shillings nor travel a hundred vards

out of his way to
witness the scandalous imposture” he was invited to
SCC,

Here we may let the matter rest ; leaving our readers
to judge for themselves whether the ravings of anti-
scientific zeal merit further consideration,
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creations of the several classes, as well as of the several species?
If there are to be vertebrate and invertebrate animals, why not
distinct creations of the several kinds or classes of vertebratee,
as the fish, the bird, the ape, the man?
greater creative faculty to produce an original oyster than an
original man ; and if the existence of man was contemplated as
well as of fishes, why should not each have been severally
created? Or if both have sprung from one creation, how is it
that the one has remained a fish ever since its original creation,
and the other a man? Or if there has been change, why should
not the original man have deteriorated into the ape, the fish,
the marine animal, as naturally as the process is supposed to
have been reversed, and the marine animal have progressed
into the fish, the ape, the man ?

It seems to us that Mr. Darwin’s argument is capable of
being reversed, and that by exactly the same process of
reasoning on the analogies between men and animals, man
might be shown to be the original of all other forms of animals,
from himself to the monkey, and from the monkey to the
lowest form of the vertebrata, even that from which Mr. Darwin
thinks we all have emanated. Neither does the analogy of
insects, which go through several stages of development, appear
to us to support Mr. Darwin’s theory. The grub becomes a
chrysalis, the chrysalis a butterfly ; but there it stops, and the
same process goes on eternally, but never progresses farther.
Why is this? Mr. Darwin may fairly tell us he does not know.
But why should the doctrine, or rather process of development
be limited to one class or order of created beings only, when
the principle is obviously applicable to all others? The answer
as it seems to us is that this process of development, though it
doubtless exists, isnevertheless limited to developmentwithin the
same classes. The monkey may by training, and, if Mr. Darwin
pleases, by natural selection, become a very intelligent monkey,
with very respectable habits, but he and his descendants will
never become men. And so men may degenerate in mind and
body, and become idiots or savages, but they will never become
monkeys.

But while we thus differ from Mr. Darwin, we readily avow
that his work is a most important contribution to philosophical
and scientific literature, and recommend its attentive perusal
to all who desire information on the interesting subject it
relates to. The object of his work, as stated by himself, is to
consider “ firstly, whether man, like every other species, is
descended from some pre-existing form ; secondly, the manner
of his development ; and thirdly, the value of the differences
between the so-called races of men;’ and we entirely concur
with this passage in the introduction,—* It has often and
confidently been asserted that man’s origin can never be known,
but ignorance more frequently begets confidence than does
knowledge ; it is those who know little, and not those who
know much, who so positively assert that this or that problem
will never be solved by science.” We doubt not that the work
will be assailed on very different grounds from many different
quarters, and—whether Mr. Darwin’s theory be true or not—so
much the better for the cause of truth. ¢ Let truth and error
come into the field together,” says Milton, “who ever knew
truth the worse for the encounter?”

The second, and indeed the larger part of the work, relates
to * Sexual Selection,” and includes much curious information
and many important facts ; but we have not space to do justice
to this subject, and indeed it is one not altogether adapted for
our columns,

The last chapter comprises a general summary and conclu-
sion of the work, as to which Mr. Darwin frankly says, ¢ Many
of the views which have been advanced are highly speculative,

T he /. Z{zm‘m_zfed Review.

It would require no-

and some no doubt will prove erroneous.” The main con-
clusion he arrives at, which he states is that now held by many
naturalists who are well competent to form a sound judgment,
is that man is descended from some less highly organized form.
He adds,—

“The grounds upon which this conclusion rests will never be
shaken, for the close similarity between man and the lower animals
in embryonic development, as well as in innumerable points of
structure and constitution, both of high and of the most trifling
importance,—the rudiments which he retains, and the abnormal
reversions to which he is occasionally liable,—are facts which
cannot be disputed. They have long been known, but until recently
they told us nothing with respect to the origin of man. Now when
viewed by the light of our knowledge of the whole organic world
their meaning is unmistakable., The great principle of evolution
stands up clear and firm when these groups of facts are considered
in connexion with others, such as the mutual affinities of the
members of the same group, their geographical distribution in past
and present times, and their geological succession, It is incredible
that all these facts should speak falsely. He who is not content to
look, like a savage, at the phenomena of nature as disconnected,
cannot any longer believe that man is the work of a separate act of
creation. He will be forced to admit that the close resemblance of

“the embryo of man to that, for instance, of a dog—the construction

of his skull, limbs, and whole frame, independently of the uses to
which the parts may be put, on the same plan with that of other
mammals—the occasional re-appearance of various structures, for
instance of several distinct muscles, which man does not normally
possess, but which are common to the Quadrumana—and a crowd
of analogous facts—all point in the plainest manner to the conclu-
sion that man is the co-descendant with other mammals of a
common progenitor.”

We think Mr. Darwin must give us the credit of belonging
to the tribe of “the noble savage,” in having the courage and
generosity to print the above passage, notwithstanding the
opinion we have expressed of his theory. It is but right to
add that in this chapter he deals fairly with the great difficulties
he has to encounter in consequence of the high standard of
intellectual power and of moral disposition which man has
attained. We also deem this passage worthy of all con-
sideration :—

“1 am aware that the conclusions arrived at in this work will be
denounced by some as highly irreligious ; but he who thus denounces
them is bound to show why it is more irreligious to explain the
origin of man as a distinct species by descent from some lower
form, through the laws of variation and natural selection, than to
explain the birth of the individual through the laws of ordinary
reproduction. The birth both of the species and of the individual
are equally part of that grand sequence of events which our minds
refuse to accept as the result of blind chance, The understanding
revolts at such a conclusion, whether or not we are able to believe
that every slight variation of structure, the union of each pair in
marriage, the dissemination of each seed, and other such events,
have all been ordained for some special purpose.”

In conclusion, we are glad that the work is published, and
thank Mr. Darwin for if, but if called upon, in the present state
of the argument, to decide between his theory of the origin of
man, and that held by the majority of men, we, like a former
Lord Mayor of York at the close of a geological discussion,
must pronounce in favour ‘‘of Moses and the Dean,”

The Life and Letters of Faraday. By Dr. Bence Jongs. Two
volumes. London: Longmans, Green and Co.

Pauper, newsboy, bookbinder, philosopher, yet always a gen-
tleman and always a Christian—such was Michael Faraday.
He came of a West Riding family, who spelt their name
Ffaraday. James, the father of the philosopher, was a journey-
man at Boyd’s, in Welbeck Street, London, and lived over a
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