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PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION.

—_—

AT the beginning of this year the reading classes of England
were all, more or less, in a state of expectancy, their attention
being fixed on Mr. Darwin, who was known to be engaged in
bringing out a work which was to mark a new era in Natural
Science. It was confidently believed by many that he had in
his possession facts which would enable him to establish his
favourite hypothesis ou a sure basis, and lay all his opponents,
whether men or systems, defeated in the dust.

The work at length appeared, and was eagerly read by
thousands throughout our land. There is no difficulty in getting
through the two volumes of which it is composed, for they
abound in facts gathered from that most interesting field of
inquiry—Natural History; and where facts fail him, Mr.
Darwin is able, in their stead, to present suppositions quite as
interesting, and perhaps even more startling.

But to the mind of a serious reader this is all that can be
obtained from its perusal, for Mr. Darwin’s style of reasoning is
eminently unsatisfactory. One by one, with cool indifference,
he throws overboard, not only Christianity, but also the tried
and sure methods of the inductive philosophy of Bacon, which
would have sunk his light craft, and along with these the first
axioms of logic and common sense.

As a remonstrance against this unwarrantable outrage on
religion and philosophy, as well as on true science, the present -
volume has been penned. The writer has presented his thoughts
on the main questions raised by Mr. Darwin in the form of a
judicial inquiry, in order thus, more clearly, and in a more lively
manner, to put before his readers the important points at issue,
and also to bring Mr. Darwin face to face with those well-known
and acknowledged principles of investigation which he is only
too ready to ignore.

September 27th, 1871.



PREFACE TO THE THIRD EDITION.

Two editions of this work having been sold out, and the
demand for it still continuing, the author ventures to issue
a third. He does so the more readily as it gives him an
opportunity of reproducing a controversy on the .subject which
he has some wish should not just yet drop into oblivion,
showing, as it does very conclusively, that evolution is a mere
hypothesis, without any basis of fact to sustain it.

Mr. F. W. Harmer of Norwich, a well-known geologist,
who maintained in this controversy the views of Mr. Darwin,
must be regarded as a representative man, at least so far as his
own county and neighbourhood are concerned. His failure,
therefore, to sustain the cause he espoused, must be regarded as
the failure of a most intelligent and influential section of Mr.
Darwin’s followers.

The title, “ Man wersus Ape,” is retained, as that under
which the controversy was generally known in Norwich.

To the Appendix containing this controversy are added some
observations on the antiquity of man and on the six days of
creation, mentioned in Genesis i., to which the writer begs to
draw the attention of his readers. These observations are
necessarily brief, the space which can be occupied with them
being limited to the fow remaining pages of this additional
sheet.
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HOMO versus DARWIN.

FIRST DAY’S SITTING.

IT having been agreed, on the recommendation of the

Judge before whom this case was to have been tried, to
refer it for arbitration to Lord O——, one of the ablest of
English Jurists, that the evidence on which Mr. Darwin’s
statements rest might be thoroughly sifted, and also that’
the Plaintiff and Defendant should each speak for himself ;
on the opening of the Court, Homo was called on to state
his ground of complaint, and spoke as follows :—

My case, my Lord, may be stated in a very few words.
It is well known to your Lordship, and will not be denied
by the Defendant, that, during many centuries, it has been
acknowledged that my first ancestors derived existence
directly from a Divine source, and were, therefore, in a very’
intelligible sense, the offspring of God. There are ancient
documents with which your Lordship is familiar, and which
many of the most powerful intellects our country has pro-
duced have regarded as divinely true, in which such is
certified to be the origin of my race. This sentiment is
confirmed by the traditions of all civilized nations, and it is
generally admitted by men of philosophic mind that my
nature bears on itcelf evident traces of its alliance with the
Divine.

B 9



10 HOMO . DARWIN.

- I have to complain, then, that the Defendant, following

in the track of some recent naturalists, has lately published
a work entitled “The Descent of Man,” in which he
affirms that I am “ certainly descended from some ape-like
creature.” ¢ Man,” he says, “is descended from a hairy
quadruped, fernished with a tail and pointed ears, probably
arboreal in its habits, and an inhabitant of the old world.”
(Vol. ii. p. 389.) “The early progenitors of man,” he says
again, “were no doubt well covered with hair, both sexes
having beards ; their ears were pointed and capable of
movement ; and their bodies were provided with a tail,
having the proper muscles. . . . The males were provided
with great canine teeth, which served them as formidable
weapons.” (Vol. i. pp. 206, 207.)

But this is not all, my Lord. Mr. Darwin further
affirms that my most ancient progenitors were creatures.
resembling the larvee, or young of Ascidians—the Ascidians
being scarcely animals at all. They are classed by some
naturalists among the worms, while their young resemble
tadpoles. Mr. Darwin thus affirms that I am descended
from a tadpole, and am, in short, the offspring of a worm !

I have to complain, my Lord, that, in maintaining such
to be my origin, Mr. Darwin entirely ignores the general
sentiment and belief of my race regarding it, and also the
historical and philosophical evidence on which it rests, and
that he takes occasion, from some points in my bodily
structure in which it resembles those of the lower animals,
to affirm that I am sprung from the same stock with them,
and differ from them merely by virtue of processes which he.
calls “Natural Selection” and * Sexual Selection.” He.
thus degrades me from being a creature made by the
Divine hand and bearing traces of the Divine image, to be
merely a more perfectly developed animal, and allied, rather
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to the apes and monkeys of the present day, than to the
Alnighty Creator of all things. I have to complain, my
Lord, that this attempt of Mr. Darwin to give me a brutish
origin, not only degrades me in my own estimation, but is
calculated to have an injurious effect on my youthful
offspring. Let them but' be taught that they are the
relatives of apes and monkeys, instead of being the offspring
of God, and that their most ancient progenitor was a tadpole
and a worm, and it will take away from them one of the
most powerful motives to act a rational, worthy, and noble
part on the great stage of human life. '
Lord C. As I understand tlie matter, then, the head and
front of Mr. Darwin’s offending is, that he affirms you to be
descended from a hairy quadruped, and more remotely
from some creature like a tadpole, instead of having been
created immediately by the Divine Being. You also com-
plain of Mr. Darwin’s statements as being not only untrue,
but also offensive and libellous, and likely to exert an
injurious influence on the youthful portion of your race.
Homo. Precisely so, my Lord. He affirms that «it is
only our natural prejudice, and that arrogance which made
our forefathers declare that they were descended from
demi-gods, which leads us to demur to this conclusion.”
(Vol. i. p. 83.) A
Lord C. The conclusion certainly is not & flattering one.
But I should like Mr. Darwin himself to state the view re-
garding our descent which he is endeavouring to propagate,
Darwin. My Lord, “I give” to man “a pedigree of pro«
digions length,” if not “of noble quality.” “The most
ancient progenitors in the kingdom of the Vertebrata at
which we are able to obtain an obscure glance, apparently
oconsisted of a group of marine animals, resembling the
larvee of existing Ascidians, These animals probably gave
B 2



12 _ HOMO v. DARWIN.

rise to a group of fishes, as lowly organized as the Lan-
celet ; and from these the Ganoids and other fishes like the
Lepidosiren, must have been developed. From such fish
a very small advance would tarry us on to the amphibians.
. . « Birds and reptiles were once intimately ‘'connected
together, and the Monotremata now, in a slight degree,
connect mammals with reptiles. But no one can at present
say by what line of descent the three higher and related
classes, narhely, mammals, birds, and reptiles, were derived
from either of the two lower vertebrate classes, namely,
amphibians and fishes. In the class of mammals the steps
are not difficult to conceive which led from the ancient
Monotremata to the ancient Marsupials; and from these
to the early progenitors of the placental animals. We may
thus ascend to the Lemurids ; and the interval is not wide
from these to the Simiadse. The Simiade then branched
off into two great stems, the New World and the Old World
monkeys, and from the latter, at a remote period, man,
the wonder and glory of the universe, proceeded. . . . .
If a single link in this chain had never existed, man would
not have been what he now is. TUnless we wilfully close
our eyes, we may, with our present knowledge, approxi-
mately recognize our parentage, nor need we feel ashamed
of it” (Vol.i. pp. 212, 218.)
. Homo. 1 hope, my Lord, that Mr. Darwin will not charge
me with wilfully closing my eyes because I feel unable
to recognize my parentage either in monkeys or tad-
poles.
~ Darwin. 1 beg Homo’s pardon, my Lord ; but, like Pilate.
of old, ¢ what I have written, I have written.”

Lord 0. Perhaps Homo is not yet sufficiently advanced
in knowledge to be able to make the recognition in question.
‘I must confess that I find myself in a similar predicament,



FIRST DAY’S RITTING. 18

I never heard of these * ancient progenitors® of ours—the
Ascidians—till now. Will Mr. Darwin inform me what
Ascidians are ?

" Darwin. Ascidians, my Lord, are * invertebrate, herma-
pbrodite, marine creatures permanently attached to a sup-
port. They hardly appear like animals, and consist of a
simple, tough, leathery sac, with two small projecting
orifices. . . They have recently been placed by some nata-
ralists among the Vermes or worms. Their larve some-
what resemble tadpoles in shape, and have the power of
swimming freely about.” (Vol. i. p. 205.)

Homo. Mr. Darwin, my Lord, has not supplied ns with
an engraving of an Ascidian in his book, but here is one
which I have been allowed to copy from Professor Huxley’s
¢ Introduction to the Classification of Animals.” The Pro-
fessor says, “ They look very much like double-necked jars
At first sight you might hardly suspect the animal nature
of one of these organisms, when freshly taken from the sea
but if you touch it, the stream of water which it squirts
out of each aperture reveals the
existence of a great contractile
power within.” Of the two
apertures, A serves-as a mouth -
Bis the anal aperture, and o the
base of attachment, by which
it fastens itself to a bit of sea-
weed or to a rock. This is
called a ¢ Solitary Ascidian,”
because it exists by itself;
others are called *Social,”
¢ Aggregate,” or ¢ Compound
Ascidians,” becaunse they exist in groups, a number of them
being united into a mass.
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Lord C. Foreshadowing, perhaps, the family groups of
their remote human posterity !

Homo. Mr. Darwin, my Lord, does not tell us whether
ancient Ascidians were social or not. It is their degenerate
posterity we are now looking at. Here (see Frontispiece)
is another engraving, showing the larvee of Ascidians. The
large ome, from the ‘Penny Encyclopeedia,” is highly
magnified, and shows the creature when newly hatched.
The smaller one is from “Chambers’ Encyclopeedia.” These
authorities state that ¢ they resemble tadpoles in shape, and -
swim by means of a vibratile tail, which they shake off
when they quit the larva state and assume the sessile
.gs_itting or fixed) condition.” '

Lord C. On what ground do you affirm, Mr. Darwin, that
we human beings are descended from creatures such as these ?

Darwin, “If we may rely on Embryology,” my Lord,
“which has always proved the safest gunide in classification,
we have at last gained a clue to the source whence the
Vertebrata have been derived.” It has lately been discovered

that ¢ the larve of Ascidians are related to the Vertebrata,
in their manner of development, in the relative position of
the nervous system, and in possessing a structure closely
like the ckorda dorsalis of vertebrate animals. ... We
should thus be justified in believing that, at an extremely
remote period, a group of animals existed resembling in
many respects the larve of our present Ascidiars, which
diverged into two great branches—the one retrograding in
development, and producing the present class of Ascidians,
the other rising to the crown and summit of the animal

kingdom by giving birth to the Vertebrata” I mayadd
that “some observations lately made by M. Kowalevsky,
since confirmed by Professor Kuppfer,” led to this discovery,
which will be one of “extraordinary interest, if still further
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extended, as I hear from M. Kowalevsky, in Naples, he has
now effected.” (Vol. i. pp. 205, 206.)

Homo. Pray observe, my Lord, tne remarkable mental
agility of Mr. Darwin. To reach his desired conclusion, he
leaps, at & bound, over all the recognized laws of reasoning.
First, he tells us that a foreign gentleman lately made
¥ some observations,” which observations, it appears, another
forzign gentleman confirmed. Mr. Darwin then hears from
the first foreign gentleman that he has “further extended ”
those observations. We are then unhesitatingly told that
those observations have led to the discovery that the tad-
pole-like Ascidians of the present day—which, for brevity's
sake, we may, I presnme, henceforth speak of simply as
tadpoles—are “related in descent to the Vertebrata.” Another

. element of uncertainty is then introdaced into the argnment.
¢ If,” says Mr. Darwin, ¢ we may rely on Embryology. . .
we have at last gained a clue to the source whence the
Vertebrata have been derived.” From these hypothetioal
premises—a portion of which only I have detailed—he
draws the conclusion, “ We should thus be justified in
believing ” that we are descended from “a gronp of animals
resembling the larvae of our present Ascidians.” Now, even
were these premises of Mr. Darwin satisfactorily proved,
my Lord, they do not justify his conclusion. No reputable
man of science would dream of inferring from them that
there was an ancient race of tadpoles more respectable than
any now in existence, and that these ancient tadpoles were
the progenitors of man on the one hand, and. of the de-
generate tadpoles of these days on the other. If such
reagoning be valid, why, then, one might undertake to prove
that - Tenterden steeple is the cause of the Goodwin
Sands !

Lord C, You had better, Homo, let Mr. Darwin reason
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in his own way. Of course, you are not bound by his
conclusions.

Homo. But is it not necessary, my Lord, that the facts—so
called—on which he bases his hypothesis, should be verified ?
Mr. Darwin says himself that “false facts are highly in-
jurious to the progress of science.” (Vol. ii. p. 385.) Can
the unverified observations then, of two foreign gentlemen,
afford a sufficient ground for the affirmation that the root
of human nature is to be found in a tadpole; or that a
worm, by a numberless' succession of improvements, has
developed into man ?

Lord C. 1f, for the sake of argument, yon will accept as
facts what Mr. Darwin advances as facts, we shall be the better
able to test the value of his hypothesis. Mr. Darwin, I am
sure, would not knowingly put forward false statements. [
. Homo. I do not suppose he would, my Lord, for exposure
would be certain ; but it is quite possible that over-fond-
ness for his hypothesis, the child of his own brain, might
make him less careful than he should be in accepting the
statements of others. Indeed, he repeatedly errs in this
direction, as I could easily show your Lordship. But I am

quite willing to adopt your Lordship’s suggestion. We shall,
for the sake of argument, suppose Mr. Darwin’s facts to be
real facts. But I shall take the liberty, when I think it
needful, of pointing out their nnsatisfactory character.

Lord C. You will be quite right in doing so. To return
then to our argument. Mr. Darwin, it appears, maintains
that our line of descent, if traced backwards, as far as he
can reach, would lead us to creatures somewhat resembling
in shape the tadpoles of the present day.

Darwin. What I say, my Lord, is this: “The most ancient
progenitors in the kingdom of the Vertebrata (to which
kingdom man belongs), at which we are able to obtain an
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obscure glance, apparently consisted of a group of marine
animals, resembling the larva of existing Ascidians.”

Lord €. And Ascidians “have been recently placed,” you
say, “by some naturalists, among the Vermes or worms.”
Job, then, would almost seem to have anticipated your
hypothesis when he said to the worm, “Thou art my
mother.” There is, however, this difference ; Job meant it
figuratively, you mean it literally and in reality.

. Darwin. Precisely so, my Lord ; and thus, as I have
said, “we approximately recognize our parentage, nor need
we feel ashamed of it.”

Lord C. Well, that is a matter of taste—I should rather
gay, perhaps, of feeling or sentiment.

Homo. 1 should say, my Lord, the imagination has a
good deal to do with it.

Lord C. We proceed now to look at the evidence. Is lt
the case, then, Mr. Darwin, that in endeavouring to work
out the conclusion you have arrived at, you take no account
of evidence hostile to it, derived from snch sources as Homo
has referred to—I mean such sources as revelation, tradi-
tion, the reasonings of philosophers, &ec. ?

Darwin. My Lord, I am a naturalist, and I follow the
line of evidence with which my favourite study has made
me familiar.

Lord C. But is it wise to ignore other lines of evidence ?
In courts of law we feel bound to take note of evidence, from
whatever source it may come. It seems to me that the true
spirit of philosophy, which is just a sincere love of truth—
would lead you to pursue a similar course. How can you
justify yourself, in so serious & matter, in pooh-poohing
evidence which some of the greatest of your countrymen
have thought conclusive on the other side ?

Homo. Pardon me, my Lord, but I think that, in wilfully
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closing hig eyes to evidence that may be brought from
other sources, Mr. Darwin makes himself, so far, like a horse
when we have put on its blinkers, and which, therefore, can
see only in one direction. There is just this difference ;
Mr. Darwin makes his own blinkers and puts them on him-
gelf. He is thus disabled from seeing in any line of obser-
vation but that of Natural History. He has, moreover,
become 8o blinded by the unnatural use he makes of his eyes,
that he cannot see very clearly with them anywhere.

Lord C. You must speak respectfully of Mr. Darwin,
Homo. ;

Homo. T beg your Lordship’s pardon if I have trans-
gressed. I desire to cherish every kind feeling towards
Mr. Darwin, but hope, at the same time, that I may not be
prevented from fully speaking out my mind.

Lord C. 1 understand, then, that Mr. Darwin thinks the
evidence which he brings from Natural History as to our
descent from a hairy quadruped, and, more remotely, from
creatures resembling the larve of Ascidians, to be so con-
clusive as quite to set aside any evidence to the contrary
that might be brought from other sources, and, indeed, to
render it unworthy of any notice whatever. I understand
also that Mr. Darwin does not suppose man to have been
immediately produced by this hairy quadruped, but to be
merely his remote descendant ; that other races—each suc-
ceeding one, I presume, being less apelike and more
human-like—intervened ; and that each of these races,
through the power of Natural Selection, produced a fresh
race, less like the original, till at length the last of them
produced man.

Darwin. There must, my Lord, have been “a series of
forms graduating insensibly from some ape-like creature to
man as he now exists.” (Vol. i. p. 235.)
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Lord C. Do any of these intervening “series of forms,”
then, survive ?

Darwin. None of them, my Lord. Indeed, “the great
break in the organic chain between man and his nearest
allies, which cannot be bridged over by any extinct or
living species, has often been advanced as a grave objection
to the belief that man is descended from some lower form.”
(Vol. i. p. 200.)

Lord (. 1 do not wonder at that, for, as the race of
man has proved hardy enoungh to survive, one would think
that some, at Jeast, of his ancestral races would have
proved as hardy as himself. But perhaps you suppose that,
when the series that has ended in man branched away from
the stem of the Old World monkeys, all the members in each
successive series were travelling gradually towards the goal
of humanity, so that a time at length came, when each
surviving mother in the last series found herself strangely
producing man.

Darwin. My Lord, will you kindly observe that I spoke
of “a series of forms, graduating #nsensibly from some ape-
like creature to man.”

Homo. 1 should say, my Lord, that, if this “graduating”
process ever took place, it was a very semsible process,
though *insensibly ” performed.

Lord C. Mr. Darwin's meaning is clear emough. He
means by ¢insensibly” that each step in the series of
changes by which, at length, ape became man, was trivial
in itself, though the whole combined has produccd the result
which we now see. But I wish to learn from Mr. Darwin,
‘Whether he supposes that each step in this series of changes
whizh he thinks resulted in the production of man, was
taken by all the mothers belonging to each series of forms.
Or, I may put it differently. After the line that produced
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. mah had branched away from the Old World monkeys, did all
the mothers in each succeeding ¢ series of forms” produce
offspring ¢ insensibly ” in advance of themselves ; or was it
only some of the mothers that did so? This question is
important, for, if only some of the mothers produced off-
spring in advance of themselves, then we might inquire
what became of the descendants of the other mothers.

Darwin. You have an answer to that question, my Lord,
in my reference to “the great break in the organic chain
between man and his nearest allies, which cannot be
bridged over by any extinct or living species.” This irplies
clearly enough, that, of the intermediate species between
man and his nearest allies, all have become extinct.

Lord C. T quite understand that, Mr. Darwin. But if
you could have said that @il the mothers in each succeeding
series produced an offspring insensibly in advance of them-
selves, your hypothesis would have accounted for each
successive series having become extinct.  Suppose, for
example, that while some of the mothers in each succeeding
series produced offspring in advance of themselves—or, if
it suit you better, only ome of the mothers—the other
mothers, being either not so thoughtful, or not so ambitious,
produced offspring- in their own exact image and likeness,
it seems but fair to suppose further that some of those
intermediate series of forms would have survived, and that
we should thus have about us, at the present day, races of
creatures graduating, if not *insensibly,” yet clearly and
unmistakeably towards man. Or again ; if there werg “a
geries of forms graduating insensibly toward man,” the
number of forms, in that series of forms, must have been
enormous ; the more insensible the process, the greater the
number of forms. Now, I want to know how you account
for the fact—for a fact it must be, if your hypothesis-be
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true—that each of these numerous intermediate series of
forms has become extinct. Why have we no species of
living creature half-way between ape and man? Why is
not the vast gap filled up by two or three, or more of
these supposed numerons intermediate forms?

Darwin. That, my Lord, “has often been advanced as a
grave objection to the belief that man is descended from
some lower form, but this objection will not appear of much
weight to those who, convinced by general reasons, believe
in the general principle of evolution. Breaks incessantly
occur in all parts of the series, some being wide, sharp, and
defined, others less 8o in various degrees; as between the
orang and its nearest allies—between the Tarsins and the
other Lemuridee . . . but all these breaks depend
merely on the number of related forms that have become
extinet.” (Vol. i. pp. 200, 201.)

Lord C. 1 have been arguing that, as these supposed
related forms gradmated ¢ insensibly” from ape to man,
their number must have been very great, but you seem to
make no difficulty of the circumstance of their all having
become extinct. .

Darwin. 1t is certainly no difficulty whatever to me, my
Lord. “At some future period, not very distant as:

. measured by centuries, the civilized races of man will
almost certainly exterminate and replace throughout the
world the savage races. At the same time the anthropo-
morphous (man-shaped) apes, as Professor Schaaffhausen
has remarked, will no doubt be exterminated. The break
will then be rendered wider.” (Vol. i. p. 201.)

