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MR. DARWIN AND THE “ORTGIN OF SPECIES) -

RE editions of Mr. Charles Darwin's ¢ Origin
of Species’ are, he says, one Italian, one Dutch,
two American, two Russian, two French, and
four German, to be immedi followed by a fifth,
corrected up to the standard of the present or fifth
English edition. This English edition is the tenth
thousand. How manythousand copies are contained
in the whole of the eighteen-editions is not stated.
foreigm editions are as large as the Eng-

usand copics of this book have
. , among the Jibraries of the world.
If we add to'this immense publicity the discussions
-on the erigin of species by the preservation of
favoured races in the strugg ad-for life. in !socieﬁes
-and periodicals, by tongues and types, it will appear
tha.l'.p:n 'hypasbhzi has commanded mr;mount. of
attention never yet won by & Reading
for amuscmont is out of the question here; and an
author receives far more and a higher kind of
attention who is motumerely read but is also dis-
cussed.

Agttention is not acceptance. Many editions do
not mean real success. The book has sold; the
guess has been talked over; and the circulation and
discussion sum up the significance of the editions.
Mr. Darwin prefacea his fifth English edition with
an essay, which he calls * An Historical Sketch of
the Reeent Progress of Opinion on the Origin of
Bpecies,’” but which ought to be called, a Collection
of Extracts, from Aristotle to Dr. Dalton Hooker,
amticipatory or correborative of the hypothesis of

THE ATHENZEUM

— —_—

country, and this accon 1
dark races. This view of the origin of varieties is

' published

for the analogous views of ‘ The Origin of Species.’
Bat the merit of repetition, if any merit there be,

. (the phetical grandfather of Mr. Charles Darwin),
in addition to Lamarck, preceded them in announc-

| ing similar hypotheses, Respecting the views of
aillet and Robinet, although the |y

| Lamarck, De
| lagt two are®ot cnumerated, there cammot be a
 doubt, Of physiologists-with known names, Prof.

Husxley is the most notable, and he is quoted as if *0
" he supported the hypothesis of Mr. Patrick Mathew, §

- which he describes ““as unproven and sorely dam-

countenance.” Thirty-eight years have gone by

since the hypothesis was pablished by Mr. Patrick §

| Mathew. Twenty _ﬁm‘ﬁ have elapsed since Mr.

- Darwin and Mr.

is all that can be claimed by Mr. Mathew, Mr,
Darwin and Mr. Wallace, if, as we are assured,
Goethe, Geoffroy St.-Hilaire and Erasmus Darwin |55

would be best fitted t@uresist the diseases of the |l
for the prevalence of the!

‘quoted as an explanation of the origin of species,
if the negro formed a species. Dean Herbert

‘held, in 1822, that species are only ent

. varieties. Prof. Grant believed that species descend |

from species. And in 1831 Mr. Patrick Mathew ¥
view now associated with the name ||
wof Mr. Darwin: ‘‘the differences of Mr, Mathew's |
view from mine are not of much importance.” |g8
“The Vestiges of Creation * prepared the ground [

aged by some of its supporters,” because, he says, [}
| it is the only one to which physiology lends any 8§

allace submitted their repe- §
| tition of the view of Mr, Patrick Mathew to the &

Natural Selection. For no account is given of any | Linnean Society, and ten years since Mr., Darwin
hostile opinions. This fact is very significant. This ' developed the view in the first edition of ‘The [
hictorical sketeh thus resembles the histories of the Origin: of Spesies;and Dr,{Dalton Hooker in his [
‘reign of Louis the Highteenth, published after the - introduction to the Australisn Flora. In less than |
Restoration, from which the Republic and the Em- | forty years it has been egd, grub and fly. The @&
pire, Robespierre and Bonaparte, were omitted. | refutations of Cuvier and De Blainville, Agassiz and |\
Aristotle, it has recently been discovered, or ' Flourens, and other notabilities, are, as we have [\

