few days they  
call it " s ta tionary  if it loses a little  on a star 
it is said to  be " direct ” ; and if it should gain a 
little  on a star they  actually  call it “ retrograde ” 
to  suit their theories !

Thus th e  m otions of the  celestial bodies are governed by 
th e  etherial currents, according to  the ir heights and declin
ations ; their actual speeds being quicker the  nearer they  are 
to  the  great equatorial belts, and their circles or spirals 
becoming smaller, and speeds slower, as they approach nearer 
the north  or south centres. This causes their daily revolu
tions to  consist of a series of very fine spirals, as they  vary  
the ir decUnations, the north  and south  centres being the 
earth ly  focal points of the two g reat vortices, or etherial 
whirlpools, which carry w ith them  the planets, the  sun and 
the moon, and sometimes make them  pass over from one great 
whirlpool to  another. This causes the  seasons and some 
lunar changes, w ith the various p lanetary  periods or cycles 
of time. These, w ith the eclipse cycles, are of great u tility  
in celestial ch o no logy ; and, for those w ith sufficient 
understanding  to com pute them  backw ards, they  prove th a t 
it is not quite 6,000 years since the  Adamic creation of the 
world.
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IM PO RTANT TESTIM O NIES.

CONCLUSION.

GRAVITATION.
“ The Law of G rav ita tion  underlies th e  whole of astron

om y.” —Sir R obert Ball.
“ The doctrine of universal g rav ita tion  is a pure 

assum ption.”— Prof. W. B. C arpenter, in Mod. Rev., Oct., 
1890.

“ If a babe in its  cradle had an arm  n inety -th ree  millions 
of miles long, and  should insert its  finger in the  sun, it would 
not know th a t  its finger was b u rn t un til a fter the lapse of 
140 years ” !— Lecture by  Sir R obert Ball.

The supposed discoverer of g rav ita tion  confesses :— " W hat 
I call a ttrac tio n  m ay be perform ed by im pulse (the very 
opposite !), “ or by some o ther m eans U N K N O W N  TO 
M E.” —Sir Isaac N ewton (letter to  Dr. Bentley).

“ U nfortunate ly  w hat our learned astronom ers advance 
as theories, our college and school professors teach as fac ts .”— 
D r. T. E. Reed, M.D., in his work on Tides and Sex, from 
which some of the  ex trac ts  are taken.

“ If g rav ita tion  is always welling outw ards from the  sun, 
how can it  draw any th ing  tow ards the  sun, unless on reaching 
th a t  object it suddenly reverses its  force and tu rn s back ?”— 
From  A Reparation, by  Mr. C. S. De Ford.

INFIDELITY, supported  by  m odern astronom ical theories
“ To speak in plain term s, as far as science is concerned, the 

idea of a personal God is inconceivable.” —The late R. A. 
P roctor, Our Place in  the Infinities.

"As we are w hirled upon our spinning and  glowing planet 
th rough  unfathom able spaces . . . .  w hat are the  phantom  
gods to  u s ? ” — The Clarion, April 24, 1903. “ Zetetes ” 
unavailingly  challenged the  E d ito r to  a press discussion, 
Ju n e  29th, 1903.

“ Science is incapable of repeopling the  heaven th a t  it has 
em ptied, or of restoring happiness to  the  souls whose artless 
tranqu ility  it has rav ished .” — M. Zola, reported  in the 
Westminster Gazette, May 20th, 1893.

n o Ill

“ The two beliefs (modern astronom y and Bible cosmology) 
cannot be held together in the  same mind ; for he who thinks 
he believes b o th  has though t very little  of eitlier." 'I'liomas 
Paine, in his Age o f Reason.

HONEST CONFESSIONS OF EM INENT MEN.

" People give ear to an u p s ta r t astrologer, who s tr iw s  to 
shew th a t  th e  earth  revolves in the heavens.” . . . .  
" This fellow wishes to reverse the whole (old) science of 
astronom y ; b u t the sacred Scriptures tell us th a t Jo shua 
com m anded the  sun to  stan d  s till.”— M artin Luther in Table 
Talks.

“ Eyes are our witnesses th a t the heavens re \’olve in the 
space of tw enty-four hou rs.”— M elancthon, referring to  
Copernicus.

“ M any who reverence the  nam e of Copernicus, in con
nection w ith  th is system, would be surprised to iind how 
much of error, unsound reasoning, and hapjiy  conjectures 
com bine.”— Chambers' Encyclopccdia.

“ I t  would be m uch wiser a t once to  pull down I lie wliole 
than to  continue the system  of patchw ork of which the 
N ewtonian theory  exists.” —Sir R ichard Pliillips.

‘‘As an engineer of m any years’ standing, I say th a t this 
absurd allowance (for curvature) is only perm itted  in school 
books. . . . I have projected  m any miles of railway, and 
m any m ore of canals, and  cu rvatu re  has not even been 
thought of, m uch less allowed fo r.”— I\Ir. W. \M nckler, C.E.

“ There are more frauds in m odern science than  anywhere 
else. . . .  I have been throw n off my track  often by 
them, and  for m onths a t a tim e.”—Thom as ICdison, 
quoted b y  Dr. Bullinger, London, in 'Things to Cotnc.

“ I agree w ith you in your contention res]iecting the  earth  ; 
for my m otto  has long been. Let God be true and every  man 
a lia r.”— Dr. W'. E. Bullinger to ‘‘ Z etetes.”

And again, “ 1 am so thankfu l I have been able to read 
through your Zetetic Astronomy. I t has been a revelation 
to m e.”— Copied from The Earth.

“ T hanks for pam phlets and papers from time to  tinu'. I 
enjoyed reading your ‘ Serio-Scientifie S atire .’ . . . .
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