Homo. What Mr. Darwin says, my Lord, sounds very
learned, but it does not meet the difficulty suggested.

Lord C. 1t certainly does not. I can understand that
cjvilized man may, in the course of time, exterminate savage
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wan and man-shaped apes, but I cannot go easily understand
why the numerous related forms between ape and marn, if
they ever really existed, should all have perished. So far
as I understand Mr. Darwin’s principle of Natural Selection,
it is the process by which the stronger races, and those best
fitted to succeed, are preserved in the struggle for life.
According to Natural Selection, therefore, each of the suc-
cessive races of man’s progenitors, from the *hairy quadru-
ped” on to man himself, must have been better fitted to
maintain its position in the world than any which preceded
it. We find, however, that, while mahy monkey tribes
survive, all of these have perished. Here, as it seems to
me, is an exceedingly weak point in Mr. Darwin's reasoning.
According to his hypothesis, the fittest should survive;
according to his facts, the fittest have perished !

. Homo. In reply to your Lordship’s remarks, Mr. Darwin
would doubtless say that the fittest have survived ; that
each successive race of man’s progenitors, being superior to -
that which preceded it, exterminated it, and eventually took
its place. This, my Lerd, is Natural Belection, s.6. “the
survival of the fittest.”

Lord C. 1 quite understand that Mr. Darwin would gay
so, but the statement does not carry conviction with it.
Many of the supposed races of man’s progenitors must have'
been greatly in advanee of any surviving species of monkey,

Homo. My Lord, I defy Mr. Darwin to prove that any
one of these numerous related forms between man and
ape, which he says were originated by Natural Selection,
and have become extinct, ever existed, unless in his own
" imagination. It is all very fine to talk of the ‘ general
principle of evolution,” but let Mr. Darwin, or any one of
those who say they believe in evolution, point to a single,
clear, and unmistakeable instance of it. Professor Huxley,
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who tells us that he has “assuredly no bias aganst Mr.
Darwin’s views,” distinctly states that ¢ there is no instance
in which a group of animals, having all the characters
exhibited by species in nature, has ever been originated by
selection, whether natural or artificial.”

Lord C. What say you, Mr. Darwin, to this statement of
Professor Huxley ?
~ Darwin. 1 cannot contradict it, my Lord ; but, in the
passage quoted, Professor Huxley is referring to a former
work of mine on THE ORIGIN OF SPECIES BY MEANS OF
NaruraL SELECTION ; or, The Preservation of Favoured
Races in the Struggle for Life. But Homo should have
stated what follows, The Professor adds,  We will go so
far a8 to express our belief that experiments, conducted by
a skilfal physiologist, would very probably result in ob-
taining the desired production in a comparatively few years.”

Homo. The Professor is a skilful physiologist, my Lord ;_
let him then try the experiment. I shall willingly wait a few
years to see the result. But numberless experiments have
unquestionably been made already. Mr. Darwin has no
doubt tried some himself—unsuccessfully of course, else we
should not yet have heard the end of it. Let him try
again. To originate a new species would confer immor-
tality on any physiologist. But I suspect that like will
persist in producing its like, in spite of naturalists and their
experiments. -

Lord C. Pray do not get excited, Homo ; keep calm.

Homo. I cannot help it, my Lord, when I find myself
led on such a wild-goose chase after ancestors that never
existed, and that would be no credit to me if they had.

Lord C. Do not be too confident ; perhaps Mr. Darwin.
may find one of them for you yet. As I understand the
case 80 far, then, it stands thus. Professor Huxley, with
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asguredly no bias against Mr. Darwin's views—indeed, it is
well known that his bias is in favour of them—yet declares
that no instance can be adduced in which a distinet species
of animal has been -originated by what you call Natural
Selection. It may be possible, the Professor believes, that a
skilfal physiologist might in a few years succeed in origin-
pting a distinct species, but it has not yet been dome.
Probably, as Homo suggests, experiments have been made
for the purpose of obtaining this desired production, but
hitherto without success. Nature has, as yet, proved too
stubborn for the physiologist. Nor is there any clear and
distinet proof that any species has ever been originated by
Natural Selection. No instance can be pointed to in which
the thing has certainly and unmistakeably been accom-
plished. Those who “believe in the gemeral principle of
evolution” are “convinced by general reasons,” not by
tangible and indisputable facts. )

Darwin. My Lord, “a large number of naturalists admit
that species are the modified descendants of other species ;-
and this especially holds good with the younger and rising
naturalists. The greater number accept the agency of
Natural Selection; though some urge, whether with justice
the future must decide, that I have greatly overrated
its importance. Of the older and honoured chiefs in
natural science, many, unfortunately, are still opposed to
evolution in every form.” (Vol. i pp.1,2)

Lord C. This is certainly “unfortunate” for your
hypothesis ; but whether it be unfortunate for the interests
of truth, the future, as you say, must decide. The point,
however, on which I am now remarking is this ; you have:
absolutely no facts as a basis for your hypothesis. It is
supported, as I understand, not by facts, but by “ general
reasons.” :
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Darwin. Those « general reasons,” my Lord, are based
on facts. .
- Lord C. Quite so, Mr. Darwin. Your book, I am well
aware, is full of facts. Of course, you reason from those
facts, and endeavour to build up your hypothesis on them ;
but “ the older and honoured chiefs in natural science ” see
nothing in your facts to sustain “ evolution in any form.”
You have no facts that directly and unmistakeably prove
evolution. The facts you find may be the remote descend-
ants of the facts you do not find, but we need to be
assured of their descent. By-and-by we shall consider
the ¢ general reasons” which have led some to *believe in
the general principle of evolution.” But, first, let me re-
quest you to observe that, when you speak of *‘breaks in
the organic chain as incessantly occurring in all parts of
the series ... a8 between the orang and its nearest
allies, between the Tarsius and the other Lemuride,” &e.,
you are taking for granted, instead of proving, the reality
of these breaks. They are breaks if your hypothesis is
true, but not otherwise.

Homo. It might help our progress in the argnment, my
Lord, if Mr. Darwin will tell us whether he will undertake
to prove, regarding any animal of the present day, that it
is, however slowly, yet unquestionably, progressing towards
a higher form. In his work ¢ On the Origin of Species,”
first edition, page 184, he says, “In North America the
black bear was seen by Hearne swimming ror hours, with a
widely open mouth, thus catching, almost like a whale,
insects in the water. Even in so extreme a case, if the
supply of insects were constant, and if better adapted com-
petitors did not appear, I can see no difficulty in a race of
bears being rendered, by Natural Selection, more and more
aquatic in their structure and habits, with larger and larger

c



26 HOMO ¥. DARWIN.

mouths, till a creature was produced as monstrous as &
whale.” ,

Lord C. 1 never heard of a whale catching insects in the
water, nor even of a bear doing so. What sort of insects
were they ?

Homo. That information, my Lord, Mr. Darwin does
not give us. It would manifestly require, however, a
prodigious quantity of any kind of insects that we are
acquainted with to fatten a bear into a whale. But I want
to know if Natural Selection is at present carrying on a
process of this kind with any race of animals whatever.

Darwin. Homo ought to have mentioned, my Lord, that
the passage he has just read is omitted from the subsequent
editions of the work in which it appeared. ,

Homo. 1 am aware it is omitted, my Lord, and also that
no reason for the omission is given. Mr. Darwin does not
say whether he omitted it because he had seen reason to
change his mind regarding the power of Natural Selection,
or whether it was because some of his fellow naturalists
thonght the statement so monstrous that they requested its
suppression. For one might think that, if Natural Selection
could turn black bears into creatures like whales, it might
also, especially when aided by the contrivances of human
reason, turn pigs into creatures like elephants.

Lord C. Are you not going beyond Mr. Darwin, Homo,
in conceiving such an idea ? ’

Homo. 1 think not, my Lord. A pig is quite as like
an elephant as a black bear is like a whale. Indeed, the
pig has the advantage. Its habitat is on dry land, like
that of the bear. Then, its snout bears a remote resem-
blance to the trunk of an elephant. Lamarck supposed that
the giraffe acquired its long neck by having had originally
to seek its food in the overhanging branches of trees. The
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neck was gradually lengthened by being con;stantly stretched.
Now, my Lord, there might surely be some contrivance by
which pigs would have to stretch their snouts to reach
their food. If there is no difficulty—and Mr. Darwin sees
none—in a race of bears becoming changed by Natural
Selection into creatures as “monstrous” as whales, why
should there be any difficulty in a race of pigs being changed
by Natural Selection, aided by human reason, into creatures
as “monstrous” as elephants ? Mr. Darwin tells us in the
last edition of the work in question, page 89, that * pigs
have often been born with a sort of proboscis, like that of
the tapir or elephant.” Lethim, then, procure one of these
pigs, and he will have the work half done to his hand.

Lord C. Mr. Darwin has, no doubt, changed his opinion
on this point ; at all events, it is wisely appointed by the
Great Author of nature that men shall not be able to play
fantastic tricks with the established order of things. Species
may certainly be modified within a certain limited range,
but each appears to have its bounds, which it cannot pass.
If man were able, by crossing, or by placing animals under
new conditions, or in any other way, to produce new kinds,
why, the world wonld be full of all sorts of monsters—of
creatures more strange than fancy or imagination has ever
pictured.” Let me now ask Mr. Darwin whether any fossil
remains of the “ape-like progenitors of man,” or of the
“hairy quadruped ” which, he says, is the common ancestor
of them all, have been found ? ]

Darwin. My Lord, *with respect to the absence of fossil
remains serving to connect man with his ape-like pro-
genitors, no one will lay much stress on this fact who will
read Sir Charles Lyell’s discussion, in which he shows
that, in the vertebrate classes, the discovery of fossil
remains has been an extremely slow and fortuitous process.

' o2
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Nor shonld it be forgotten that those regions which are the
most likely to afford remains connecting man with some
extinct ape-like creature have not, as yet, been searched by
geologists.” (Vol. i. p. 201.)
Lord C. To what regions do you refer as most likely to
" contain such remains ?

Darwin. “It is probable,” my Lord, “that Africa was
formerly inhabited by extinct apes, closely allied to the
gorilla and chimpanzee ; and as these two species are now
man’s nearest allies, it is somewhat more probable that our
early progenitors lived on the African continent than else-
where. But it is useless to speculate on this subject, for
an ape nearly as large as a man . . . existed in Europe
during the Upper Miocene period ; and since so remote a
period the earth has certainly undergone many great revolu-
tions, and there has been ample time for migration on the
largest scale.” (Vol. i p. 199.)

Lord C. Man’s progenitors, then, like this ape, may have
been Europeans.

Darwin, What I have said, my Lord, implies that.

Lord C. In which case, Europe ought to contain fossil
remains of our supposed progenitors ; yet you can point to
none that have been found in Europe.

Darwin. The discovery of fossil remains, my Lord, as Sir
Charles Lyell says, has always “been an extremely slow and
fortuitous process.”

Lord C. Am I then to understand that, as yet, no fossil
remains of any kind have been found anywhere, which can
be produced in proof of your hypothesis—no fosgil remains,
either of the immediate, or the remote, progenitors of man ?

. Darwin. In snswer to this question, I must refer your
* Lordship to my quotation from Sir Charles Lyell.
. Homo, Pray, ask him, my Lord, if geologists-have found
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fossil remains which they can prove to be those of the
progenitors of any race of animals now living on the earth.
Have they found fossil remains which they can prove to
belong to the progenitors of the esgle, or of the horse, or
of the donkey, or the whale—of any creature, in short,
from a mouse or & mole up to aman? I am aware, indeed,
that fossil remains of animals thought to resemble the
horse have been found, but Mr. Darwin might as easily
prove that the donkey is descended from the dromedary,
as that the horses of the present day are descended from
the Hippotherium.

Lord C. And yet some naturalists are of this opinion.

Homo. That, my Lord, may very easily be accounted for.

’Tis distance lends enchantment to the view ;

—distance, aided by these three most potent auxiliaries,
Ignorance, Imagination, and Presumption. Why, my
Lord, if these extinct forms were now living around us,
naturalists would no more venture to affirm them to be the
progenitors of the horse, than they dare tell us that our
cats are descended from the Bengal tiger, or our dogs
from the African lion; or—to take, perhaps, a more
apposite case—that the gorilla is the father race to the
gibbon and the chimpanzee. Why is it, my Lord, that
naturalists do not come into the light of existing facts, and
point out to us some living species that has sprung from
some other living species ? They know that existing facts
would not bear them ont. Hence they grope their way, by
the aid of fossil bones, millions of ages back into the past ;
and there, amid its pitchy darkness, they funcy they see the
desired transformations taking place. Worms become
fishes, and fishes change “insensibly ” into fowls! Amphi-
bians produce reptiles, and reptiles become the nurses of
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quadrupeds. Black bears turn into creatures like whales,
and the monster Hippotherium gives birth to the horse!
Then comes the crowning marvel of all. Quadrupeds pro-
duce monkeys, and from monkeys ¢ Man, the wonder and
glory of the universe, proceeds.” All this, of course, re-
quires time. But time is no difficulty with them. The
pendulum of Mr. Darwin’s clock swings but once in a
century. With men of his type of mind, a thousand ages
‘are but as a moment. They know perfectly well what
took place during the ¢ Upper Miocene period,” almost &
whole eternity ago. They can go back even to the time of
the primeval mist, when the foundations of the world were
laid, and tell us how it was done! There is no end of their
assumptions. If they would confine themselves to facts, it
would be all very well ; but wken they mingle fancies with
their facts, and build up crude hypotheses on the con-
glomerate, they remind mec of those ancient, but too true
words, ¢ Professing themselves to be wise, they became
fools.”

Lord C. But must not periods of enormous length have
been necessary to work out the changes revealed by
geology ?

Homo. I do not question that at all, my Lord ; but I
object to men who call themselves * scientific,” in order to
find support for a favourite hypothesis, leaving the light of
ascertained and indisputable facts, groping their way into
darkness, which would be felt by any but themselves, and
bringing us back from thence mere fancies of their own,
which they require us to accept as truths, and: which, if
received, must tend to darken and degrade the noble nature
God has given us. It is clear, my Lord, from the paintings
on Egyptian monuments, and the mummies of sacred
animals found in Egyptian tombs, that, for three thousand
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years at least, there has been no change in certain species.
They have retained the same general form, and even the
same specific differences, for thirty centuries. And man
himself hag not changed during that time.

Lord C. But, is there not a great difference between
three thousand years and three million years ?

Homo. My Lord, if you multiply nothing by three
millions, or even by three hundred millions, it will be
nothing still. If three thousand years have literally done
nothing to develop ane species into another—and this may
be demonstrated to be the fact—three thousand million
years would do as little.

Lord C. We must return now to the subject of fossil
remains. It is clear, Mr. Darwin, that none have as yet
been found anywhere, to which you can refer as proving
the truth of your hypothesis.

Homo. My Lord, England, and also the Continent,
abound in fossil remains. Qur chalk hills are full of them,
and so are miles upon miles of the earth’s strata all around
us. Railway contractors have been cutting through them
in every direction for nearly half a century ; yet geologists
cannot supply Mr. Darwin with a bone, or even a tooth,
which can help him to prove his assertions, not only as to
man’s origin, but as to the origin of any species of creature
now living. He asserts that all living species have been
produced by Natural Selection from othér species. Let him,
then, produce fossil remaing which he can prove to be those
of the progenitors of any species of living animal, if he can.

Lord C. 1t is vain to ask for that, Homo; it appears it
can’t be done.

Homo. So it seems, my Lord ; and thus, while, accord-
ing to Mr. Darwin, there has been not only a chain of
descent connecting man with this hairy quadruped, but
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also numerous other chains connecting the various monkey
-and other tribes, now living, with some common pro-

genitor, not only does Mr. Darwin fail to produce those
chains, he cannot produce even a fossil link of one of them.
Now, my Lord, I submit that this can be accounted for only
on the supposition, either that these chains of descent are-
entirely imaginary and never existed, or that the creatures
composing them were cannibals, and so devoured one
another—bones and all

Lord C. We come, then, to this conclusion, Mr. Darwin ;
that as to “the ape-like progenitors of man,” connecting
him with this ¢ hairy quadruped,” not only is the chain of
descent missing, but all the links of the chain as well. You
are unable to produce any one of those links. But further,
according to your hypothesis, every distinct species of
animal now existing is descended from the same primary
stock with man. There must, therefore, have been “a
series of forms graduating insensibly ” from the primary
creature, whatever it was, to each distinct kind of animal
now existing. In short, there must have been chains of
descent as numerous as present living species. If you could
produce some of these chains of descent, or even one of
them, it would go so far towards rendering it probable
that man, also, has his chain of descent, though, un-
fortunately, every link of it is missing. But, as in the
case of man, so in the case of all other species—you cannot
show the chain of descent of one of them, or produce fossil
evidence that it ever existed.

Darwin. As I have already remarked, my Lord, “no one
will lay much stress on this fact, who will read Sir Charles
Lyell’s discussion.”
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Lord 0. We come now, Mr. Darwin, to the “general
reasons ¥ which you regard as proving ¢ the general principle
of evolution.” Will you begin the statement of them ?

Darwin. First, my Lord, there is the Bodily Structure of
Man. 1t is notorious that man is constructed on the same
‘general type or model with other mammals. All the bones
in his skeleton can be compared with corresponding bones
in a monkey, bat, or seal. So it is with his muscles, nerves,
blood-vessels, and internal viscera. The brain, the most
important of all the organs, follows the same law, as shown -

by Huxley and other anatomists.” (Vol. i. p. 10.)

" Homo. 1 freely admit, my Lord, the general correctness
of the statement Mr. Darwin has just made. There can be
no question as to man possessing an animal nature. Who
doubts it ? The belief of this is, I suppose, as ancient as
man himself. Neither can there be any question as to
man’s bodily frame being constructed on the same general
type a8 that of other mammals. How could it be otherwise ?
Like other mammals, man is made to live, and move, and
have his being on the earth. He eats and drinks like them.
" He has numerous functions to perform, precisely similar to
theirs. Hence, necessarily, his bodily structure is similar.
I do not see how he could have been constructed otherwise.
Perhaps Mr. Darwin can suggest some better type after
which man’s physical nature might have been modelled.
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Darwin. That is a task, my Lord, which I have not
attempted.

Homo. And very wisely so, my Lord. He could as little
have succeeded in it, a8 in producing a new species from an
old one, or in finding the missing links of some one of the
missing chains, Every animal is adapted by its structure
for its habitat and mode of life. Creatures of the ape kind,
for example, with a rude kind of hands, and feet which are
also hands, being fitted for clutching branches and climbing
trees, are essentially arboreal in their habits. They never
willingly leave the forest, where they find at once suitable
food and needful security. Mr. Darwin would as little
succeed in showing, in the case of an ape, as in the case of
a man, that it might have been more snitably modelled than
it is. If he asks me why my bodily structure somewhat,
resembles that of an ape, I reply—Certainly not because
I am descended from an ape, but because I require, for my
habitat and mode of life, precisely such a bodily structure
as I possess. Mr. Darwin should show that man’s bodily
structure might have been better modelled before he argues
from it that T am descended from an ape. If this argument,
in itself, be worth anything, it would prove, quite as con-
.clusively, that the ape iz descended from man,

Lord C. If you could show, Mr. Darwin, that man’s bodily
structure is an inconvenience to him, or that it might have
been more suitably modelled, this would go so far towards
supporting your argument. On the supposition of man
having been separately created, we can imagine the Creator
moulding his animal nature after the same general type as
that of other mammals, though we can hardly suppose Him
following that type so far as thereby to subject this new
and superior creature to disadvantage. It appears to me
an important point that man’s bodily structure should be
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g0 wonderfully—so perfectly adapted to the purposes for
which man requires it. On your hypothesis, man owes it
-entirely to the power of Natural Selection that he is what
he is!

Homo. Mr. Darwin, my Lord, endows what he calls Natural
Selection, with all that power and wisdom which we are
.accustomed to attribute to the Almighty. In his work on
“The Origin of Species,” he says regarding it, “ It may be
metaphorically said that Natural Selection is daily and
‘hourly scrutinizing, throughout the world, the slightest
variations ; rejecting those that are bad, preserving and
:adding up all that are good; silently and insensibly
working, whenever and wherever opportunity offers, at the
improvement of each organic being in relation to its organic
-and inorganic conditions of life.” (p. 96.)

Darwin. My Lord, ¢the time will, before long, come
-when it will be thought wonderful that naturalists, who
were well acquainted with the comparative structure and
development of man and other mammals, should have
‘believed that each was the work of a separate act of creation.”

{(Vol. i. p. 33.) v
" Lord C. That, at all events, is, at present, the prevailing
belief of man himself as to his origin.

Darwin. ¢ In my work,” my Lord, “on ¢ THE ORIGIN OF
Sexecies,” T had two distinct objects in view : firstly, to show
‘that species had not been separately created ; and secondly,
that Natural Selection had been the chief agent of change ;”
. . . and if, in that work, “ I have erred in giving to Natural
Selection great powers, which I am far from admitting, or in
having exaggerated its power, which is in itself probable, I
have, at least, as I hope, done good service in aiding to over-
throw the dogma of separate creations.” (Vol. i. pp. 152,
153.)
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Lord C. You should not allow your feeling against this:
“ dogma,” as you call it, to influence you too strongly. If
you can show it to be a mere dogma, by establishing your
own belief on a basis of ascertained and indisputable facts,
it will soon wither and perish. But, as we have seen, you
are at present building your hypothesis, not on facts, but
on ‘ general reasons.”

Homo. My Lord, what is Mr. Darwin’s hypothesis but &
dogma? It is Darwin’s dogma of man’s development by
Natural Selection, against the Bible doctrine' of man’s
creation by the power of the Almighty.