'supposed, has said something which warrants the  already intimated, omitted by Mr. Charles Darwin

record of his suffrage or vote in favour of the

hypothesis. Denying adaptation and ascribing all

things to accident, and going #o far as to assert that

front teeth were not made to cut nor back teeth to

%ﬁnd, Aristotle says, “ All the parts of a whale
B

ppened like as if they were made for the sake of

something ; these were preserved,. baving been
Aappropriately constituted by aninternal spontaneity;
and whatsoever things were not thus constituted
“perished and still perish.” Mr. Darwin thinks this
““a shadowing forth of natoral selection,” although
. Aristotle is treating of instruments and not of
species. Baffon is ‘included in this counting of
heads. He is said to have been the first author
of modern times who treated the subject in a scien-
tific spirit, but his opinions fluetuated, and he did
not enter on the caunses of the transformation of
species. Now it may be donbted whether this
statement conveys a correct impression of an
author who, although he said “it is not im-
‘possible” that all species may have issued from
a small number of stocks, discussed the effecs
~of climate, food, and domesticity in degenerating
animals, affirmed that whilst “there is relatively
to certain qualities a bizarre variation in. ap-
pearance in the succession of individuals, there is
at the sama time an admirable constancy appa-
wmrent in the entire species”; and said that “* species
are the only beings, perpetual, ancient, and per-
tmanent as Nature herself,”— the imprint of each
species is a type of which the principal traits are
-engraved and in characters ineffaceable for ever.”
Buffon it was who declared continuous fecundity
to be the characteristic of a spacies. Obliviousness
of this' charaeteristic is the fundamental error which
vitiates all the speculations of the guessers, who
fancy they have something to say on the origin
of species. Gteoffroy St.-Hilaire, it is stated, sus-

pected in 17¢5 that species are various degenerations |__

of thesame type, andin 1828 published his conviction

from his historieal sketch of the recent pro

serutiny.

- Yet one at least of the omissi
Prof. Owen in his *General Conclusions’ quotes

in the water. I zee no difficul

| monstrous as a whale.”
|

- editions ;

gress of

opinion on theorigin of species. In his ballot, most !
of the Noes are left out; the Ayes are carefully
| counted, and more are counted than can bear a |

Mr. Darwin gives a table of additions and cor. 3
- rections"in ﬂaﬁ%ﬂ&diﬁun, t not of omissions.
s is worthy of note.

e

from the first edition the following two sentences: *
“In North America the black bear was seen by &
Hearne swimming for hours with widely-open
mouth, thus catching, almost like a whale, insects .
in a race of bears &%
being rendered by natural selection more and more
' aquatic in their structure and habits, with larger |/
| and larger mouths, till a creature was produced as
In the fifth edition the &
last sentence i3 omitted, as indeed it was in prior (&
and the omission i a proof that the ¥

opinions of Mr, Darwin have fluctuated. When *°
-'he saw no difficulty in derivinga whale from a race |

- of black bears, he seemingly held, with Lamarcky§

| that ecircumstances, habits and volition could ori-

ginate species; but when he left out this deelara- 3
tion he had reasons for doing it. In reference to »

the woodpecker, he avers in the introduetion to his

fifth edition that it would be “‘preposterous” to [&
- attribute its structure to mere external conditions,

| The result would scarcely reward the labour, else

Society,—differing from Lamarck and from himself
whilst according with Mr. Patrick Mathew.
JoaNY RoOBERTSON.

-that the same forms have not been perpetuated since 0

the origin of all things ; but hedid not believe that &
existing species are now undergoing modification, §
His son, M. Isidore Geoffroy St.-Hilaire, pays he §
deemed the question a problem reserved entirely |

for futurity, if futurity chose to take any notice of
it. Dr. W. C. Wells as early as 1813, explaining
the dark colour of the African races, says they

it might be shewn that the author of the fifth has |
varied considerably from the author of the first |
edition of ‘The Origin of Species’ and from the &
author of the paper in the Journal of the Linnean &
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