Darwin. 1 should also mention, my Lord, that “man is
liable to receive from the lower animals, and to communicate
to them, certain diseases, a8 hydrophobia,variola, the glanders,.
&c. ; and this fact proves the close similarity of their tissues.
and blood, both in minute structure and conipesition, far
more plainly than does their comparison under the best
microscope, or by the aid of the best chemical analysis.
Monkeys are liable to many of the same non-contagious
diseases ag we are . . . to catarrh .. . apoplexy, inflammation
of the bowels, and cataract in the eyes . . . Medicines produce:
the same effect on them as on us. Many kinds of monkeys have
a strong taste for tea, coffee, and spirituous liquors ; they will
also, a8 I have myself seen, smoke tobacco with pleasure
. . « These trifling facts show how similar the nerves of taste
must be in monkeys and man, and how similarly their whole
nervous system is affected.” (Vol. i. pp. 11, 12.)

Lord C. No one, I presume, will dispute the facts you
now state ; but similarity of nervous system in man and
monkey, and liability to some of the same diseases, is one
thing, their community of descent is quite another. I have
a horse that catches cold occasionally ; he has also a strong
relish for gooseberries ; he will follow me all over the field,

{
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‘drawn by the attraction of a ripe apple; but it never occurred

to me to infer from these facts that my horse is sprung from
the same progenitors with myself.

Homo. My Lord, the world has been. familiar with such
facts for thousands of years. We must suppose, therefore,
I presume, that it has been man’s “ prejudice and natural
arrogance ” that have hitherto prevented him from drawing
from them the conclusion which Mr. Darwin now draws
for him.

Darwin. The next line of proof to which I shall direct
your Lordship’s attention is that of “ZEmbryonic Develop-
ment. Man is developed from an ovule about the 125th of
an inch in ‘diameter, which differs in no respect from the
ovules of other animals. The embryo itself, at a very early
period, can hardly be distinguished from that of other
members of the vertebrate kingdom.” (Vol. i. p. 14.)

Lord C. Am T to understand you as affirming that the
ovule from which man is developed * differs i no respect
from the ovules of other animals*’?

Darwin. That is precisely what I do affirm, my Lord.

Lord C. Tt seems to me, then, I must say, that your
statement is most incautious. If you had said that the
human ovule differs in no respect #hat you can discern from
that of other animals, I should not have objected to it.
But it is clear that, in objects so minute, there may be.
differences, though you are unable to detect them. Indeed,
a8 it appears to me, there must be an essential difference,
for it is unquestionable that the ovule of a dog can pro-
duce but a dog, while the human ovule produces man. I
cannot see, then, what ground you have for affirming that
the human ovule * differs én no respect from the ovules of
other animals.”

Homo. If Mr. Darwin believes, my Lord, that the ovales -
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of animals “ differ in no respect ” from one another, then he
must also believe that it is only because of the different
conditions under which they are developed, that different
creatures are produced from them. Under the same con-
ditions the result would be the same, and all born creatures
might be donkeys, monkeys, or men. It follows, also, that
in the germ, all creatures are not only similar, but abso-
lutely identical. Originally, there is no difference between
a man and arhinoceros, or between a chimpanzee and a sheep.

Lord C. Mr. Darwin will doubtless think of this, and
will, perhaps, modify his language in subsequent editions
of his work.

Darwin. My Lord, “ as some readers of my book may
never have seen a drawing of an embryo, I have given one of
man, and another of a dog, at about the same early stage of
development, carefully copied from two works of undoubted
accuracy.” (Vol i. pp. 14, 15.)

Lord O. (Ezamining the drawing.) The difference is
certainly quite as striking as the resemblance. Any
intelligent child could indicate the points of dissimi-
larity. .

Homo. And yet, my Lord, the ovules from which' such
developments proceed, *differ in no respect” from one
another. '

Darwin. My Lord, “it would be superfluous on my part
to give a number of borrowed details, showing that the
embryo of man closely resembles that of other mammals,
It may, however, be added, that the human embryo likewise
resembles, in various points of structure, certain low forms
when adult.” (Vol. i. p. 16). . :

Lord C. 1 suppose that no one who has looked into the
matter will deny that, in the germs and embryonic be-
ginnings of all vertebrate creatures, there are points of
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Upper figure, a kuman embryo, much magnified, after Ecker. Lower
Sigure, embryo of a dog, also magnified, after Bischoff.— Copied from
Mr. Darwin’s work on “ The Descent of Man.”
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resemblance. This is not strange considering what we all
admit, viz., that man is constructed on the same general type
or model with other mammals. If there are points of resem-
blance between full-grown men and full-grown animals, it
would be singular indeed were there no points of resemblance
between their embryos while in process of development.
-But these points of resemblance in their embryos do not
prove them to be sprung from the same progenitors.

Homo. My Lord, I was conversing on this subject the
other day with a gentleman who has long been engaged in
the manufacture of steam engines. Every one that he has
produced has been constructed on the same general type.
Each of them has a general resemblance to the others.
- And this resemblance might have been detected while they
were being fabricated. The process of manufacture was
similar in the case of all of them. Why, then, may not the
All-wise Creator, in the building up of the material frame-
work of the successive creatures He has called into existence,
pursue & gimilar course ?

Lord C. That is a question for Mr. Darwin to
answer.

Homo. But which he has not answered, my Lord. The
same remark might be made regarding works of art. The
productions of a painter or sculptor, for example, in their
beginnings have many points of resemblance; but are
they therefore developed one from another? Are they not
all separate creations, though planned by the same mind,
and elaborated by the same hand ? And does not the
painter or sculptor try that each of his productions should
advance on those that have preceded it? Does he not also
bring forward, as far as he can, into each successive pro-
duction, all the knowledge, and skill, and power, that have
distinguished his former productions ? It secms to me
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my Lord, that, in the physical structure of man, and in the
bhuilding up of that structure, we see just a similar principle
at work. Mr. Darwin might as well maintain that all steam
engines have been developed from the tea-kettle, or all
paintings or sculptures from some common pratotype, as
that man, because of some points of resemblance in his
structure and development to those of the lower animals, is
sprung from the same stock with them.

Darwin. You know, my Lord, how I feel regarding that
dogma of “geparate acts of creation,” on which Homo seems
now to be falling back.

Lord C. I am well aware how you feel regarding it, Mr.
Darwin, but, a8 you see, Homo also has his feelings. He -
evidently prefers believing that man has been created
immediately by the Divine Being, to believing that he is
descended from ¢ a hairy quadruped, with a tail and
pointed ears,” and more remotely from a worm. He thinks,
too, that he has good grounds for his belief. What is the
next point ?

Darwin. “ Rudiments,” my Lord: “Rudimentary organs
. . . are either absolutely useless, such as the mammse of
male quadrupeds, or the incisor teeth of rnminants which
never cut through the gums; or they are of such slight
service to their present posséssors that we cannot suppose
that they were developed under the conditions which now
exist . . . Rudimentary organs are eminently variable.
.+ . They often become wholly suppressed. When this
occurs they are nevertheless liable to occasional reappear-
ance through reversion. . . . Every one must have noticed
the power which many animals, especially horses, possess of
moving or twitching their skin ; and this is effected by the
panniculus carnosus. Remnants of this muscle, in an
efficient state, are found in various parts of our bodies ;

D
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for instance, on the forehead, by which the eyebrows are
raised . . Some few persons have the power of contracting
the superficial muscles on their scalps, and these muscles
are in a variable and partially rudimentary condition. M.
A. de Candolle has communicated to me a carious instance
of the long continued persistence or inheritance of this
power, as well as of its unusual development. He knows
a family in which one member, the present head of a family,
could, when a youth, pitch several heavy books from his
head by the movement of the scalp alone; and he won
wagers by performing this feat.” (Vol. i. pp. 17-20.)

Homo. 1 question, my Lord, whether Mr. Darwin could
- produce any one of the lower animals capable of performing
this feat. I know there are horses that can win wagers by
racing, but I never yet heard of one that could do so by pitch-
ing heavy books from his head by the movement of the
scalp alone. No animal can do this. Itis idle therefore
to refer to the case Mr. Darwin has adduced, as an instance
of rudimentary structure. As to man’s power of raising
his eyebrows and wrinkling his forehead, it is part of
the ‘“power of face” with which his Maker has endued
him. But there is a great difference between a horse
twitching his skin, when tickled or stung by a fly, and a
naturalist raising his eyebrows when he thinks he has
detected some fresh rudimentary structure in man which
will justify his classing him with the lower animals. Per-
haps Mr. Darwin will tell us how it happens that a man
can express high intelligence, deep thought, loving sym-
pathy, by the movements of the muscles of his face alone,
while a horse cannot express them by twitching his skin all
his body over.

Darwin. My Lord, ¢ Professor Turner, of Edinburgh, has
informed me that he has occasionally detected muscular
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fasciculi in five different situations, namely, in the axille,
near the scapul®, &ec., all of which must be referred to the
system of the panniculus.” (Vol. i. p. 19.)

Lord C. You have just said that “ rudimentary organs are
eminently variable.” Is it not also so with the muscles of the
human body ? Do they not vary in different individuals ?

Darwin. “The muscles” of the human body “are emi-
nently variable,” my Lord. ‘Thus, these of the foot were
found by Professor Turner not to be strictly alike in any
two out of fifty bodies. . . Mr. J. Wood has recorded the
occurrence of 295 muscular variations in thirty-six subjects,
and in another set of the same number, no less than 558
variations, reckoning both sides of the body as one. . . .
A single body presented the extraordinary number of
twenty-five distinct abnormalities. . . . The famous old
anatomist, Wolff, insists that the internal viscera are more
variable than the external parts. . . . He has even written
a treatise on the choice of typical examples of the viscera
for representation.” (Vol. i. p. 109.)

Lord C. 1 presume that, as to his physical structure, man
varies ag much internally as he does externally ?

Darwin. “It is manifest,” my Lord, ¢ that man is now
subject to much variability. No.two individuals of the
same race are quite alike. We may compare millions of
faces, and each will be distinct. There is an equally great
amount of diversity in the proportions and dimensions of
the various parts of the body ; the length of the legs being
one of the most variable points.” (Vol. i. p. 108.)

Lord C. How do you think those variations are to be
accounted for ?

- Darwin. “ With respect to the causes of variability,” my

Lord, ““we are in all cases very ignorant ; but we can see

that in man, as in the lower animals, they stand in some
D2
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relation with the conditions to which each species has been
exposed during several generations. Domesticated animals
vary more than those in a state of nature ; and this is
apparently due to the diversified and changing nature of
their conditions. ' The different races of man resemble in
this respect domesticated animals. . . . We see the influence
of diversified conditions in the more civilized nations. . . .
The uniformity of savages has often been exaggerated, and,
in some cases can hardly be said to exist.” (Vol. i. p. 141.)

Lord C. No one can doubt the existence of numerons
variations in man and the lower animals, but we need not
at present inquire further into its camses. Doubtless, as
you say, “we are in all cases very ignorant” as “to the
causes of variability.” The point now to be considered is—
Does the existence of such variations, as you have just told
us Professor Turner, of Edinburgh, has informed you of,
prove man to be allied to the lower animals ? Do they
show him to be descended from the ¢“hairy quadruped” you
speak of, or from the larvee of ancient Ascidians ?

Darwin. “In order,” my Lord, ¢“that an ape-like
creature should have been transformed into man, it is
necessary that this early form, as well as many successive
links, should all have varied in mind and body. It is
impossible to obtain direct evidence on this head ; but if it
can be shown that man now varies—that his variations are
induced by the same general causes, and by the same
general laws, as in the case of the lower animals—there can
be little doubt that the preceding intermediate links varied
in a like manner.” (Vol.i. p. 107.)

Lord C. I should say there can be no doubt whatever
that if “the preceding intermediate links’’ ever really
existed, they * varied” just as men and animals vary now.
But you have first to prove that they really have existed.
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The fact that man now varies shows that he has got an
animal nature, but I cannot, for the life of me, see how
this circumstance proves him to be connected with the
lower animals in descent. On the supposition that man
exists as the result of a separate act of creation, it might be
expected that, exposed as he is to so many diversified and
changing conditions, his bodily structure would exhibit,
both internally and externally, quite as numerous variations
a8 are found in it.

Homo. My Lord, Mr. Darwin, after stating what he calls
¢ the laws of variation,” tells us that they apply, * most of
them, even to plants.” (Vol. i. p. 118). Now, we know that
plants of the same kind vary among themselves endlessly.
The oak, for example, varies both in its roots below and in its
branches above. I suppose that, as in man, *the length
of the legs is one of the most variable points,” 8o in the oak
is the length of its roots and branches. Will Mr., Darwin
maintain, then, that the variations in an oak tree, and among
them the different lengths of its roots and branches, prove
the oak to be descended from some lower vegetable form ?

Darwin. My Lord, allow me to remind you that my
argument, derived from rudimentary muscles connected
with the panniculus, referred to by Professor Turner, has
not been answered.

Lord C. What has Homo to say in reply to it ?

Homo. I would say first, my Lord, in Mr. Darwin’s own
words, that ¢ with respect to the causes of variability we
are in all cases very ignorant;” and secondly, that as “the
muscles are eminently variable,” and as “a single body
presented the extraordinary number of twenty-five distinct
abnormalities,” it should hardly surprise us that these
‘“ variations ” and “abnormalitics” sometimes take the
direction pointed out by Professor Turner. I may also
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remind your Lordship of the gentleman Mr. Darwin told us
of, who “could pitch several heavy books from his head by the
movement of the scalp alone.” No horse has got muscles
connected with the panniculus which could enable him to per-
form this feat ; nor has any other animal that I ever heard
of. Perhaps, however, Mr. Darwin may think that some
animal, now extinct, possessed this extraordinary power.

Lord C. We had better confine our attention to what Mr.
Darwin says. We need not take what he may think into
account. 'Will he now go on ?

Darwin. My Lord, “ the extrinsic muscles which serve to
move the whole external ear, and the intrinsic muscles
which move the different parts, all of which belong to the
system of the panniculus, are in a rudimentary condition in
man ; they are also variable in development, or at least in
function. I have seen one man who could draw his ears
forwards, and another who could draw them backwards, and
from what one of these persons told me it is probable that
most of us, by often touching our ears, and thus directing
attention to them, could, by repeated trials, recover some
power of movement. The faculty of erecting the ears, and
of directing them to different points of the compass, is, no
doubt, of the highest service to many animals, as they thus
perceive the point of danger ; but I have never heard of a
man who possessed the least power of erecting his ears—
the one movement which might be of use to him. . . . The
ears of the chimpanzee and orang are curiously like those
of man, and I am assured by the keepers in the Zoological
Gardens that these animals never move or erect them ; so
that they are in an equally rudimentary condition, as far as
function is concerned, as in man. Why these animals, as
well as the progenitors of man, should have lost the power
of erecting their ears, we cannot say. It may be, though T
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am not quite satisfied with this view, that, owing to their
arboreal habits and great strength, they were but little
exposed to danger, and so, during a lengthened period,
moved their ears but little, and thus gradually lost the
power of moving them.” (Vol. i. pp. 20-22.)

Homo. You were asking Mr. Darwin, a little while ago,
my Lord, whether man suffers any inconvenience from
his bodily structure being modelled like that of an ape. It
now appears that he does; he has lost the power of
‘“erecting his ears, the one movement which might be of
use to him!” Why should he not try, “ by often touching
his ears, and directing his attention to them,” to recover
this lost power ? Our national schoolmasters might occa-
sionally exercise their pupilsin this direction. * Erect your
ears, boys,” might come in as part of the daily drill. If
this faculty, which Mr. Darwin tells us we have lost, conld
be recovered, and man were able, like a donkey, or a horse,
to direct his ears to different points of the compass, he
would so far have the advantage over his relations in the
Zoological Gardens. .

Lord C. The schoolmaster had better leave this matter
to Mr. Darwin and the younger naturalists. As to the
power of erecting his ears being a faculty that would be of
use to man, I should think he possesses a more useful
faculty in being able easily to turn his head in any
direction he pleases. When you say, Mr. Darwin, that you
cannot tell ¢ why the progenitors of man should have lost
the power of erecting their ears,” are you not taking for
granted what should first be proved, viz., that man has
had progenitors which possessed the power in question ?

Homo. Perhaps, my Lord, Mr, Darwin will tell us how
man’s supposed progenitors came to have external ears at
all. I should like him to trace the development of the
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‘external ear from the Ascidian to the ape, or at least to
explain the process to us, and show some proof that his
account of it is anything more than a mere p:oduct of
his imagination. As to the whole external shell of the ear
being & rudiment, and therefore mseless, I should like to
know how man would look without it ; yet, if Mr. Darwin’s
principles be true, we must, I suppose, eventually lose our
ears, just a8 we have lost our tails ! .

Lord C. That does not follow, Homo. Mr. Darwin's
principle of “Sexual Selection” would, I presume, come
into play here. Ladies would certainly object to & husband
with a tail ; hence the tail must go: but as they would
‘hardly choose one without ears, the ears, I suppose, must
remain.

Homo. And thus, my Lord, the fact of man having re-
tained his ears while losing his tail would be accounted for.

Lord C. At all events, Mr. Darwin, quite apart from the
yuestion of rudiments, humanity would certainly object to
losing its ears. ’

Darwin. My Lord, “the celebrated sculptor, Mr. Woolner,
informs me of one little peculiarity in the external ear,
which he has often observed both in men and women, and
of which he perceived the fall signification. . . . The pecu-
liarity consists in a little blunt point, projecting from the
" inwardly folded margin or helix. Mr. Woolner made an
exact model of one such case, and has sent me the accom-
panying drawing. These points not only project inwards,
but often a little outwards, so that they are visible when
the head is viewed from directly in front or behind. They
are variable in size and somewhat in posizion, standing
either a little higher or lower, and they sometimes occur on
one ear and not on the other. Now the meaning of -these
projections is mnot, I think, doubtful. . .., The helix ob-
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viously consists of the extreme margin of the ear folded
inwards; and this folding appears to be in some manner
connected with the whole external ear being permanently
pressed backwards. In many monkeys, which do not stand
high in the order, as baboons and some species of macacus,
the upper portion of the ear is slightly pointed, and the
margin is not at all folded inwards ; but if the margin were
to be thus folded, a slight point would necessarily project
inwards, and probably & little outwards. This could actually
be observed in & specimen of the Afeles Beelzebuth in the
Zoological Gardens ; and we may safely conclude that it is
a similar structure—a vestige of formerly pointed ears—
which occasionally re-appears in man.” (Vol. i. pp. 22, 23.)

Lord C. The ladies will not thank you, Mr. Darwin, for
finding ¢ the Mark of the Beast” on so prominent a bodily
member. Those of them who, unfortunately, have it, will
now be covering it over from observation. We have heard
a good deal of late about M.B. coats ; we shall be hearing
next, I sappose, of M.B. ears. But how do you account,
Homo, for those points to which Mr. Darwin directs atten-
tion, as occasionally appearing on the ear ?

Homo. Why should not the ear, my Lord, like other
portions of man's structure, be modelled after ‘preceding
types ? The figure of this organ, drawn by Mr. Woolner,
looks reputable enough, even though it may have a point.
Mr. Darwin has told us that the famous old anatomist,
Wolff, wrote “a treatise on the choice of typical examples
of the viscera.,” Perhaps some rising naturalist may favour
us, some day, with a treatise on typical examples of the
ear. As to this point appearing only occasionally, I can no
more account for it than I can account for other variations
which appear only occasionally. If;in no two persons is
the shape of the ear exactly alike, neither is the colour of
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the eye. Some persons have black eyes, some have blue
eyes, and some have them grey, or even green ; but I don’t
suppose that the fact of some of the lower animals having
eyes similarly coloured would prove them to be our relations.
Mr. Darwin speaks of *the whole external ear being per-
manently pressed backwards,” but he does not tell us how,
or by whom, this was done.

Lord C. Is not that portion of the ear called the lobe,
occasionally wanting ? I have seen persons with scarcely
any lobe whatever to their ears. Would Mr. Darwin argue
from this fact: that the hairy quadruped—man’s progenitor
—while he had pointed ears,” was unprovided with the ap-
pendage to which ladies are so fond of attaching ornaments ?

Homo. Mr. Darwin, my Lord, will perhaps reply to that
question in some subsequent edition of his work. But I
beg to suggest another point for his consideration. It is
well known that the nose varies in development, as well as
the ear, and that, occasionally, persons have what is called
the aquiline nose. Are we to regard this as a vestige of a
formerly aquiline nose possessed by our ape-like progenitors,

or a8 an indication that we are
allied to the eagle and the
parrot, the beaks of these crea-
tures, and even the mandibles
of the cuttle-fish, often having
this peculiar curve ? I beg also
to remark that there are other
points on the ear besides the one
in question, which Mr. Woolner
does not rhow on his model, and
to which Mr. Darwin does not
refer. In this engraving, Mr. Woolner’s point is shown at
A, the other points at B and c.
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Lord C. Natural Selection would thus seem to bé rather
fond of developing points on the ear. But those additional
points to which you direct attention, are probably of some
use to us.

Homo. Your Lordship forgets that Mr. Darwin considers
the whole exter.al shell of the ear to be a rudiment, and
therefore useless.

Darwin. My Lord, “the nictitating membrane, or third
eyelid, with its accessory muscles and other structures, is
especially well developed in birds, and is of much functional
importance to them, as it can be rapidly drawn across the
whole eyeball. It is found in some reptiles, and amphi-
bians, and in certain fishes, as in sharks. It is fairly well
developed in the two lower divisions of the mammalian
series, namely, in the Monotremata and Marsupials, and in
some few of the higher mammals, as in the walrus. But
in man, the quadrumana, and most other mammals, it exists,
as is admitted by all anatomists, as & mere rudiment, called
the semilunar fold.” (Vol. i. p. 23.)

Homo. As with man’s ears, my Lord, so with his eyes.
Why should they not be modelled after the type of pre-
ceding forms ? Mr. Darwin tells us that this membrane
is of “much functional importance to birds, as it can be
rapidly drawn across the whole eyeball.” But this is only
like telling us that the eye is of mach functional importance
to them, as they can see with it ; or the wing, as they can
fly with it ; or the stomach, as they can digest their food
with it, Mr, Darwin should rather bave told us how it
comes to pass on the principle of Natural Selection, that
while birds and sharks and kangaroos have this membrane,
men and monkeys should be destitute of it. Their having
the semilunar fold can easily be accounted for by the
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doctrine of typical forms ; but I do not see how Natural
Selection can have robbed them of the third eyelid, sup-
posing they had ancient progenitors who possessed it.

Lord C. No doubt, Mr. Darwin, by the exercise of a little
ingenuity, could give some explanation of this point.

Homo. Imagination, my Lord, is a great power with Mr.
Darwin, but very probably he would say—* With respect
to the causes (of the loss of the third eyelid by the mam-
malia) we are in'all cases very ignorant.”

Darwin. *“The sense of smell,” my Lord, “is of the
highest importance to the greater number of mammals—
to some, ag the ruminants, in warning them of danger ; to
others, as the carnivora, in finding their prey ; to others,
ag the wild boar, for both purposes combined. But the
sense of smell is of extremely slight service, if any, even to
savages, in whom it is generally more highly developed
than in the civilized races. It does not warn them of
danger, nor gnide them to their food ; nor does it prevent
the Esquimanx from sleeping in the most feetid atmosphere,
nor many savages from eating half-putrid meat. Those
who believe in the principle of gradual evolution will not
readily admit that this sense, in its present state, was
originally acquired by man, as he now exists. No doubt
he inherits the power in an enfeebled, and so far rudi-
mentary condition, from some early progenitor, to whom it
was highly serviceable, and by whom it was continually
used. We can thus, perhaps, understand how it is, as Dr.
Maudsley has truly remarked, that the sense of smell in
man ‘is singularly effective in recalling vividly the ideas
and images of forgotten scenes and places;’ for we see in
those animals which have this sense highly developed, such
us dogs and horses, that old recollections of persons and



SECOND DAY'S SITTING. ‘ b3

places are strongly associated with their odour.” (Vol. i.
pp- 23, 24.) ‘

Homo. How can Mr. Darwin say, my Lord, that our
sense of smell is of ¢ extremely slight service” to us, or
that we have it in a ‘“rudimentary condition”? The
odours wafted from the flowers in his own garden might
have taught him otherwise. We should be in constant
danger of being blown up by gas, or poisoned by the
effluvium from sewers, were it not for our having this
sense. But I forgot that Mr. Darwin believes that our
forefathers were savages, and that there were neither
gardens, gas, nor sewers in their days.

Lord C. 1 am surprised, Mr. Darwin, at what you say
regarding the sense of smell. If it does not assist-us, as
it does the carnivors, in finding our prey, it certainly warns
us of danger, and is often a source of enjoyment. But if it
were more fully developed than it is, it might often be a
cause of annoyance to us. Onewould not like, for example,
to be always smelling a rat, even when rats are near ; or to
be reminded, by certain odours, of places and persons we
would rather forget.

Homo. My Lord, Mr. Darwm may not find this sense of
much use to himself, but he will find few among his human
allies of his opinion regarding it. Will you observe, my
Lord, how constantly Mr. Darwin recurs to savage life in
illustrating his subject ? He seems to forget that heisa
member of civilized society, and has to do with civilized
men. ‘

Lord C. You must remember, Homo, what you have just
said. “Mr. Darwin believes that our forefathers were
savages ;” he argues therefore on this supposition. :

Homo. I know he does, my Lord ; but, according to
him Natural Selection, which has done such wonders in
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developing man’s intellect and perfecting his bodily strac-
ture, has made a great mistake with the sense of smell. Itis
¢ of extremely slight service,” he tells us, “ even to savages.”
As to ourselves, he seems to regard it as of use to us only
in helping memory. Natural Selection has thus dealt un-
wisely with uos, according to Mr. Darwin, as regards the
sense of smell. Now, I think, my Lord, that this opinion
of his arises from his contemplating man too exclusively from
a savage point of view. Those who believe that man was
not originally a savage, and that he was created with
physical powers much the same as he possesses now, can
find no fault with the development in him of the sense in
question.

Lord C. You mean that what Mr. Darwin says regarding
the sense of smell in man, seems to indicate that he thinks
himself wiser than Natural Selection.

Homo. Precisely so, my Lord. He evidently thinks that,
had he been counsellor, he could have taught Natural
Selection better. He would have advised that man should
not inherit this sense in so “enfeebled, and so far rudi-
mentary a condition ” as that in which he possesses it.

Lord C. In this case, then, I think Mr. Darwin’s counsel
would not have been good. But what is the next point
that comes before us ?

Darwin. “There can be little doubt,” my Lord, ¢ that
the hairs scattered over the body” of man “are the rudi-
ments of the uniform hairy coat of the lower animals.”
(Vol. i. pp. 24, 25).

Homo. T think there is great doubt of this, my Lord ;
but perhaps Mr. Darwin will now tell us how it happens
that man has lost the hairy coat of his progenitors ?

Darwin. 1 shall willingly do 8o, my Lord. A “most
conspicuous dillerence between man and the lower animals
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is the nakedness of hisskin. Whales and dolphins (Cetaces),
dugongs (Sirenia), and the hippopotamus are naked, and
this may be of advantage to them in gliding through the
water ; nor would it be injurious to them from the loss of
warmth, as the species which inhabit the colder regions are
protected by a thick layer of blubber, serving the same
purpose as the fur of seals and otters. Elephants and
rhinoceroses are almost hairless; and as certain extinct
species which formerly lived under an arctic climate were
covered with long wool or bair, it would almost appear as
if the existing species of both genera had lost their hairy
covering from exposure to heat. This appears the more
probable, as the elephants in India which live in cool and
elevated districts are more hairy than those in the lowlands.
May we then infer that man became divested of hair from
having aboriginally inhabited some tropical land ? (Vol. i.
Pp- 148, 149.)

Homo. That question is very modestly put, my Lord ;
but how about the hair of the head ? _

Darwin. 1 was going to remark, my Lord, that the
crown of the head ” in man “ offers a curious exception, for
at all times it must have been one of the most exposed
parts, yet it is thickly clothed with hair. In this respect,
man agrees with the great majority of quadrupeds, which
generally have their upper and exposed surfaces more
thickly clothed than the lower surface. Nevertheless, my
Lord, the fact that all the other members of the order
of Primates,* to which man belongs, although inhabit-
ing various hot regions, are well clothed with hair, gene-
rally thickest on the upper surface; is strongly opposed

* The Primates, according to Linnsus, include man, monkey,
lemur, and bat.
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to the supposition that man becsme neked through the
action of the sun.” (Vol. i. p. 149.) :

Lord C. That is a very candid admission, Mr. Darwin.

Homo. Doubtless it is, my Lord; and also a very
wise admission, the thing being almost self-evident. But
will Mr. Darwin now tell us how man lost his hairy
covering ?

Darwin. “1 am inclined to believe,” my Lord, “as we
shall see under Sexual Selection, that man, or rather, pri-
marily woman, became divested of hair for ornamental
purposes ; and according to this belief, it is not surprising
that man should differ so greatly in hairiness from all his
lower brethren, for characters gained through Sexual
Selection often differ, in closely related forms, to an extra-
ordinary degree.” (Vol. i. pp. 149, 150.)

Homo. A most extraordinary supposition, my Lord !
Man was originally a hairy animal himself, and hence other
hairy animals were his ‘brethren.” Probably, in those
days, the whale, and the dolphin, and the hippopotamus,
had not become so hairless as they are now. It seems
gomewhat singular, then, that female whales, female
elephants, female rhinoceroses, and female savages, should
all of them have become possessed of the desire to get rid
of their hairy coverings; that they should bave induced
the same desire in the other sex ; and that, in obedience
-to this desire, the hair on the bodies of all should have
become “small by degrees, and beantifully less ” !

Darwin. I did not say, my Lord, that whales were ever
covered with hair.

Homo. I beg Mr. Darwin’s pardon, my Lord, but I
supposed that, belonging as they do to the mammalia,
whales might, in former times, have been hairy, like their
“brethren " of that order; but I do not insist on this



SECOND DAY’S SITTING. 57

even though whales retain a few bristles about the mouth.

Darwin. Neither did I say, my Lord, that the elephant
and hippopotamus “had become divested of hair for orna-
mental purposes.” I said, “It would almost appear as if
they had lost their hairy covering from exposure to heat.”

Homo. If exposure to heat has robbed the elephant and
the hippopotamus of their hairy coverings, why has it
allowed the monkey tribes to retain theirs? Why has not
the same cause, in both cases, produced the same effect ?

Lord C. Mr. Darwin makes no positive statement as to
the way in which the elephant and hippopotamus lost their
hair. His language is, “It would almost appear as if it
resulted from exposure to heat.” Neither does he as to
the cause of man ceasing to be hairy. He merely says he
is “inclined to believe” it happened in the way he states.

Homo. Then, my Lord, it is all supposition together.
He has not proved, moreover, nor can he prove, that the
existing race of elephants is descended from a race that was
hairy. Nor can he prove this of the hippopotamus. As to
man, granting for the moment that he has had such savage
maternal progenitors as Mr. Darwin catches an obseure
glimpse of, in the dim and distant past, I question whether
they would have wished to lose their hairy covering.
Ladies clothe themselves with the furs of animals now.
The skin of fine-looking wild beasts is prized by them for
its beauty, and nsed for ornamental purposes. There were
neither silks, nor satins, nor coloured prints in those primi-
tive times. It seems to me, therefore, that, if the matter
had depended on the savage ladies of those days, the human
race would have been hairy still.

Darwin. Nevertheless, my Lord, “the early progenitors
of man were no doubt once covered with hair, both sexes
having beards.” (Vol. i. p. 206.)

E
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Lord C. What is the next point ?

Darwin. “1 am informed by Mr. Paget,” my Lord,
¢ that persons belonging to the same family often have a
few hairs in their eyebrows much longer than the others,
so that this slight peculiarity seems to be inherited. These
hairs apparently represent the vibrisse, which are used as
organs of touch by many of the lower animals.” (Vol. i.
p. 25.)

Lord C. That seems a rather far-fetched inference, Mr.
Darwin. Some animals have long hairs about the mouth
and face—as, for example, rats and cats—which they use
as feelers, and which they certainly inherit. Some men
have occasionally long hairs projecting from the eyebrows,
which they do 7nof use as feelers, and which they seem to
inherit. We should, therefore, you argue, regard animals
possesging these vibrisse, as co-descendants with ns from
some ancient progenitor ! Your premises certainly do not
seem to conduct to your conclusion.

Homo. Perhaps, my Lord—as Mr. Darwin remarked re-
garding the power of erecting the ear—those persons who
have these long hairs projecting from their eyebrows, by
often touching them, and directing attention towards them,
could by repeated trials recover some power in them,” and
80 be able to use them as feelers. This would be a good
fact for Mr. Darwin, if he'could find it so. He would not
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then have to say, ¢ these hairs apparently represent the
vibrissee.” It is clear he is not quite certain on this
point.

Lord C. Why, then, does he put it forward as evidence ?
Homo. A drowning man, my Lord, will catch at a straw,
or even at & hair, if he can find one to catch at. :

Darwin, “In a young chimpanzee,” my Lord, “I ob-
served that a few upright, rather long hairs projected above
the eyes, where the true eyebrows, if present, would have
scood.” (Vol. i. p. 25.)

Homo. I do not see, my Lord, that this fact helps Mr.
Darwin in the least. Nor does the farther fact—on which,
however, he makes no comment—that man possesses eye-
brows at all. He has told us “rudimentary organs ” are
¢ either absolutely useless,” or of very “slight service to
their present possessors.” Now, our eyebrows, while con-
tributing much to the comeliness and beauty of the human
frame, are certainly of no use to us whatever. We could
get on very well without them. How came we then to
possess them ? On the principle of Natural Selection, we
ought to have been destitute of these hairy appendages to
the brow.

Lord C. Perhaps Sexual Selection will account for the
eyebrows.

Homo. That is very questionable, my Lord. Some savage
tribes eradicate their eyebrows, and, according to Mr. Darwin,
man was originally a savage.

Darwin. My Lord, “the fine wool-like hair, or so-called
lanugo, with which the human feetus, during the sixth
month, is thickly covered, offers a more curious case. It
is first developed during the fifth month on the eyebrows
and face, and especially round the mouth, where it is much

longer than that on the head. . . . . The whole surface,,
E 2
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including even the forehead and ears, is thus thickly clothed ;
but it is a significant fact that the palms of the hands and
the soles of the feet are quite naked, like the inferior
surfaces of all four extremities in most of the lower animals.
As this can bardly be-an accidental coincidence, we must
consider the woolly covering of the feetus to be the rudi-
mental representation of the first permanent coat of hair
in those mammals which are born hairy.” (Vol.i. pp. 25, 26.)

Homo. I suppose, my Lord, that the palms of our hands
and the soles of our feet—like the inferior surfaces of all
four extremities in most of the lower animals—being de-
pigned for walking or working, were not intended to be
covered with hair, as, in fact, they never are. But how
the circumstance of our resembling the lower animals in
this respect, can prove the woolly covering of the human
embryo to be the rudimental representative of the first
permanent hairy coat of the hairy mammals, I cannot

_ eomprehend.

Lord C. But how do you account, Homo, for this fine
wool-like hair, which covers you before birth ?

Homo. My Lord, why may not man have hair upon his
body, both as an embryo and a8 an adult, without being
indebted for it to the lower animals ? As to accounting
for it, I shall be able to do so when Mr. Darwin can account
satisfactorily for the fine wool-like hair which covers the
tender shoots of many a giant tree when they first spring
up from the ground.

Darwin. My Lord, “it appears as if the posterior molar
or wisdom-teeth were tending to become rudimentary in
the more civilized races of man. These teeth are rather
smaller than the other molars, as is likewise the case with
the corresponding teeth in the chimpanzee and the orang ;
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and they have only two separate fangs. They do not cut
through the gums till about the seventeenth year, and I .
am assured by dentists that they are much more liable to
decay, and are earlier lost than the other teeth. It is also
remarkable that they are much more liable to vary, both in
structure and in the period of their development, than the
other teeth. In the Melanian races, on the other hand, the
wisdom teeth are usually furnished with three separate
fangs, and are generally sound ; they also differ from the
other molars in size less than in the Caucasian races.
Professor Schaaffhausen accounts for this difference between
the races, by ¢the posterior dental portion of the jaw being
always shortened’ in those that are civilized; and this
shortening may, I presume, be safely attributed to civilized
men habitually feeding on soft, cooked food, and thus using
their jaws less. I am informed by Mr. Brace that it is
becoming quite a common practice, in the United States,
to remove some of the molar teeth of children, as the jaw
does not grow large enough for the perfect development of
the normal number.” (Vol. i. pp. 26, 27.)

Homo. Admitting, my Lord, the correctness of MTr.
Darwin’s statement regarding our wisdom-teeth, I do not
see that it at all helps his argument. Our teeth may
resemble those of the chimpanzee or the orang, as the
result of our having an animal nature like theirs, with-~
out our being blood relations of these animals. As for
the teeth and jaws of civilized man becoming somewhat
modified by their ¢ habitually feeding on soft, cooked food,”
what has this to do, I should like to know, with our being
descended from apes ? No one doubts that man’s physical
structure is, to use Mr. Darwin’s own words, *eminently
variable,” and that this variation ariges, in part, from causes
connected with our peculiar civilization. Will Mr, Darwin
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undertake to prove that, if man exists as the result of &
separate act of creation, he either cannot possibly vary at
all, or must vary in quite different directions from those in
which he does vary ? As for the modification of the jaw
which Mr. Brace says is taking place in the United States
of America, it is no doubt the result of causes in the
peculiar physical conditions of the people of that country.
~ If they had to live on nuts, and crack them with their
teeth, the modification would unquestionably take another
direction. The fact is, my Lord, that Mr. Darwin is
reasoning here with his imagination, instead of his intellect,
for in no other way than by the aid of that soaring faculty
could he reach his conclusion from sach premises.

Lord C. You cannot surely mean, Mr. Darwin, that the
circumstance of our teeth and jaws becoming somewhat
modified through our civilization proves us to be descended
from the same stock with the lower animals—for that is
the point you are nmow endeavouring to prove. Would
“ the younger and rising naturalists ” even be satisfied with
such evidence ?

Homo. 1 should think, my Lord, none of them conld
unless such as have not yet cut their wisdom-teeth.

Darwin. My Lord, ¢ the early male progenitors of man
were . . . probably farnished with great canine teeth ; but
a8 they gradually acquired the habit of using stones, clubs,
or other weapons, for fighting with their enemies, they
would have used their jaws and teeth less and less. In
this case, the jaws, together with the teeth, would have
become reduced in size, a8 we may feel sure from innumer-
able analogous cages.” (Vol. i. p. 144.)

Homo. No doubt, my Lord, if man has had such pro-
genitors as Mr. Darwin imagines, with great canine teeth
for fighting, their teeth and jaws would become reduced a8
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they learned to fight after a more rational manner. But
Mr. Darwin here takes it for granted that, in older times,
brates could manufacture “clubs” and “other weapons,”
which implies, of course, that they could also manufacture
tools. Think of wild beasts manufacturing tools, my
Lord! "We shall be hearing next of manufactories set up
in the dens and cages of the Zoological Gardens !

Darwin. My Lord, “he who rejects with scorn the belief
that the shape of his own canines, and their occasional
great development in other men, are due to our early
progenitors having been provided with these formidable
weapons, will probably reveal, by sneering, the line of his
descent. For, though he no longer intends, nor has the
power, to use these teeth as weapons, he will unconsciously
retract his ¢ snarling muscles,” (thus named by Sir Charles
Bell), so as to expose them ready for action, like a dog
prepared to fight.” (Vol. i. p. 127.)

Homo. Mr. Darwin is becoming very oracular, my Lord ;
but it would help his argument more if he could show any
rational ground on which it might be believed that the
canines of man, and the tusks of the wild boar, or of the
elephant—a single one of which, he tells us, “has been
known to weigh 180 pounds”—have been developed from
the same common prototype. No intelligent person sneers
when told that the earth turns on its axis, and travels with
almost inconceivable rapidity in its orbit round the sun;
he feels that there are good grounds on which he may
believe this ; but Mr. Darwin requires us to believe, without
any evidence whatever, that the canine teeth of man, the
tusks of hogs and elephants, and, I may add, the horns of
stags and antelopes—all of them once lay concealed in the
head of a tadpole !

Darwin. This tooth,” my Lord, “the canine, ne longer
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serves man as a special weapon for tearing his enemies or
prey ; it may, therefore, as far as its proper function is
concerned, be considered as rudimentary.” (Vol. i. p. 126.)

Homo. Mr. Darwin has not proved, my Lord—nor can
he prove—that the proper function of this tooth in man is
for * tearing his enemies.” No one, I should think, could
share this belief of Mr. Darwin but a semi-savage.

Darwin. “In every large collecticn of human skulls,”
my Lord, “some may be found, as Hiickel observes, with
the canine teeth projecting considerably beyond the others,
in the same manner, but in a less degree, a8 in the anthro-
pomorphous apes. In these cases, open spaces between the
teeth in the one jaw are left for the reception of the canines
belonging to the other jaw.” (Vol. i. p. 126.)

Homo. That shows, my Lord, that nature works after
anideal plan. There is a typical form which she ever keeps
in view.

Lord C. Mr. Darwin would, I presume, regard the cases
in question as instances of “reversion to some former and
ancient type of structure.”

Homo. They are certainly, so far, cases of resemblance, my
Lord ; but when Mr. Darwin insists that the projecting
canines which some few men exhibit, show reversion to a
former type, he is taking for granted our descent from some
brutal progenitor. Now if, at times, man were to approxi-
mate unmistakeably to the image and likeness of the brute;
if he were to come into existence occasionally with * a tail
and pointed ears,” or with the hoofs of some quadruped,
or with feet like an ape’s, there would be some show of
reason for this assumption. But there is certainly none in
the circumstance that, now and then, a man develops a
tooth which bears a remote resemblance to that of some
lower animal. The fact is, my Lord, that we know far too
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little of the forces and materials with which Nature works,
or of the laws and manner of her working, to be able to
pronounce any decision in a case like this. Mr. Darwin is
probably as far wrong in his statements on this point as he
now acknowledges he was in what he wrote some years
ago about the supernumerary mamms of females and fingers
of men.

Lord C. Pray, what was that ?

Homo. Why, my Lord, in a former work he ¢ attnbuted
the not very rare cases of supernumerary mamms in women
to reversion, from their being generally placed symmetri-
cally on the breast.” He now finds, however, that they
 have been known to occur in other sitnations, even on the
back,” by which fact, he says, * the force of my argument
is greatly weakened, or perhaps entirely destroyed.” (See
note, Vol. i. p.125.) It sometimes happens also that persons
are born with supernumerary fingers. If they are cut off,
others will grow in their stead. This also he attributed to
‘“reversion.” Unable, however, to find that there was any
ancient form to which such reversion was possible, and
finding “ the highest anthority in Europe on such a point ”
against him, he very candidly, though reluctantly, acknow-
ledges himself to have been in error also on this point.
“This extraordinary fact of their re-growth,” he says,
‘remains inexplicable, if the belief in reversion to some
extremely remote progenitor must be rejected.” (See note,
Vol. i. p.126.) But why should he not suppose, my Lord,
that ¢ some extremely remote progenitor” occasionally had
supernumerary digits ? No authority could forbid him the
consolation of such a belief.

Lord C. Very true ; but it would not help his argument.
Let us hear, however, what Mr. Darwin has to say on other
points.
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Darwin. “ Considering,” my Lord, “how few ancient
skulls have been examined in comparison with recent
skulls, it is an interesting fact that, in at least three cases,
the canines project largely, and in the Naulette skull they
are spoken of as enormous.” (Vol. i. p. 126.)

Homo. 1 do not see, my Lord, that these cases help Mr.
Darwin in the least. He is now taking it for granted that
man.was originally a savage. That I do not believe. I
regard savages as having originated, if not in all cases,
certainly in most, from some portion of our race having
drained away, by its own inherent tendencies, from a higher
and more genial life, to the low, wretched, death-like level
at which we find it. If Mr. Darwin, therefore, could pro-
duce three hundred such skulls, instead of three, the larger
development of their canines might be referred with far
greater probability to degradation than to reversion.

Darwin. “To believe,” my Lord, “ that man was abori-
ginally civilized, and then suffered utter degradation in so
many regions, is to take a pitiably low view of human
nature.” (Vol i. pp. 184, 185.) '

Homo. It is, nevertheless, a correct view. We see, un-
happily, too much around us to prove its correctness. Are
there not many, in all our great cities, that exhibit a
tendency to sink into utter barbarism. Let them but be

_transported to some uninhabited island, or to some

desert, and there left to themselves, and, in a very few
generations, every trace of what civilization they have
would disappear. ‘

Darwin. “In the Quadrumana,” my Lord, “and some
other orders of animals, especially in the Carnivora, there is
a passage near the lower end of the humeruns called the
supra-condyloid foramen, through which the great nerve of
the fore-limb passes, and often the great artery. Now, in
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the humerus of man, as Dr. Struthers and others have
shown, there is generally a trace of this passage, and it is
sometimes fairly well developed, being formed by a de-
pending hook-like process of bone, completed by a band of
ligament. When present, the great nerve invariably passes
through it, and this clearly indicates that it is the homo-
logue and rudiment of the supra-condyloid foramen of the
lower animals, Professor Turner estimates, as he informs
me, that it occurs in about one per cent. of recent
skeletons ; but during ancient times it appears to have
been much more common. . . . The fact that ancient races,
in this and several other cases, more frequently present
structures which resemble those of the lower animals, than
* do the modern races, is interesting. One chief canse seems
to be that ancient races stand somewhat nearer than
modern races in the long line of descent to their remote
animal-like progenitors.” (Vol. i. pp. 28, 29.)

-Homo. The Quarterly Review, for July, says, my Lord,
that Mr. Darwin ‘mistakes the supra-condyloid foramen
of the humeruns for the inter-condyloid perforation. Did
the former condition frequently occur in man—as, through
this mistake, Mr. Darwin asserts—it would be remarkable
indeed, as it is only found in the lower monkeys, and not
in the higher.” (P. 64.) I leave Mr. Darwin then, to
settle the account on this matter with 7%e Quarterly.

Darwin, “The os coccyx in man,” my Lord, “though
functionless as a tail, plainly represents this part in other
vertebrate animals. At an early embryonic period it is
free, and, a8 we have seen, projects beyond the lower
extremities. In certain rare and anomalous cases, it has
heen known, according to Isidore Geoffroy St.-Hilaire, and
otners, to form a small external rudiment of a tail. (Vol.
i p. 29.)
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Homo. 1 should like, my Lord, to see the man with a
tail. . It is singunlar enough, if such a creature ever existed,
that anatomists have not possessed themselves of his
skeleton. We may be sure that, if one existed now,
Barnum would have got hold of him long ago. Why, it
would make the fortune of a showman to be able to exhibit
a man with a tail. Crowds would flock to see him.
He would be regarded as a curiosity even among
savages.

- Lord C. T fear it will not be easy to produce such a
specimen of humanity. The friends of a Homo caudatus
would be very likely to remove the appendage, unless,
indeed, they meant to make capital out of the thing. I
think, therefore, Mr. Darwin, you must produce either the
commodity itself alive, or tangible evidence of“its existence,
ere we can accept the statement of the French gentleman
you refer to.

Homo. 1 believe, my Lord, Voltaire once said that a
Frenchman is & cross-breed between a tiger and a monkey.

Lord C. Meaning thereby, I presume, that the average
Frenchman is too often, in character, a compound of
frivolity and ferocity. But Mr. Darwin states that, “at an
early embryonic period, the os coccyx projects beyond the
lower extremities.”

Homo. 1 presume, my Lord, that is because the parts
that eventually surround it are mot, at the early period
referred to, sufficiently developed.

Darwin. “The os coccyx,” my Lord, “is short, usually in-

- cluding only four vertebre ; and these are in a rudimental
condition, for they consist, with the exception of the basal
one, of the centrum alone. They are furnished with some
small muscles ; one of which, as I am informed by Pro-
fessor Turner, has been expressly described by Theile as a
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rudimentary repetition of the extensor of the tail, which is
g0 largely developed in many mammals.” (Vol. i. p. 29.)

Homo. The muscles to which Mr. Darwin now refers, my
Lord, have long been well knowii to anatomists. If what
Theile says of one of them be true, the fact could not
have escaped the notice of “the older and honoured chiefs
in natural science.” I place their judgment against that
of Theile. As to the os coccyx being short, having only
four vertebre, and consisting, with the exception of the
basal one, of the centrum alone, this may be quite true, but
how does it prove us to be descended from apes ? Without
Mr. Darwin’s lively imagination, it is impossible to reach
his conclusions.

Darwin. «“The following fact,” my Lord, “for which
I am also indebted to Professor Turner, shows how closely
the os coccyx corresponds with the true tail in the lower
animals. Luschka has recently discovered, at the extremity
of the coccygeal bones, a very peculiar convoluted body,
which is continuous with the middle sacral artery ; and this
discovery led Krauss and Meyer to examine the tail of a
monkey (Macacus), and of a cat, in both of which they
found, though' not at the extremity, a similarly convoluted
body. (Vol.i. p. 80.)

Homo. This, my Lord, is surely very illogical reasoning.
At the extremity of the coccygeal bones a very peculiar
convoluted body is found. A similar convoluted body is
found in the tail of a monkey, and of a cat, though not at
the extremity. Therefore man is descended from the same
progenitors as the monkey and the cat! This reagoning is
about as conclusive as the specimen we had a little while
ago. Some persons belonging to the same family have &
few long hairs in their eyebrows, which they don’t use as

feelers. Cats and rats have long hairs on their upper lips
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and faces, which they do use as feelers. Man, therefore, is
descended from the same primal stock as cats and rats! In
spite, moreover, of all that Mr. Darwin has said, it is a fact
that the os coccyx im man is never a tail ; it has no joints;
nor has it muscles that can move it, as a tail must have.

Darwin. « According to a popular impression,” my Lord,
‘“ the absence of & tail is eminently distinctive of man ; but
ag those apes that come nearest to man are destitute of this
organ, its disappearance does mot especially concern us.
Nevertheless, it may be well to own that no explanaticn, as
far as I am aware, has ever been given of the loss of the
tail by certain apes and man.” (Vol. i. p. 150.)

Lord C. That is & very candid admission.

Darwin. * Its loss, however, is not surprising,” my Lord,
“for it sometimes differs remarkably in length in species of
the same genera. Thus, in some species of Macacus the tail
is longer than the whole body, consisting of twenty-four
vertebree ; in others it consists of a scarcely visible stump,
containing only three or four vertebre. ... This great
diversity in the structure and length of the tail in animals
belonging to the same genera, and following nearly the
same habits of life, renders it probable that the tail is not
of much importance to them ; and if so, we might have
expected that it would sometimes have become more or less
rudimentary, in accordance with what we incessantly see
with other structures.” (Vol. i. p. 150.)

Homo. Mr. Darwin, my Lord, is again reasoning” on
hypotheses. The length of the tail, he tells us, differs in
animals belonging, not to the same species, but to the same
genera, therefore it is “probable” that the tail is not of
much importance to them ; “4f s0,” we might expect it to
become more or less rudimentary. This hypothetical
reasoning, my Lord, is very unsatisfactory. '
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-Lord C. True science, certainly, cannot be built upon
suppositions.
. Homo. Moreover, my Lord, he is accusing the god he
believes to have built up the world around us—I mean
Natural Selection—of the folly either of having given a tail
where it was unnecessary, or of having withheld it where it
should have been present. In short, he finds that Natural
Selection, in giving a tail to one species of monkey, and
withholding it from another similar species, has not acted
consistently, nor in a way that suits his argument. I think
I could suggest to Mr. Darwin a way in which he might
account, consistently with his own principles, for the loss of
the tail by man. He must surely, when writing on this
point, have forgotten a fact regarding the larve of Ascidians
—those representatives of our * most ancient progenitors.”
He knows very well that these larve cast off their tails
when they become sgessile. Why may not man have done
the same when he emerged into humanity from the last of
his ape-like progenitors, and thus became, if not so sessile
a8 the Ascidian, at least more go than the ape ? The loss
of the tail by man might thus be attributed to “reversion
to a former and ancient type of structure.”

Lord C. That would be an approach to Lord Monboddo’s
ides, namely, “that man rubbed off his tail by sitting
on it.”

Darwin. My Lord, “the occurrence of such rudiments *
in man, “is difficult to explain on the belief of the separate
creation of each species.” (Vol. i p. 30.)

Homo. I beg to say, my Lord, that those points of
similarity in bodily structure between man and the lower
animals, which Mr. Darwin calls “rudiments,” are suffi-
ciently accounted for, if we regard the Creator as modelling
his creatures after the same ideal plan, and bear in mind
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that' “man is subject to much variability,” and that “no
two individuals of the same race are quite alike.”

Darwin. “On any other view,” my Lord, ¢than their
descent from a common progenitor, together with their
subsequent adaptation to diversified conditions, the simi-
larity of pattern between the hand of a man or monkey,
the foot of a horse, the flipper of a seal, the wing of a bat,
&ec., is utterly inexplicable. It is no scientific explanation
to assert that they Lave all been formed on the same ideal
plan.”” (Vol. i. pp. 81, 82.)

Homo. Allow me, my Lord,.to reply to Mr. Darwin here,
in the language of his reviewer in The Times. When Mr.
Darwin says, “ It is no scientific explanation to assert that
they have all been formed on the same ideal plan,” “he is
simply begging the question. If Mr. Darwin starts with
the preliminary assumption that every fact in nature is
capable of scientific explanation—in other words, that no
causes have ever operated except natural cavses, he will, of
course, reject any other causes. But this assumption is the
very thing to be proved. To argue from it is to assume
the whole doctrine of evolution. The assertion in question
is scientific or not, according as it is true or not. The only
scientific question is whether, as a matter of fact, species
have been developed, by force of circumstances, out of other
species, and man out of an ape. It is certainly unscientific
argument to assume that they mus? have been so developed.
Does the investigation of the various forms of Nature lead
us up to a number of distinct points of departure ? This
is the question at issue. Mr. Darwin, unless he believes
the world to be eternal, must admit a single point of de-
parture, and there is nothing more essentially unscientific
in the recognition of a dozen co-ordinate points of departure
than in the recognition of one.”
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Lerd C. Do you think, Mr. Darwin, that science alone
will account for the existence of man? Has a Creator
never intervened ?

Darwin. I do not assert, my Lord, that a Creator has
never intervened.

Homo. In his work on “The Origin of Species,” my Lord,
Mr. Darwin says, “ There is a grandeur in this view of life,
with its several powers, having been originally breathed by
the Creator into a few forms or into one.” I do not find,
in his present work, any such acknowledgment of the in-
tervention of a Creator. He says,  the idea of a universal
and beneficent Creator of the universe does mot seem to
arise in the mind of man, until he has been elevated by
long-continued culture.” (Vol. ii.,, p. 395.) But whether or
not he now regards this idea of a Creator as a correct one,
does not appear.

Lord C. It will be but just to Mr. Darwin to regard him
as retaining his formerly avowed belief in a Creator, until
he expressly repudiates it.

Homo. I quite agree with your Lordship, and have certainly
not the least desire to do injustice to Mr. Darwin. I cannot
understand, however, why, in his present work, which seems
as much as his former one to lead to the subject, he does
not again indicate his belief in the intervention of the
Creator. I suppose he feels that the weak point of his
argument is just here. For, if he admits that the
Creator must -have breathed life “into a few forms,” why
may not man have been one of these forms? I might,
besides, ask Mr. Darwin if it be a “scientific explana-
tion” to assert that the Creator has breathed life into
any form whatever? Mr. Darwin himself falls away
from ‘ scientific explanation” when he brings in the
Creator. '

F
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Lord C. 1 quite think so, though I am glad to find Mr.
Darwin's gystem recognizes the Creator.

Darwin. “ With respect to development,” my Lord,  we
can clearly understand, on the principle of variations super-
vening at a rather late embryonic period, and being in-
herited at a corresponding period, how it is that the embryos
of wonderfully different forms should still retain, more or
less perfectly, the structure of their common progenitor.”
(Vol. i. p. 32.)

Lord C. You speak of “ variations supervening at a rather
late embryonic period, and being inherited at a corresponding
period,” but what proof have you that such variations ever.
either supervened or were inherited ? Are you not here in-
troducing a new hypothesis to sustain your old one ?

Darwin. “No other explanation,” my Lord, “ has ever
been given of the marvellous fact that the embryos of man,
dog, seal, reptile, &c., can at first hardly be distinguished
from each other.” (Vol. i p. 32.)

Homa. My Lord, why should Mr. Darwin make anything
of this “marvellous fact,” when it results from another yet
more marvellous fact, which he would have us accept, viz.,
that the germ from which man is developed “differs in no
respect from the germs of other animals.” If the germs
“differ in no respect,” this would lead us, & priori, to
expect that the embryos proceeding from those germs,
instead of being hardly distinguishable from each other,
would not be distinguished from each other at all. But
this is only another of the reckless statements put forth by
Mr. Darwin. Your Lordship has seen in the drawing he
has supplied to us, that the embryos of man and dog, at an
“early stage of development,” present differences which
might be pointed out by & child.. Besides this, the ten-
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dencies in each germ are towards the development of the
ultimate form, whatever that form may be. A dog-germ
will become a dog, a bat-germ a bat, a seal-germ a seal, a
reptile-germ & reptile, and a human-germ a man, in spite
of Mr. Darwin and the rising naturalists. They might as
well attempt to pluck the sun from the heavens as to
change this order of things.

Darwin. “In order,” my Lord, “to understand the
existence of rudlmentary organs, we have only to suppose
that a former progenitor possessed the parts in question in
a perfect state, and that, under changed habits of life, they
became greatly reduced, either from simple disuse, or
throngh the Natural Selection of those individuals which
were least encumbered with a superfluous part, aided by
the other means previously indicated.” (Vol. i. p. 82.)

Lord C. That is just the difficulty, Mr. Darwin. If we
suppose & former progenitor of man, we suppose your
hypothesis to be true, and thus make it prove itself. We
take for granted the point in dispute, in order to prove the
point in dispute. This is mere reasoning in a circle. We
cannot supposs & former progenitor until you prove this
former progenitor to have really existed.

Darwin. “Thus we can understand,” my Lord, “how it
has come to pass that man, and all other vertebrate
animals, have been constructed on the same general model,
why they pass through the same early stages of develop-
ment, and why they retain certain rudiments in common.
Consequently, we ought frankly to admit their community.
of descent : to take any other view is to admit that our
own structure, and that of all the animals around us, is a
mere snare laid to entrap our judgment.” (Vol. i. p. 32.)

Homo. 1 have read, my Lord, in an old book, about the
“wise being taken in their own craftiness.” If there be a

F2
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snare in connection with this matter, it has been laid by Mr
Darwin’s own hand. He has allowed himself to become go
enamoured of the venerable pair of hairy quadrupeds, with
tails and pointed ears, from whom he thinks himself de-
scended, that he skips over mountains more impassable
than the Himalayas, and flies on the wings of imagination
across separating and unfathomable abysses, that he may
embrace them.

Lord C. Mr. Darwin is more probably carried away by
fondness for his hypothesis. He would like to find that all
animated existence has been developed from some primal
form, and that there is thus a grand unity in nature. Now,
there is doubtless unity in nature, but it is worthy of con-
sideration whether it does not lie deeper than Mr. Darwin
seeks it ;—mot in all kinds of creatures having been de-
veloped from one primal form, but in all of them bhaving
derived existence from one common source, that is, from
God Himself. An over-anxious degire to find unity else-
where than in the Creator, may become a source of error.
One may thus be led to imagine there is unity where there
is none, and to seek it where it cannot be found. I shall
be glad to hear, at our next sitting, what Mr. Darwin has
to say as to the way in which man, or rather the progenitors
of man, became erect. How did the ape-like creature ac-
quire & human-like posture ?
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Darwin. « As soon,” my Lord, ‘“as some ancient member
in the great series of the Primates came, owing to a chunge
in its manner of procuring subsistence, or in the conditions
of its native country, to live somewhat less on trees and
more on the ground, its manner of progression would have
been modified ; and, in this case, it would have had to
become either more strictly quadrupedal or bipedal.” (Vol.
i. pp. 140, 141.)

Homo. My Lord, according to Mr. Darwin’s hypothesis,
after four-footed beasts had been developed from the primi-
tive worm, a portion of them were changed by Natural
Selection into four-handed animals, able to climb and live
on trees. One would think that the monkeys must have
been vain of their elevation. But Mr. Darwin now supposes
them brought down from it, and changed into four-footed
beasts again !

Lord C. Or into men ; rather, perhaps, into man’s pro-
genitors. His words were, * quadrupedal or bipedal.”

Homo. True, my Lord, and, at present, men only are
bipedal. Still, the changing of two of the creature’s paws
from hand-feet into feet pure and simple, must have been
a loss to which it would very reluctantly submit. One
would think that, while the change was going on, it must
have looked with regretful eyes to the trees and their
tempting fruit, as it found itself becoming unable to climb
them. .
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Lord C. You forget, Homo, that Mr. Darwin spoke of
¢ a series of forms graduating snsensibly from some ape-like
creature to man as he now exists.”

Homo. My Lord, I cannot understand this ¢ graduating
insensibly ” from ape to man. Let us look at it in con-
nection with the point now before us. Here is an “ ape-like
creature with tail and pointed ears,” and “arboreal in its
habits,” for it lives on trees. The four paws which its pro-
genitors had as quadrupeds, for carrying them along the
ground, have become changed into a kind of hands with which
it can clutch trunks and branches, and make its way from
tree to tree with beautiful agility. Its tail also has probably,
as in the case of many kinds of monkeys, became modified
for twisting and grasping. Sometimes it may use its tail
for balancing itself ; sometimes, with easy grace, it may
coil it round a branch to aid its security or assist its pro-
gress ; possibly even, the extremity of its tail, like that of
the spider-monkey, may have acquired a sensitiveness
similar to that of the human finger, so that it may be thrust
into holes in its forest haunts, in search of the eggs of birds
to give an additional relish to its fruity meal. Such a
creature must have been happy enough in its way. It was
suited for its habitat, and its habitat was suited for it. The
one answered perfectly, admirably, to the other. Can it be
believed, then, that Natural Selection would have induced
& change in this creature, which should have gone on
sensibly, or  insensibly,” throngh successive generations of
its descendants, till they had become unfitted for -their
forest life, and had forsaken the trees for the ground, and
their juicy fruits for such scanty roots as they might be
able to grub up from the soil ?

Lord C. You must remember, Homo, that Mr. Darwin
supposes its living *less on trees and more on the ground,”
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to have arisen from “a change in its manner of procuring
subsistence, or in the conditions of its native country.”

Homo. Mr. Darwin has a remarkable capacity for making
suppositions, my Lord, but his present supposition is
neither in:enuous nor ingenious. It is not ingenuous, for
it is manifestly made for the purpose of helping him out of
a difficulty, the existence of which he had better have
frankly acknowledged. And it is not ingenious. I coumld
‘myself have easily helped him to a better. Your Lordship
will at once perceive that & change in the mode of this
creature’s procuring subsistence must have arisen from a
change in the conditions of its native country. Now
Africa, according to Mr. Darwin, was the native country
of man’s progenitors. But we know that no change of the
kind supposed has taken place in Africa, for the forests of
that country abound in monkeys to the present day.

Lord C. But may there not have been an era during
which Africa ceased to grow forests ? '

Homo. There cannot have been such an era, my Lord
else, on Mr. Darwin’s principles, all its monkey tribes must
cither have perished, or been changed either into quadra-
peds or into men. ‘

Darwin. My Lord, “Baboons frequent hilly and rocky
districts, and only from necessity climb up high trees ; and
they have acquired almost the gait of a dog.” (Vol. i. p.
141.)

Homo. It is not with tailless. baboons that we are at
present concerned, my Lord, but with a tailed ape, “arboreal
in its habits.” 'Will Mr. Darwin kindly keep to the point ?
As to baboons having  acquired almost the gait of a dog,”
can he prove that they ever had any other gait ?

Darwin. “Man,” my Lord, ¢ could not have attained his
present dominant position in the world without the use of
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~his hands, which are so admirably adapted to act in obedi-

ence to his will. . . . But the hands and arms counid hardly
-have become perfect enough to have manufactured weapons,
or to have hurled stones and spears with a true aim, so
long as they were habitually used for locomotion and for
-supporting the whole weight of the body, or as long as they
were especially well adapted . .. . for climbing trees.”
(Vol. i. p. 141.)

Homo. Mr. Darwin, my Lord, cannot rise above the
idea of man having been originally a savage, perpetually
manufacturing weapons, and hurling stones and spears
against his enemies. If this was the condition of his pro-
genitors, and they had enemies against whom they required
defence, one would suppose that Natural Selection would
have led them to seek it in the trees on which they had been
wont to make their habitation, and that so they would not
have lost their power of climbing. Mr. Darwin’s hypothesis
is thus inconsistent and self-contradictory. Listen to it,
my Lord. Man's progenitors were apes, and lived on trees.
They found sustenance in their fruits, and security on their
lofty branches, moving easily from one to another as they
were inclined. In process of time, however, they gradually
lost their power of climbing, and had to *live less on trees
and more on the ground.” They thus became exposed to
the attacks of beasts of prey, yet, strange to say, the suc-
cessive generations of them were preserved through many
long eras of our earth’s history, as they ¢gradually and
insensibly ” advanced in form towards man. Natural Selec-
tion thus put the heads of these poor beasts into the lion’s
mouth, and yet was able, somehow, to prevent the lion from
biting them off !

Lord C. There might have been no lions in those

imaginary times.
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Homo. Posgibly, my Lord, but then there would have
been other kinds of brutes, quite as terrible to a poor
rheumatic ape, whose hind-hands were stiffening into
human feet, and which was, therefore, unable to run up a
tree for security.

Darwin, “No country in the world,” my Lord, ‘“abounds
in a greater degree with dangerous beasts than Southern
Africa. . . . but it is quite conceivable that they (the early
progenitors of man) might have existed, or even flourished,
if, whilst they gradually lost their brute-like powers, such
as climbing trees, &c., they at the same time advanced in
intellect.” (Vol. i. p. 157.)

Homo. I should say, my Lord, that it is quite sncon-
ceivable that the ape-like progenitors of man should have
“lost their brute-like powers,” especially that of climbing
trees, in so dangerous a country as Southern Africa. Natural
Selection would have proved a harder nurse to them than
she has done even to the gorilla, had she so treated them.
Then, why should she not—their circumstances being the
same—have treated all the monkey tribes alike ?

Darwin. “Granting,” my Lord, ¢ that the progenitors
of man were far more helpless and defenceless than any
existing savages, if they had inhabited some warm con-
tinent or large island, such as Australia or New Guines, or
Borneo . . . they would not have been exposed to any
special danger.” (Vol. i. p. 157.)

Homo. How can Mr. Darwin make such a supposition,
my Lord, when he says elsewhere, ¢ the fact that they
(man’s progenitors) belonged to this (the Catarhine) stock,
clearly shows that they inhabited the Old World ; but not
Australia, nor any oceanic island, as we may infer from the
laws of geographical distribution” ? (Vol. i. p. 199.) This
see-saw mode of reasoning might have suited man’s
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progenitors when they were losing their brute-like powers
and advancing in intellect, but it cannot be allowed now that
the human and scientific era has unquestionably arrived.
I have already, my Lord, mentioned one way in which, on
Mr. Darwin's principles, the loss of the tail by man’s pro-
genitors might be accounted for. Allow me now to mention
another. As they became unable to climb and live on
trees, this appendage would become increasingly -incon-
venient to them. Sometimes they might be caught by it in
the very act of escaping. Being thus a useless and even a
dangerous article, it would gradually get into a rudimentary
condition, and might eventually drop away. Or, it might
have been got rid of “through the Natural Selection of
those individuals who were least encumbered with a saper-
fluous part.”

Darwin. “ From these canses alone,” my Lord, which
I have just mentioned, “it would have been an advantage
to man to become & biped.”

Lord C. Do you think, Mr. Darwin, that man was ever
anything else than a biped ? You would surely not
maintain that our supposed ape-like progenitors were men ?

Homo. Mr, Darwin, my Lord, often gets a little into the"
fog on this point. At page 235 he says, “ Whether primeval
man, when he possessed very few arts of the randest kind,
and when his power of language was extremely imperfect,
would have deserved to be called man, must depend on the
definition which we employ.” He was doubtful, when
writing this passage, whether man should be called * man,”
even when he had become somewhat endowed with speech ;
now, he unhesitatingly calls our progenitors “ man’ before
they had become bipeds, and were a8 yet progressing on all-
fours !

Darwin. 1 was going to add, when your Lordship inter-
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rupted me, that ¢ for many actions it is almost necessary
that both arms and the whole upper part of the body “of
man” should be free ; and he must, for this end, stand
firmly on his feet. To gain this great advantage the feet
have been rendered flat, and the great toe peculiarly modified,
though this has entailed the loss of the power of prehension.
« « « Ifit be an advantage to man to have his hands and
arms free, and to stand firmly on his feet—of which there
can be no doubt from his pre-eminent success in the battle
of life—then I can see no reason why it should not have
been advantageous to the progenitors of man to become
more and more erect or bipedal.” (Vol. i. pp. 141, 142.)

Lord C. In reasoning as you do, Mr. Darwin, you are
begging the question in dispute. We expect you to prove
that man has had progenitors ; instead of doing so, you take
it for granted! I must say, moreover, that your account
of the way in which you suppose the ape to have been
changed into man is fur from satisfactory. It is, no doubt,
“an advantage to man” to be erect and bipedal ; but, that
it should have been an advantage to an ape-like creature,
accustomed to live on trees and find its sustenance on their
produce, to lose its power of climbing them in order to
attain the erect posture of man—this is, to my mind, more
than doubtful. As we have already seen, and you your-
self admit, it would thus have become exposed to the
attacks of enemies which it would have been impossible for
it to resist, and quite as impossible for it to escape. 1 think,
therefore, you quite fail to show the possibility of such a
transmutation of species as you suppose.

Darwin. My Lord, “if the gorilla and a few allied forms
had become extinet, it might have been argued, with great
force and apparent truth, that an animal could not have
been gradually converted from a quadruped into a biped ;
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as all the animals in an intermediate condition would have
been miserably ill-fitted for progression. But we know,
and this is well worthy of reflection, that several kinds of
apes are now actually in this intermediate condition ; and
no one doubts that they are, on the whole, well adapted for
their conditions of life. Thus, the gorilla runs with a side-
long, shambling gsit, but more commonly progresses by
resting on its bent arms, (Vol. i. pp. 142, 143).

Homo. Here, my Lord, is an engraving of a gorilla.
Though it does not show the brute as it ¢ progresses,” it
gives a very fair idea of its general appearance. Your
Lordship is aware that the gorilla belongs to the stem of
the Old World monkeys from which, Mr. Darwin tells us,
“man proceeded,” and is now one of our “nearest allies.”

Lord C. Perhaps it may be my moderate acquaintance
with the science.of Natural History, but I am unable to
recognize the relationship. Will Mr. Darwin proceed ?

Darwin. “ The long-armed apes,” my Lord, occasionally
use their arms like crutches, swinging their bodies forward
between them ; and some kinds of Hylobates, without having
been taught, can run or walk upright with tolerable quick-
ness, yet they move awkwardly and much less securely than
man. We see, in short, with existing monkeys, various
gradations between a form of progression strictly like that
of a quadruped, and that of a biped or man.” (Vol. i
p- 143.)

Lord C. But is not that just what we might expect, Mr.
Darwin ? As monkeys are, in outward form, intermediate
between quadrupeds and man, and are, moreover, as you
tell us, “on the whole, well adapted for their conditions
of life,” you surely do not mean to maintain that they were
ever better adapted, or less adapted, for their conditions
of life, and are actually, now, undergoing a process of
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transformation.” Yet your language sounds ambiguously.
If, however, you mean to assert, for example, that the
gorilla ever ran or progressed in a way different from
that in which it “runs” or “progresses” now, I must call
on you to prove your assertion.

Homo. A vain call that would be, my Lord. Mr. Darwin
would only furnish your Lordship with another curious
specimen of reasoning. When Mr. Darwin is reasoning—
will your Lordship pardon the remark ?—he reminds me
of those apes he has been speaking of, which use their long
arms like crutches, swinging their bodies forward between
them. The premises that Mr. Darwin reasons from are
certainly not facts, but merely monkey-like crutches. He
plants them, however, as firmly as he can on some imagin-
ary basis, and then swings himself forward between
them, through all the acknowledged laws of human science
and logic, to the position he wishes to occupy. Mr.
Darwin’s intellectual movements, my Lord, in conducting
the reasoning process, are far more ungainly than those
bodily movements of the gorilla which he has just described.
Natural Selection, my Lord, may have endowed Mr. Darwin
with considerable power of imagination, and with a capacions
memory for the facts of Natural History, but she has certainly
denied him the gift of being able to reason justly, and that
yet higher gift—the true spirit of philosophy—which, as
your Lordship remarked, is just a ¢sincere love of
truth.”

Lord C. Have you anything to say, Mr. Darwin, re-
garding the size of the brain in man compared with its .
size in the lower animals ?

Darwin. My Lord, “Dr. J. Barnard Davis has proved by
many careful measurements, that the mean internal capacity
of the gkull in Europeans is 92-3 cubic inches ; in Americans,
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87'5; in Asiatics, 87'1; and in Australians only 81'9.
inches.” (Vol. i. p. 146.)

Lord C. That is not the point about which I enquire.
I ask, What is the gize of the brain in man compared with
its size in the lower animals—in the ape, for example ?

Homo. Mr, Darwin, my Lord, gives no answer to that
question. He merely mentions some trifling facts about
the size of the brains and skulls of domestic rabbits, and
tells us how disease may modify the shape of the skull in
man. But Mr. Wallace mentions, at page 338 of “ Con-
tributions to the theory of Natural Selection,” that the
proportions are “represented by the following figures—
anthropoid apes, 10; savages, 26 ; civilized man, 32.
Mr. Wallace remarks (page 342) that man is able to ¢ form
and use weapons and implements which are beyond the
physical power of brutes ; but having done this, he cer-
tainly does not exhibit more mind in using than do many
lower animals. What is there in the life of the savage (he
asks), but the satisfying of the cravings of appetite in the
gimplest and easiest way? What thoughts, ideas, or
actions are there, that raise him many grades above the
elephant or the ape ? Yet he possesses, as we have seen,
a brain vastly superior to theirs in size and complexity ;
and this brain gives him, in an undeveloped state, faculties
which he never requires to use.”

Lord C. These are most important considerations.

Homo. My Lord, a writer in The Edinburgh Review for
July, 1871, page 204, remarks on this: “It is clear, therefore,
that the brain of savage man is far beyond his needs. How
can this be accounted for by the principle of Natural Selec-
tion, or by the accumulation of small variations good for
the individual ? The large size ” of the brain of the savage
“cannot be traced to circumstances of life, because it is quite
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disproportionate to the actnal requirement ; and even if
once originated, it ought, according to Mr. Darwin’s theory,
to have been lost by disuse. For if Natural Selection
tends in some instances to raise a race of beings, it might
tend in others to lower it. To a savage, the organs and
instincts of an animal might be more usefal than the latent
brain power of a sage.”

Lord C. And yet the savage often has the latent bram power
of the sage! Mr. Darwin should tell us how the savage has
acquired this power, seeing that he could not have inherited
it either from his savage or from his ape-like progenitors.

Homo. It would have been more to the purpose, my
Lord, for Mr. Darwin to have tried to reconcile these facts
with his hypothesis, than for him to have entertained us
with the fancy pictures he has just been exhibiting.

Lord C. 1 fear he would then have been attempting.an
impossibility.

Homo. It has been remarked, my Lord, that the title of
Mr. Darwin’s book is & misnomer, and that it should have
been, not “The Descent of Man,” but “The Ascent of
Man.” I think it should rather have been, ¢ The Evolu-
tion of Man from a Tadpole taken for granted, and the
steps by which ¢ we may confidently believe’ it came about.”
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Lord C. Will Mr. Darwin now inform us what further
evidence he has to offer in support of his hypothesis ?

Darwin. Your Lordship has already heard the whole of
the evidence I have to adduoce in support of the views
which I maintain regarding the origin of man. That
evidence is exhausted in the first two-and-twenty pages
of my book! The first chapter is entitled, * The evidence
of the descent of man from some lower form.” In the second
and third chapters I compare the mental powers of man and
the lower animals. The fourth chapter i8 On the manner of
development of man from some lower form. The fifth
chapter, On the development of the intellectual and moral
faculties, during primeval and civilized times. The sixth,
On the affinities and genealogy of man. Chapter seventh is
On the races of man. 1 then proceed, in the second part
of my work, to the subject of Sexmal Selection, which
occupies the remainder of the first volume and nearly the

"whole of the second. In this part I speak mostly of
changes which I suppose sexual preference to have intro-
duced into the animal kingdom.

Lord C. It will not be necessary for us to hear you on
that portion of your work, inasmuch as we have to do only
with your assertions as to man’s descent from some lower
form. :

Homo. May I, however, call your Lordship’s attention
to the fact that, while Mr. Darwin tries to account for the

G
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many forms of beauty that meet the eye among living
creatures around us, by what he calls Sexual Selection, he
leaves unaccounted for the fact that we find quite as many
and as wonderful forms of beauty in the floral world, where
Sexual Selection can have no play. For I suppose that
flowers, in producing their kind, exercise no preference as
to their partners.

Lord C. From which I suppose you infer that, while
Sexual Selection may have something to do in modifying
the creatures among whom it comes into play, Mr. Darwin
makes too much of it, and attributes to it a power which it
does not possess.

Homo. That is precisely what I think, my Lord. I do
not believe that Sexual Selection, even with the aid of
Natural Selection, could have raised, from the tadpole
offspring of a worm, the forms of beanty which meet the
eye everywhere in the world of living things around us—
among insects, fishes, birds, reptiles, and mammals.

Lord C. T suppose the next point that claims attention
is the mental and moral powers possessed by man, and the
seemingly impassable gulf fixed, by his possessing those
powers, between him and the lower animals. How does
Mr. Darwin treat this part of his subject ?

Homo. Most unsatisfactorily, my Lord. We might expect
that, in attempting, as he does, to prove that the mental
powers of man and animals are the same in %ind, and differ
only in respect of development, he would begin by giving
us a minute and careful analysis of those powers. He does
not seek even so far to enlighten us. Without having
kindled any torch to guide either himself or his readers, he
heedlessly plunges into what men of the highest intellect:
have always felt to be a great and mysterious deep, to be
explored, therefore, with awe and reverence. He manages,
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however, after a most uncomfortable fashion, to flounder his
way through it, but not without giving one the impression
that he is more at home in studying the instincts and
habits of the beasts of the earth than in discussing the
wondrous nature and noble faculties of man.

Lord C. Does he not define and explain what he means
by instinct and reason, and endeavour to point out the
separating line between them ?

Homo. He does nothing of the sort, my Lord. In his
work on “The Origin of Species,” however, referring to
instinct, he says, “ An action which we ourselves should
require experience to enable us to perform, when performed
by an animal, more especially by a very young one, and
when performed by many individuals in the same way,
without their knowing for what purpose it is performed, is
usually said to be instinctive.” To this he adds, « I could
show that none of these characters of instinct are universal.
A little dose, as Pierre Huber expresses it, of judgment or
reason often comes into play, even in animals low in the
scale of nature.” (Pp. 256, 257.)

Lord C. Here we feel our need of definition. What
does Mr. Darwin mean by “reason” ? Does he mean such
reason, or reasoning power, as man possesses ? Many
contend that the lower animals—dogs, for instance—possess
an inferior kind of reason, which helps, in some cases, to
guide them. When, for example, they have to decide
to which of two contending instincts they shall yield,
some would say that it is by an inferior kind of reason
that they decide ; others, that it is the more powerful
instinct that sways them. When, again, they imitate the
actions of man, apparently to accomplish a certain end, e. g.,
the opening of a door—a dog will use his paws for this
purpose—it will be said by some that they act from an

a2
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inferior kind of reason. Now, even granting that in such
cases a dog acts from & principle higher than instinct,
which principle may be called reason, such reason is cer-
tainly very different from the reason that influences a man
when he compares ideas, weighs motives, prepares for the
future, determines on some course of action, or engages in
the study of Philosophy or of Natural History. We cannot
conceive such faculties as a dog possesses, however highly
developed, turned to such subjects as those on which man
emnploys his faculties habitually. But I will now hear what
Mr. Darwin has to advance as evidence that the mental
and moral powers of man may have arisen by development
from the faculties of the lower animals.

Darwin. “No doubt,” my Lord, “ the difference in this
respect,” respect of mental power, “is enormous, even if we
compare the mind of one of the lowest savages, who has no
words to express any number higher than four, and who uses
no abstract terms for the commonest objects or affections,
with that of the most highly organised ape. The difference
would, no doubt, still remain immense, even if one of the
higher apes had been improved or civilized as much as a
dog has been, in comparison with its parent form, the wolf
or jackal. The Fuegians rank among the lowest barbarians ;
but I was continually struck with surprise how closely the
three ‘natives on board H.M.S. “ Beagle,” who had lived
some years in England and could talk a little English,
resembled us in disposition, and in most of our mental
faculties.” (Vol. i. p. 84.)

Homo. He supposes, my Lord, that it wonld be possible
for us to improve and civilize an ape as we can a dog.
Now, it is clear that the dog may be improved, and, in a
certain sense, civilized, but we have no evidence that the
ape can. Had the civilizing of this creature been possible,
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it would, doubtless, long ago have been adopted as a pet
by the ladies. An ape might spend its lifetime in our
country without acquiring one word of English, and it will
be long before Mr. Darwin will be able to train ome to
resemble us either in disposition or mental faculty.

Lord C. So far, then, Mr, Darwin has been but indicating
a boundary line which no one of the inferior animals ever
has crossed, while a savage can cross it easily. The differ-
- ence here, even between a savage and any animal, may, not
improperly, be said to be infinite. What Mr. Darwin says
of the Fuegians, who “rank among the lowest barbarians,”
is most important, viz., that, * after they had lived some
years in England, and had acquired a little of our langnage,
he was continually struck with surprise at how closely they
resembled us in disposition and in most of our mental
faculties.”

Homo. That clearly shows, my Lord, that the mental
faculties of man are not inherited, as, on Mr. Darwin’s
hypothesis, they should be. From whom could the
Fuegians have inherited their mental powers ? According
to Mr. Darwin, if we go back from any savage race in
the line of its progenitors, we shall find it savage still.
Yet it is a fact that, though they may not exercise them,
savage races possess all the mental powers of civilized races.
But they cannot have become possessed of them through
Natural Selection and the laws of inheritance, for, on Mr.
Darwin’s supposition, their progenitors never exercised those
powers. Here, as it seems to me, Mr. Darwin contradicts
and disproves his own hypothesis.

Lord C. Clearly so. According to Mr. Darwin’s hypo-
thesis the faculties man now possesses should have been
gradually acquired by man’s progenitors through Natural
Selection, and transmitted by inheritance to his posterity.
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According to facts observed and recorded by Mr. Darwin,
those faculties are possessed by savages who “rank among
the lowest barbarians,” and who could therefore have had
po progenitors who exercised those faculties, or were
capable of transmitting them !

Homo. Thus, my Lord, as with the brain of savage man,
80 also with his mental powers. Mr. Darwin is utterly
unable, on his hypothesis, to account for the savage pos-
gessing them. If we suppose, with Mr. Darwin, that the
savage is descended from savage progenitors, the fact of
his possessing a brain—and mental powers which he could
not possibly have inherited from those progenitors, seeing
they never possessed them—this fact would show that the
savage was made for a far higher condition of life than
that which he occupies. Though he himself is not aware
of it, and though his progenitors could not possibly have
imagined such & thing, the savage possesses an intellect
capable of ranging. through the universe, and penetrating
into the deepest secrets of mature. Now, Divine purpose
could have given him such an intellect, but, certainly,
Natural Selection could not.

Lord C. From which, I suppose, you would infer, either
that the savage is descended from an ancestry superior to
himself, and has sunk from a higher position into a lower
one; or that he was created that he might occupy a far
higher level of life than that on which we find him.

Homo. Precisely so, my Lord, but either supposition is
opposed to Mr. Darwin’s hypothesis.

Lord C. What is the next point ?

,Darwin. “Ifno organic being, excepting man,” my Lord,
“had possesced any mental power, or if his powers had been
of & wholly different nature from those of the lower animals,
then we should never have been able to convince ourselves
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that our high faculties had been gradually developed. But
it can be clearly shown that there is no fundamental
difference of this kind. We must also admit that there is
a much wider interval, in mental power, between one of the
lowest fishes, as a lamprey or lancelet, and one of the
higher apes, than between an ape and a man; yet this
immense interval is filled up by numberless gradations.”
(Vol. i. pp. 34, 85.)

Homo. The lamprey, or stone-sucker, my Lord, is a kind
of eel which attaches itself by the mouth to stones or rocks,
to prevent the tide or current from carrying it away. This
I hold to be a very sensible operation on its part, and one
that man himself, in a similar difficulty, might perform
with advantage. The lancelet is a similar kiad of fish,
smaller in size. These creatures have just the amount of
instinct, or ““mental power’—if Mr. Darwin prefers calling
it so—which they require. Perhaps, if Mr. Darwin were to
take some pains with a lamprey, he might, to some extent,
succeed in improving, or even in civilizing it—which is
more than he can do with an ape ; but he would be unable
to teach either the one or other to talk English, or count
four, or understand an abstract term; nor could he bring
them to resemble us in disposition and mental faculty. This
of itself is sufficient to prove that the interval, in mental
power, between either of them and man, is practically
infinite. It isthe merest folly, then, to compare them with
man. But this is only another of the follies to which Mr.
Darwin is driven by the stress of his argument.

Lord C. Mr. Darwin says that ¢ there is no fundamental
difference,” in mental faculty, between man and the lower
animals, Does he explain what he means by a ¢ funda-
mental difference ? >—what, in. his view, would constitute
euch a difference ?
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Homo. My Lord, Mr. Darwin says ‘that his object, in
the second chapter of his work, “is solely to show that
there is no fundamental difference between man and the
higher mammals in their mental faculties,” but he nowhere
tells us what he would regard as such a difference. He
maintains, however, that man’s faculties do not differ in
kind from those of the lower animals, wnd that man’s
superiority arises entirely from his being more perfectly
developed.

Lord C. Development, then, alone, is to account for man’s
superiority.

Homo. Just go, my Lord. The lofty faculties of man
were once in embryo in a thing like a tadpole! The mind
of Newton once lay hid in a creature which ¢“hardly
appeared like an animal ”—which consisted merely of “a
simple, tough, leathery sac, with two small projecting
orifices,” and which stuck to a rock or bit of seaweed that
it might not be carried away by the tide. Then, my Lord,
as to the development which Mr. Darwin thinks would turn
the faculties of & brute into human reason, we have no
evidence that it is a possible thing.

Lord C. Mr. Darwin has certainly adduced nome. It
will not be necessary for us to consider the instincts which
are common to man with the lower animals. You admit, I
suppose, Homo, that there are many points in which those
instincts resemble one another ?

Homo. Unquestionably, my Lord. Man has an animal
nature, like the inferior creatures around him, and must
consequently, in many respects, resemble them. The
question is, whether man has not also a higher nature
' which they do not partake of, and cannot comprehend, and
with which they can have no sympathy. We may therefore
pass by what Mr. Darwin says on *instincts which are
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common to man with the lower animals.,” I might object
to statements he makes regarding * the emotions, curiosity,
imitation, memory,” &c., but we had better proceed at once
to what he refers to as points in which man is supposed to
differ essentially from all other animals.

Lord C. Will Mr. Darwin mention what these points
are?

Darwin. “ 1t has been asserted,” my Lord, * that man
alone is capable of progressive improvement ; that he alone
makes use of tools or fire ; domesticates other animals ;
possesses property, or employs language ; that no other
animal is self-conscious, comprehends itself, has the power
of abstraction, or possesses general ideas ; that man alone
has a sense of beauty, is liable to caprice, has the feeling of
gratitude, mystery, &c.; believes in God, or is endowed
with & conscience. I will hazard a few remarks on the
more important and interesting of these points. Archbishop
Sumner formerly maintained that man alone is capable of
progressive improvement.” (Vol. i. p. 49.)

Homo. It is clear, my Lord, that by *progressive im-
provement,” the Archbishop meant indefinife progressive
improvement. He meant that man has gone on advancing,
a8 Mr. Darwin himself admits, from the earliest dawn of his
existence until now ; and that there is apparently no limit
to his capacity for advancement. Man alone inherits, and
is able to use, the accumulated knowledge of the past, and
to transmit it augmented to the future.

Lord C. Precisely 80 ; Mr. Darwin himself cannot doubt
this. ]

Darwin. My Lord, “every one who has had experience
in setting traps, knows that young animals can be caught
more easily than old ones; and they can be much more
easily approached by an enemy. Even with respect to old
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animals, it is impossible to catch many in the same place,
and in the same kind of trap, or to destroy them by the
same kind of poison ; yet it is improbable that all should
have partaken of the poison, and impossible that all should
have been canght in the trap. They must learn cantion by
seeing their brethren caught or poisoned. . . If we look to
successive generations, or to the race, there is no doubt
that birds and other animals gradually both acquire, and
lose, caution in relation to man or other enemies; -and this
caution is certainly, in chief part, an inherited habit or
instinct, but, in part, the result of individual experience.
. « « Our domestic dogs . . . have progressed in certain
moral qualities, such as affection, trustworthiness, temper,
and probably in general intelligence. The common rat has
conquered and beaten several other species throughout
Europe, in parts of North America, New Zealand, and
recently in Formosa, as well as on the mainland of China.
Mr. Swinhoe, who describes these latter cases, attributes the
victory of the common rat to its superior cunning ; and this
latter quality may be attributed to the habitual exercise of
all its faculties in avoiding extirpation by man, as well as
to nearly all the less cunning or weak-minded rats having
been successively destroyed by him. To maintain, inde-
pendently of any direct evidence, that no animal, during
the course of ages, has progressed in intellect, or other
mental faculties, is to beg the question of the evolution of
species.” (Vol. i. pp. 49, 51.)

Lord C. It may be quite true, Mr. Darwin, that the
instinct of self-preservation in birds, and rats, and other
animals, may become more or less keen as it is more or less
exercised, but you surely cannot mean that this circumstance
shows them to be capable of indefinite improvement, and to
possess the same kind of mental powers that man possesses.
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Homo. Pray, observe, my Lord, the singular way in
which Mr. Darwin reasons. He is replying to Archbishop
Sumner’s remark, ¢“that man alone is capable of progressive
improvement,” meaning, clearly enough, such an improve-
ment as has been going on among men for thousands of
years, is going on now, and, for aught we can tell, may go
on for ever. In reply to this, Mr. Darwin urges that the
common rat is superior in cunning to other rats, and that
it may owe this superiority to the habitual exercise of all
its faculties in avoiding extirpation by man. He thus
makes the supposed improvement of an instinct in rats to
be parallel to the advancement of the whole human race in
knowledge. The Archbishop says, “Man alone of all
animals is capable of indefinite progressive improvement,
and therefore differs in faculty from all other animals.”
Mr. Darwin replies, ““The common rat is superior in cunning
to all other rats, and may perhaps have become so through
contact with man ; the common rat, therefore, is capable of '
indefinite, progressive improvement.” This, surely, is
reasoning with the imagination. Mr. Darwin talks of our
“begging the question of the evolution of species”! He
is begging it himself by such reasoning.

Lord C. You say, Mr. Darwin, that ¢“the superior
cuanning of the rat may be attributed to the exercise of all
its faculties to avoid being extirpated by man.” Will you
mention the faculties it has exercised to this end ? I
ghould like to know what faculties, in addition to its five .
senses, you ascribe to the rat.

Homo. Mr. Darwin does not go so minutely into his
subject as your Lordship’s question supposes. Probably,
however, he would say that, in addition to the usual
senses, a rat has memory, perhaps also curiosity, imita-
tion, attention, imagination, and reason. He supposes
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other animals to possess these faculties ; them, why not
the rat ?

Lord C. Mr. Darwin speaks of the dog having * pro-
gressed in affection, trustworthiness, temper, and probably
in general intelligence.” Does he try to show that the
dog of to-day is in advance of the dog of a thousand years
ago in these qualities ?

Homo. Mr. Darwin, my Lord, does not attempt to show
that the dog has advanced. I believe it would be impossible
for him to show that any animal whatever, from the Ascidian
up to the ape has advanced, unless it be those that have done
80 through the skill and care of man himself, or by their
otherwise coming into contact with him. :

Lord C. On this point, then, we come to the conclusion
that, while certain of the lower animals are capable of
improvement in some of their instincts or faculties, within
a certain limited range, we have no proof that any of them
are capable of <ndefinite progressive improvement as man is.
‘What is the next point ?

Darwin. “The Duke of Argyll remarks” my Lord,
“ that the fashioning of an implement for a special purpose
is absolutely peculiar to man ; and he considers that this
forms an unmeasurable gulf between him and the brutes.
It is no doubt a very important distinction, but there
appears to me much truth in Sir J. Lubbock’s suggestion,
that when primeval man first used flint stomes for any

- purpose, he would have accidentally splintered them, and
would then have used the sharp fragments. From this step
it would be a small one to intentionally break the flints,
and not a very wide step to rudely fashion them.” (Vol i
pp. 52, 53.)

Lord C. Granting what you say to be true, Mr. Darwin,
1t neither closes, nor bridges over, the gulf between man
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and the brute to which the Duke refers. Apes have existed
quite as Jong as man, but no one of them has ever taken
the steps in question, nor, so far as I can see, is ever likely
to do so.

Darwin. “It has often been said,” my Lord, ¢that no
animal uses any tool ; but the chimpanzee, in a state of
nature, cracks a native fruit, somewhat like & walnut, with
a stone.” (Vol. i. p. 51.)

Lord C. If the chimpanzee does so now, he has doubtless
.done so for thousands of years. How is it that, during all
that time, he has not learned to fashion a tool for breaking
nuts, and that he cannot supply you with this proof of his
possessing mental qualities like those of man ?

Homo. And how is it, my Lord, that even Mr. Darwin
himself cannot teach an ape to fashion a tool ? The brute
is too obstinate for him. Yet he talks of animals, during
the course of ages, progressing in intellect! Will he
undertake to teach an ape or any kind of monkey, or any
animal whatever, the use of fire ?

Lord C. 1 presume Mr. Darwin will rather decline the
task.

Homo. Why should he, my Lord, if, as he maintains,
animals are capable of progressive improvement ?

Lord C. 1 shall be glad, however, to know what Mr.
Darwin does say on this point—the fact that man alone
makes use of fire.

Homo. He says nothing about it whatever, my Lord—
a circumstance which I can account for only by supposing
that he is as much afraid of fire, in connection with this
subject, as an anthropomorphous ape would be afraid
of fire, were it consuming the tree in which it has sought
refuge. )

Lord C. Then I must say that Mr. Darwin gives the
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“go-by” to a most important branch of evidence which
tells strongly against his hypothesis. He has himself
mentioned the fact that man alone makes use of fire.

Homo. Very true, my Lord. He also refers repeatedly
to the fact of man having * discovered the art of making
~ fire,” but he says nothing of the farther fact that no one of
the lower animals hag either discovered, or can be tanght to
use this element.

Lord C. What comes next?

Darwin. “The anthropomorphous apes,” my ILord,
¢ guided probably by instinct, build for themselves tem-
porary platforms ; but, as many instincts are largely con-
trolled by reason, the simpler ones, such as this of building
a platform, might readily pass into a voluntary and
conscious act.” (Vol. i. p. 58.)

Homo. Here, again, my Lord, Mr. Darwin is dealing, not
with facts, but with probabilities. The apes of which he
speaks were ¢ guided probably by instinct ;” this instinct
might pass into “a voluntary and conscious act.” There
is nothing certain here, my Lord. Mr. Darwin is again
using his imagination in reasoning with us. Besides, if
the instinct of an ape, in building a platform, might pass
into a voluntary and conscious act, might not the instinct
of a bird in building a nest do the same ; or the instinct of
a mole in burrowing in the ground ?

Darwin. «“The orang,” my Lord, “is known to cover
itself at night with the leaves of the pandanus ; and Brehm
states that .one of his baboons used to protect itself from
the heat of the sun by throwing a straw mat over its head.
In these latter habits we probably see the first steps towards
gome of the simpler arts, namely, rude architecture and
dress, as they arose amongst the early progenitors of man.”
(Vol. i. p. 58.)
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Lord C, It would be to some purpose if Mr. Darwin could
show that the orang’s covering itself with leaves is a recent
invention on its part ? v

Homo. 1 have known a dog, my Lord, to work its way
under straw, and even under a blanket, to keep itself warm
in cold weather, and it is well known that cattle will seek
the shade of trees a8 a screen from the heat of the sun. As
for the baboon, we may regard it as taking a first step in
architecture when it makes the straw mat for the purpose
of screening itself from the heat, or improves on this
method of protection by some new invention of its own.

Lord C. How is it if the orang has taken a first step in
architecture, that it does not proceed to-take a second ?

Homo. And how is it, my Lord, that even man himself
cannot teach the brute to do so? But Mr. Darwin has no
answer for such questions.

Lord C. What have you to say, then, Mr. Darwin, re-
garding language ?

Darwin. “ Articulate language,” my Lord, “is peculiar
to man ; but he uses, in common with the lower animals,
inarticulate cries to express his meaning, aided by gestures
and the movements of the muscles of the face.” (Vol. i
p- 54.)

Homo. I presume, my Lord, it is to articulate langnage
you are now referring, and not to the inarticulate cries
either of man or animal. The question is not whether
man has certain instincts and powers corresponding with
those of the lower animals. No one doubts that. In so
far as man is an animal, he must, of course, have qualities
resembling those of animals. But the question is whether
man, while an animal, is not also more than an animal, and
whether, therefore, he does not possess powers which no
animal either does or can possess. Mr. Darwin is leading
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us away from the point when he talks about the inarticn-
late cries of man and animals. Let him tell us whether
any creature on this earth, except man, can rationally use, or
be taught rationally to use, articulate language.

Darwin. It is not the mere power of articulation,” my
Lord, ¢that distinguishes man from other animals, for, as
every one knows, parrots can talk ; but it is his large
power of connecting definite sounds with definite ideas ;
and this obviously depends on the development of the
mental faculties.” (Vol. i. p. 54.)

Lord C. That is just the point, Mr. Darwin; let us
therefore confine ourselves to it. Of course, parrots may
be tanght to utter. a few articulate sounds, and so may
starlings. But the question is, Do any of the lower
animals possess “ man's large power of connecting definite
sounds with definite ideas ?” Can you mention one that
has this power, or in which it may certainly be developed ?

Homo. You will not find it easy, my Lord, to hold Mr.
Darwin to the point. He knows very well what the point
is, for he states it clearly enough ; but he no sooner does
so than he starts away from it like a scared animal, and
never ventures to look near it again. Would you believe
it, my Lord? He gives us nine pages on language, without
once attempting to discuss in them that peculiarity which,
he says, distinguishes man from other animals—* his large
power of connecting definite sounds with definite ideas.”

Lord C. What then are the points he takes up ?

Homo. He tells us, my Lord, that the dog barks in four
or five different tones, to express so many different feelings
that may influence him ; that the sounds uttered by birds
offer, in several respects, the nearest analogy to language ;
and he gives details which he thinks shows that an in-
stinctive tendency to acquire an art is not a peculiarity
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confined to man, All this, your Lordship will at once
perceive, falls far short of the mark. He then gives us a
dissertation on the origin of articulate language; tells us
that « some early progenitor of man probably used his voice
largely, as does one of the gibbon-apes of the present day,
in producing musical cadences ;” that “monkeys certainly
understand much that is said to them by man,” and “utter
signal cries of danger to their fellows ;”’ and, in this, he
finds what would have been “a first step in the formation
of a language.” (Vol. i. pp. 54-57.) ‘

Lord C. What are Mr. Darwin’s own words on this
point ? :

Darwin. “As monkeys in a state of nature,” my Lord,
“ utter signal cries of danger to their fellows, it does not
appear altogether incredible that some unusunally wise ape-
like animal should have thought of imitating the growl of
a beast of prey, so as to indicate to his fellow monkeys the
nature of the expected danger. And this would have been
a first step in the formation of a langmage.” (Vol. i. p. 57.)

Homo. It is rather singular, my Lord, that this ¢ unusu-
ally wise ape-like animal,” which Mr. Darwin cannot prove
ever existed, but to which, nevertheless, the thought oc-
curred of imitating the growl of a beast of prey, to warn
his fellow monkeys of danger, should not have thomught
also of imitating the hiss of the gerpent, to intimate to them
the proximity of that reptile, of which, according to Mr.
Darwin, monkeys have an instinctive dread. The organs
of an ape are as fit for hissing as for growling.

Darwin. “ As the voice,” my Lord, “ was used more and
more, the vocal organs would have been strengthened and
perfected through the principle of the inherited effects of
use ; and this would have reacted on the.power of speech.
But the relation between the continued use of language,

H
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and the development of the brain, has no doubt been far
more important. The mental powers, in some early pro-
genitor of man, must have been more highly developed
than in any existing ape, before even the most imperfect
form of speech could have come into use ; but we may
confidently believe that the continued use and advancement
of this power would have reacted on the mind by enabling
and encouraging it to carry on long trains of thought.”
(Vol. i. p. 57.) . '

Homo. In this passage, your Lordship will perceive that
Mr. Darwin takes for granted what he cannot prove—rviz,
that man had ape-like progenitors, and that some one of
them possessed mental powers more highly developed than
those of any existing ape. Reasoning from this highly-
developed, hypothetical ape, he tells us that, by exercising
what power of utterance it had, the brain enlarged and the
mind improved, and the vocal organs strengthened, gene-
ration after generation, till this series of changes in a race
of apes culminated in man! But all this is purely
imaginary. Mr. Darwin cannot produce even the shadow
of a proof that this ¢ unusually wise ape-like animal ” ever
existed to transmit his wisdom to his descendants, or that
he had descendants to inherit it. Yef he tells us we may
‘confidently believe” it! Instead of trying to prove to
us that such development has occurred, he asks us * confi-
dently to believe ” that it has occurred !

Lord C. Mr. Darwin certainly ressons very strangely.
It is a singular circumstance, moreover, that, if the ¢ unus-
ually wise ape-like animal” which he supposes took the
first step in the formation of a language, ever really existed,
there should not have arisen other *unusually wise’’ apes
to take farther steps in the same direction, so that there
should have been speaking apes at the present day. But



FIFTH DAY’S BITTING. 107

"no existing race of apes seems to have got beyond the
¢ growl” of which Mr. Darwin has spoken.

Homo. Nor even sgo far as that, my Lord. No existing
race of apes ever had this “unusually wise” progenitor
to teach them to imitate the growl of a beast of prey to
warn their “brethren” of danger. Only the race which
developed into man was so favoured!

Lord C. What follows after this ?

Homo. Mr. Darwin goes on, my Lord, through page after
page, telling us, among other things as little to the point,
that, “as Horne Tooke observes, language is an art, like
brewing or baking,” and not an instinct ; that *the sounds
uttered by birds offer in several respects the nearest analogy
to language,” and what he “ cannot doubt” as to the origin
of language ; that ants communicate among themselves
“ by means of their antennz ;” that “we might have used
-our fingers” for speech, but that the loss of our hands,
while thus employed, would have been a serious incon-
venience ; that  the fact of the higher apes not using their
vocal organs for speech, no doubt results from their intel-
ligence not being sufficiently advanced ;” that, in this
respect, they are like those “birds which possess organs fitted
for singing, though they never sing ;” and that the crow
"has “vocal organs similarly constructed ” to those of the

" nightingale, though it uses them merely for ¢croaking.”
He thus wanders from one unimportant point to another,
always avoiding the real point, and then winds up as
follows :—* From these few and imperfect remarks I con-
clude that the extremely complex and regular construction
of many barbarous languages, is no proof that they owe
their origin to a special act of creation. Nor, as we have
seen, does the faculty of articulate speech, in itself, offer any
insuperable objection to the belief that man has been
H2



108 HOMO ®. DARWIN,

developed from some lower form.” (Vol. i. p. 62.) Now, the
question, my Lord, is, not whether languages owe their
origin to a separate act of creation, but whether any inferior
animal possesses “man’s large power of connecting definite
gounds with definite ideas.” Moreover, when Mr. Darwin
says that the faculty of articulate speech, in itself,” does
not ¢ offer any insuperable objection to the belief that man
has been developed from some lower form,” he is begging
the question in dispute.

Lord O. Clearly so. Put in another form, the question
at present is, Does not man’s possession of the faculty
of articulate speech offer an insuperable objection to the
belief that he has been developed from some lower
form ?

Homo. Mr. Darwin, my Lord, ventures to say, ¢ we have
seen that it does not ;” but we have seen nothing of the
kind. Here again his imagination comes into play. First
he imagines a thing ; then he thinks he sees it ; then, that
others see it as well as himself. Finally, he writes it down
a8 a scientific fact, and thus builds up his hypothesis.

Lord C. What points come next ?

Darwin. “ Self-consciousness,” my Lord ; * Individuality,
Abstraction, General Ideas, &c. It would be useless to
attempt discussing these high faculties, which, according
to several recent writers, make the sole and complete dis-
tinction between man and the brates, for hardly two authors
agree in their definitions. Such faculties could not have
been fully developed in man until his mental powers had
advanced to a high standard, and this implies the use of a
perfect language.” (Vol. i. p. 62.)

Homo. If Mr. Darwin, my Lord, had wished to dlscuss
these faculties, he might easily have found definitions which
would bave answered the purpose. But, after giving us



FIFTHE DAY'S SITTING. 109

nine pages on language, without coming to the point, he
gives u3 one page on “these high faculties” which, he tells
us, “several recent writers make the sole and complete
distinction between man and the brutes.” This looks more
like again avoiding & difficulty than boldly meeting it.
Will your Lordship observe, also, that here again Mr.
Darwin is begging the question he professes to discuss?
He takes it for granted that man’s mental powers were
gradually developed, which is just the point now in debate.
He thus, as usual, tries to prove his hypothesis by assuming
it to be true.

Lord C. 1t would be more satisfactory, certainly, if Mr.
Darwin would bring forward proof of the gradual develop-
ment of man’s mental powers. But it would be difficult to
show that we moderns, notwithstanding all the advantages
we unquestionably have over the ancients, possess loftier
mental powers than were displayed by them. Mr. Darwin
will not venture to say that Homer, Plato, Aristotle, and
many others, were not, in this respect, fully abreast of
ourselves,

Darwin. “No one supposes,” my Lord, “ that one of the
lower animals reflects whence he comes or whither he goes
—what is death or what is life—and so forth. But can we
feel sure that an old dog, with an excellent memory and
some power of imagination, as shown by his dreams, never
reflects on his past pleasures in the chase ? and this would
be a form of self-consciousness. On the other hand, as
Biichner has remarked, how little can the hard-worked wife
of a degraded Australian savage, who uses hardly any
abstract words, and cannot count above four, exert her self-
consciousness, or reflect on the nature of her own existence!”
(Vol. i. p. 52.)

Lord C. If your hypothesis is to stand, Mr. Darwin, it
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must be sustained by facts. Now, you are not stating a
fact when you ask, “ Can we feel sure that an old dog never
reflects on his past pleasures in the chase ?” You yourself
merely suppose he does, but are evidently not certain of it.

Homo. Mr. Darwin is thus unable, my Lord, even when
taking the argument his own way, to find self-consciousness
in a dog. The huntsman is self-conscious when he recalls
the events of the chase, and the part he himself took in it,
and discusses them with his friends ; but can Mr. Darwin
himself imagine a hound remembering the circumstances
even of yesterday's chase, and reasoning on them with his
fellow hounds ? Has he ever seen a pack of hounds con-
ferring together on the events of the chase when it is over,
each showing himself conscious, by the tone in which he
barks, of the part he has had init ? As to the hard-worked
wife of the Australian savage, Mr. Darwin does not venture
to deny to her, degraded though she be, the power of
exerting self-consciousness, and reflecting on her own ex-
istence. Even granting that she uses hardly any abstract
words, and cannot count above four, the fact that she does
use some abstract words, and can count four, is sufficient to
prove that she possesses the power of abstraction, and can
form general ideas. She can also do what Mr. Darwin tells
us no one of the lower animals can do—she can reflect on
“whence she comes and whither she goes—what is death
' and what is life, and so forth.” We have here then, on
Mr. Darwin’s own showing, even in the lowest form of
savage life, all the high faculties of which he speaks,—Self-
consciousness, Abstraction, General Ideas, and also Indi-
viduality, for the others imply this; but Mr. Darwin fails
to show even the dawn of any one of these faculties in any
brute whatever.

Darwin. My Lord, “that animals retain their mental



FIFTH DAY'S SITTING. 111

individuality is unquestionable. 'When my voice awakened
a train of old associations in the mind of my dog, he must
have retained his mental individuality, although every
atom of his brain had probably undergone change more
than once during the interval of five years. This dog
might have brought forward the argument lately advanced
to crush all evolutionists, and said, ‘I abide amid all
mental moods and all material changes’” (Vol. i. p. 63.)

Homo. No doubt, my Lord, Mr. Darwin’s dog was the
same dog he had been five years before, but, unquestionably,
the dog did not possess that consciomsness of his own
mental individuality that would have enabled him either to
reflect on it, or to affirm it. Mr. Darwin puts the words,
I abide amid all mental moods and all material changes,”
in his dog’s mouth ; but he cannot suppose either this
thought, or this consciousness, to have existed in the dog’s
mind.

. Lord C. It thus appears, Mr. Darwin, that you cannot
prove any of the inferior animals to be possessed of the
high faculties in question—Self-consciousness, Abstraction,
General Ideas, or Individuality. 'When apes, and dogs, and
horses become capable of absiraction, and can form general
ideas, they will be able to use their powers of reason and
imagination to better purpose than at present.

Darwin. The next point, my Lord, is ¢ The sense qf
beauty. This sense has been declared to be peculiar to
man. But when we behold male birds elaborately dis-
playing their plumes and splendid colours before the
females, while other birds, not thus decorated, make no
such display, it is impossible to doubt that the females
admire the beauty of their male partners.” (Vol. i. p. 63.)

Homo. 1 willingly grant, my Lord, that the beauty of
birds is a source of enjoyment to them, but this is quite a
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different thing from their having such a sense of beauty as
man possesses. A bird can admire only itself, or others of
its own species. Its sense of beauty has a very narrow
range, though, within that range, it serves an evident and
necessary purpose. But is any bird conscious of the beauty
of flowers? Can a peacock, or a peahen, admire, or be
taught to admire, a lily or a rose ? Mr. Darwin himself
says, “ Obviously no animal would be capable of admiring
such scenes as the heavens at night, a beantiful landscape,
or refined music.” ¢ Suach high tastes,” he adds, “are not
enjoyed by barbarians or uneducated persons.” But bar-
barians and uneducated persons may easily be so cultured
as to have these high tastes developed in them. This
is more than can be said of any animal. In animals, the
sense of beauty is but a confined and narrow instinct, which
remains the same age after age ; in man it is a high and
complex faculty, which may be cultured and improved, and
transmitted onwards, purified and refined, from generation
to generation.

Lord C. I think, Mr. Darwin, you must admit that the
sense of beauty which certain animals possess is & mere
unimproveable instinct, operating within a very narrow
range, and incapable of extension beyond that range ; while,
in ‘man, this sense may be so trained as to become one of
the loftiest faculties of his nature. Man can speak not
only of a beautiful bird, or a beautiful flower, or a beautiful
landscape, but of a beautiful poem, a beautiful chain of
reasoning, the beautiful machinery of nature, and so on.
I think you must wait till you find some animal going
-beyond itself and its own species, in its admiration of
beauty, before you compare its sense of beauty with that
possessed by man. What is the next point ?

Darwin. * Belief in God,” my Lord ; “ Religion. There
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is no evidence that man was aboriginally endowed with the
ennobling belief in the existence of an Omnipotent God.
On the contrary, there is ample evidence derived, not from
hasty travellers, but from men who have long resided with
savages, that numerous races have existed, and still exist,
who have no idea of one or more gods, and who have no
words in their languages to express such an idea. This
question is, of course, wholly distinct from that higher one,
whether there exists a creator and ruler of the universe ;
and this has been answered in the affirmative by the highest
intellects that have ever lived.” (Vol. i. p. 65.)

Homo. In what Mr. Darwin has just said, my Lord, he
sets aside the Bible as having any claim whatever to be
regarded as, in any sense, a revelation from God. Yet, if
the highest intellects that ever lived have affirmed the
existence of God, the highest intellects that have had the
opportunity of investigating the question have affirmed the
Bible to be his Word. We are not, however, going to
discuss this question. But I wish to remark that, whether
" or not the Bible contain a revelation from God, even Mr.
Darwin, I presume, will admit that it contains much true
history. Now, in the early records of the Jews, we see a
people who, unquestionably, at a very remote period, were
¢ endowed with the ennobling belief in the existence of an
Omnipotent God,” casting this belief aside, and falling
under the influence of the impure superstitions of the
nations that surrounded them. It is well known, moreover,
that, with a pure and elevating theism in their most ancient
sacred books, the Hindoos rank among the most debased
idolaters in the world. We see also, in cur own country,
that with this “ennobling belief” in the Divine existence
within their reach, multitudes practically disregard and
reject it. I make these remarks, my Lord, to show that,
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if there be races of men so degraded that they have no
knowledge of God, their ignorance arises, far more pro-
bably, from their remote ancestors having lost this know-
ledge, than from man having been originally. destitute of
it. I beg to say, further, that when Mr. Darwin affirms
there is no evidence that man originally possessed this
belief, he is, as usnal, taking for granted what he ought
first to prove.

Lord C. There can be no doubt that many of the highest
intellects that adorn our country would differ most de-
cidedly from Mr. Darwin in his opinion on this question.
Bat is it necessary for us to debate it ?

Homo. Mr. Darwin, my Lord, does not debate it. He
satisfies himself with dogmatically settling it in favour of
his own side of the argument. Disbelieving, if not the
existence of God, yet the intervention of God in human
affairs, and maintaining that man is descended from an
ape, he believes also, of course, that when man emerged
from ape he was a savage. ‘‘The Creator and Ruler of the
universe, whose existence has been affirmed by the highest
intellects that ever lived,” has never thought fit, according
to Mr. Darwin, to reveal himself to the only creature on
this earth capable, in some measure, of comprehending
Him. Man has, all unaided and uncared for by the
“« Omnipotent God,” struggled by his own efforts into the
light and knowledge he now possesses. It is, moreover,
alfogether uncertain that the light which man possesses
on “God” and “religion” is true light, or that his
knowledge on these subjects is based on reality. Such
is the conclusion to which Darwinism points wus, my
Lord! :

Darwin. Allow me, my Lord, to state how it appears to
me that religion has come to exist among men.
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Lord C. By all means, Mr. Darwin ; let us have your
views on this point.

Darwin. “If,” my Lord, “we include under the term
‘religion ’ the belief in unseen or spiritual agencies . . .
this belief seems to be almost universal with the less
civilized races. Nor is it difficult to comprehend how it
arose. As soon as the important faculties of the imagina-
tion, wonder, and curiosity, together with some power of
reasoning, had become partially developed, man would
naturally have craved to understand what was passing
around him, and have vaguely speculated on his own
existence. . . . It is probable that dreams may have firet
given rise to the notion of spirits ; for savages do mnot
readily distingnish between subjective and objective im-
pressions. When a savage dreams, the figures which appear
before him are believed to have come from a distance and
to stand over him ; or ‘the soul of the dreamer goes out
on its travels, and comes home with a remembrance of
what it has seen.” But, until the above-named faculties of
imagination, curiosity, reason, &c., had been fairly well de-
veloped in the mind of man, his dreams would not have

" led him to believe in spirits any more than in the case of a
dog. . . . The belief in spiritual agencies would easily pass
into the belief in the existence of one or more gods. For
savages would naturally attribute to spirits the same
passions, the same love of vengeance or simplest form of
justice, and the same affections which they themselves
experienced.” (Vol. i. pp. 65-67.)

Homo. Let us suppose, my Lord, for the sake of argu-
ment, that such religion as savages possess arose among
them in the way which Mr. Darwin suggests, their dreams
having had much to do with it. Will he now explain how
it has happened that the dreams of dogs and horses—for
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he tells us that they also dream—have not resulted in their
having some kind of religion ? For, be it remembered, my
Lord, that Mr. Darwin is now endeavouring to prove that
the fact of man being capable of religion does not separate
him by an impassable gulf from the lower animals. Is
there evidence, then, that any of the lower animals are
finding their way across the gulf, by this bridge of dreams ?

Lord C. The point at present in debate, Mr. Darwin, is
not how religion at first originated among savages, but
whether the fact of man's capacity for religion does not
show him to be possessed of a mnature in which the lower
animals do not share. The observations you have just
made do not bear on this point. They show, however, that
a belief in the supernatural is present in savages, which
is more than can be said of dogs and horses. They,
certainly, neither believe in the supernatural, nor are
capable of such belief. Hence, religion is with them an
imposgibility.

Homo. Mr. Darwin, my Lord, has told us of one ape
taking a first step in the formation of langnage, and of
another taking a first step in architecture ; can he find, or
even imagine, one taking a first step in religion ?

Darwin. “The tendency in savages,” my Lord, “to
imagine that natural objects and agencies are animated by
spiritual or living essences, is perhaps illustrated by a little
fact which I once noticed : My dog, a full grown and very
sensible animal, was lying on the lawn during a hot and
still day ; but at a little distance a slight breeze occasionally
moved an open parasol, which would have been wholly
disregarded by the dog had any ome stood near it. As it
was, every time that the parasol slightly moved, the dog
‘growled fiercely and barked. He must, I think, have
reasoned to himself in a rapid and unconscious manner,
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that movement, without any apparent cause, indicated the
presence of some strange living agent, and no stranger had
& right to be on his territory.” (Vol. i. p. 67.)

Lord C. The fact you mention, Mr. Darwin, though in-
teresting, does not bear on the question before ns. If you
could show that he reasoned himself into a belief of the
supernatural, it would be a case in point. But why should
you suppose that your dog “reasoned” on this occasion ?
Might he not simply have felt as if the parasol itself,
moving without any apparent cause, were some “strange
living agent ?”

Homo. Will your Lordship allow me to quote here a
passage from an able review of Mr. Darwin’s book, which
recently appeared in The T%mes, and which bears on the
point now before us:— ¢ The nearest approach to reasoning
which Mr. Darwin can adduce is furnished in two analogous
stories respecting dogs. ¢ Mr. Colquhoun winged two wild
ducks, which fell on the opposite side of a stream’ his
retriever tried to bring over both at once, but could not
succeed ; she then, though previously never known to
ruffle a feather, deliberately killed omne, brought over the
other, and returned for the dead bird.” The case is cer-
tainly remarkable; but it appears to me a very hasty
conclusion that the act was rational. The retriever possesses
the instinct of not permitting a bird to escape as well as
the instinct of not injuring it, and her act would seem
simply an instance of one instinct overpowering another.
This interpretation is strongly confirmed by the other
story. In that case two partridges were shot, one being
killed, the other wounded. The latter ran away, and was
caught by the retriever, who, on her return, came across the
dead bird ; she stopped, evidently greatly puzzled, and
after one or two trials. finding she could not take it up
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without permitting the escape of the winged bird, she con-
sidered a moment, and then deliberately murdered it by
giving it a severe crunch, and afterwards brought away
both together. This was the enly known instance of her
ever having wilfully injured any game.” ¢Here,’ says Mr.
Darwin, ¢ we have reason, though not quite perfect, for the
retriever might have brought the wounded bird first, and
then returned for the dead one, as in the case of the two
wild ducks.’ Precisely go ; if she had really reasoned she
would not have killed the duck. But two instinctive
impulses were working in her—one impelling her to bring
both birds, the other impelling her not to let either bird
escape ; and, not being able to reconcile the two by means
of reason, the latter instinct overpowered her habit of not
injuring the game. It is not by such instances that the
result of a wide induction respecting the difference between
the faculties of men and brutes can be overthrown. We
should have been, indeed, in no way surprised if Mr, Darwin
had been able to adduce cases far more difficult of explanation.
Nothing is better recognized than that inferior faculties,
when acting alone, acquire a perfection of development
which enables them in many cases to act even more effi-
ciently than higher faculties. A blind man will perceive by
the mere sense of touch that which the philosopher could
only observe by the aid of & microscope ; and a dog, by his
acute sense of smell, will surpass the utmost exertions of
human sagacity in tracking his prey. Consequently, even
if it could be shown that animals perform certain actions
which men could only perform by the aid of reason, it would
by no means necessarily follow that animals perform them
by its aid. It would be perfectly conceivable that their
power was derived from the development of a lower and
diverse faculty to an extent of which men have on
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experience. Such a consideration is alone enough to show
that the question needs to be treated with infinitely more
care and research than Mr. Darwin has thought worth
while to bestow upon it.”

Darwin. 1 have to say yet farther,” my Lord, ‘“on this
subject, that the feeling of religious devotion is a highly
complex one, consisting of love, complete submission to an
exalted and mysterious superior, a strong sense of de-
pendence, fear, reverence, gratitude, hope for the future,
and perhaps other elements. No being could experience so
complex an emotion, until advanced in his intellectual and
moral faculties to at least a moderately high level. Never-
theless, we see some distinct approach to this state of mind
in the deep love of a dog for his master, associated with
complete submission, fome fear, and perhaps other feelings.
The behaviour of a dog, when returning to his master after
an absence, and, as I may add, of a monkey to his beloved
keeper, is widely different from that towards their fellows.
In the latter case the transports of joy appear to be some-
what less, and the semse of equality is shown in every
action. Professor Braubach goes so far as t6 maintain that
a dog looks on his master as on a god.” (Vol. i. p. 68.)

Homo. Which would imply, my Lord, that the dog has
formed the idea of a god. If Mr. Darwin could show this
to be the case, it would afford some help to his argument.
But though he quotes this professor’s language, and evi-
dently would gladly endorse it if he could, he does not
venture on the absurdity. Professor Braubach should bring
out a dog’s catechism, in which, in reply to the question,
% Who made you ?” the creature should be taught to reply,
¢ My master 1”

Lord C. You do not, Mr. Darwin, mention regard for
truth, purity, and rectitude, as mingling in “the highly
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complex feeling of religious devotion,” of which you speak.
Yet, would not these elements alse have a place in it ?

Homo. In page 182, my Lord, Mr. Darwin speaks of
“the highest form of religion—the grand idea of God
hating sin and loving righteousness.” For this idea he is
of course indebted to the book he so persistently ignores in
discussing this question. I presume he omitted this idea
in the description he has just given of religious devotion,
becanse he intended to exhibit the dog as showing ¢ some
distant approach” to a religious state of mind, and knew
that he would search in vain, in any dog, for the faintest
shadow of hatred to sin and love to righteousness.

Lord C. To bring in this idea here would certainly
encumber his argument. Nevertheless, it must be brought
in, if the whole case is to be before us. Do you object,
Homo, to what Mr. Darwin has just said regarding the
dog—his “deep love for his master, associated with com-
plete submission, some fear, and perhaps other feelings ?”

Homo. By no means, my Lord ; the dog is a most noble
animal, and Mr. Darwin, I think, has spoken quite correctly
regarding him. But he is nothing more than an animal
endowed with instincts that lead him to attach himself to
man. He acts from instinctive impulses, and neither
reflects nor reasons on his conduct. I cannot see that a dog
has any end in view in attaching himself to man, or that
he knows why he does so. I need not say to your Lordship
that the feeling of religious devotion, even as Mr. Darwin
has described it, can arise only from the exercise of reason.
Mr. Darwin himself indeed allows this, for he tells us that
“no being could experience so complex an emotion until
advanced in his intellectual and moral faculties to at least
a moderately high level.” While, in the feelings of a dog
towards his master, then, we see merely the working of

-



FIFTH DAY'S SITTING. 121

instinct ; in the feeling of religious devotion in man, the
loftiest reason comes into play. If a dog’s feelings may
thus, in the case before us, be compared to a man’s, it is
not because they proceed from the working of the same, or
even of similar faculties. The instinct, or—if you will—
the reason of a dog is no more identical with the reason of
a man than a shadow is identical with the substance from
which it is thrown.

Lord C. You have said nothing, Homo, on the grand
idea of hatred to sin and love to righteousness, which wae
proposed to bring into the discassion of this point.

Homo. 1 beg your Lordship’s pardon for the omission.
Of course a dog, or any animal whatever, is utterly inca-
pable either of understanding or feeling the power of this
grand idea. A dog’sattachment to his master is altogether
irrespective of either sin or righteousness. He will be as
much attached to Bill Sikes, if he be his master, as to
William Wilberforce. As to a dog approaching to any-
thing like a conception, or a consciousness of a pure and
righteous God, such a thing should not even be named ; nor
will it be unless by men who have a stronger tendency down-
ward towards communion with the brute creation, than up
towards God.

Lord C. Mr. Darwin, I presume, advances nothing more
than what has come before us to prove that the capacity of
man for religion does not separate him by “ an impassable
barrier from all the lower animals.”

Homo. Nothing more that I am aware of, my Lord. His
gecond chapter concludes with this subject. In his third
chapter he discusses the moral sense.

Lord C. We shall now hear what he has to say regard-
ing it.

Darwin. “1 fully subscribe,” my Lord, ¢ to the judgment

1
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of those writers who maintain that, of all the differences
between man and the lower animals, the moral sense or
conscience ig by far the most important. This sense, as
Mackintosh remarks, ¢ has a rightful supremacy over every
other principle of human action ;’ it is summed up in that
‘short but imperious word ought, so full of high significance.
It is the most noble of all the attributes of man, leading
him without a moment’s hesitation to risk his life for that
of a fellow creature; or, after due deliberation, impelled
gimply by the deep feeling of right or duty, to sacrifice it
in some great cause. Immanuel Kant exclaims, ¢ Duty !
wondrous thought, that workest neither by fond insinuation,
flattery, nor by any threat, but merely by holding up thy
naked “law in the soul,” and so extorting for thyself always
reverence, if not always obedience ; before whom all appe-
tites are dumb, however secretly they rebel ; whenee thy
original 7’” (Vol. i. pp. 70, 71.)

Lord C. 1 heartily assent to your quotations from Mack-
intosh and Kant, and also to your own remark that the
moral sense ¢ is summed up in the short but imperious
word ought ;” but do you find anything answering to the
moral gense or conscience in the lower animals ?

Darwin. « The following proposition,” my Lord, “seems
to me in a high degree probable, namely, that any animal
whatever, endowed with well-marked social instincts, would
inevitably acquire a moral sense or conscience, as soon as
its intellectual powers had become as well developed, or
nearly as well developed, as in man.” (Vol. i pp. 71, 72.)

Lord C. Cannot you give us facts, Mr. Darwin, instead
merely of a proposition which seems to yom in a high
degree probable 7 Your hypothesis should be sustained on
something more substantial than probabilities — proba-
bilities, moreover, which may seem such only to yourself.
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‘Homo. Your Lordship doubtless perceives that, in order
to find these probabilities, Mr. Darwin takes it for granted
that the intellectual powers of an animal possessing social
instincts may become ¢ as well developed,” or nearly as well
developed, “as they are in man.” He thus seems unable
to take a single step towards proving his hypothesis without
taking it for granted.

Lord C. 1 understand you then to admit, Mr. Darwin,
that a moral sense or conscience is impossible unless in a
creature whose intellectual powers are at least nearly as
well developed as man’s.

Darwin. What I say, my Lord, clearly implies this.

Lord C. We are thrown back, then, on your previous
argument, for you have certainly not proved that any
animal possesses intellectnal powers capable of being de-
veloped into anything approaching to equality with those
of man., )

Homo. Your Lordship is perfectly correct. Mr. Darwin
has clearly put himself out of court on this question by
admitting—what, indeed, he cannot help admitting—that a
moral sense is impossible without human reason. But it
may help to bring this case to a more satisfactory settle-
ment if your Lordship will listen while Mr. Darwin states
the process by which he supposes animals may acquire a
moral sense, and while he mentions his views regarding the
nature of the moral sense.

Lord C. 1 am quite ready to hear what Mr. Darwin has
to say on these pointa.

Darwin. What I have to say, my Lord, is this, “Any
animal whatever, endowed with well-marked social in-
stincts, wonld inevitably acquire & moral sense or con-
science, a8 goon as its intellectnal powers had become as
well developed, or nearly as well developed, as in man.

12
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For, Firstly, the social instincts lead an animal to take
pleasure in the society of its fellows, to feel a certain amount
of sympathy with them, and to perform various services for
them. The services may be of a definite and evidently
instinctive nature ; or there may be only a wish and readi-
ness, as with most of the higher social animals, to aid their
fellows in certain general ways. But these feelings and
services are by no means extended to all the individuals of
the same species, only to those of the same association.
Secondly, as soon as the mental faculties had become
highly developed, images of all past actions and motives
would be incessantly passing through the brain of each
individual ; and that feeling of dissatisfaction which in-
variably results, as we shall hereafter see, from an unsatisfied
instinct, weuld arise, as often as it was perceived that the
enduring and always present social instinct had yielded to
some other instinct, at the time stronger, but neither
enduring in its nature, nor leaving behind it a very vivid
impression. It is clear that many instinctive desires, such
a8 that of hunger, are in their nature of short duration ;
and after being satisfied are not readily or vividly recalled.
Thirdly, after the power of language had been acquired,
and the wishes of the members of the same community
could be distinctly expressed, the common opinion, how
each member ought to act for the public good, would
naturally become to a large extent the guide to action.
But the social instincts would still give the impulse to act
for the good of the community, this impulse being strength-
ened, directed, and sometimes even deflected by public
opinion, the power of which rests, as we shall presently
see, on instinctive sympathy. Lastly, habit in the indi-
vidual would ultimately play & very important part in
guiding the conduct of each member; for the social
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instincts and impulses, like all other instincts, would be
greatly strengthened by habit, as would obedience to the
wishes and judgment of the community.” (Vol. i. pp.
71, 78.)

Lord C. And in this way you imagine that from irrational
and irresponsible brutes were developed rational, thought-
ful, and responsible men. But all this is mere supposition,
without even a tittle of evidence to sustain it. . It would
be more to the purpose if you could refer us to any species
of animals which is passing through the process you
describe. Can you point to any instance, among the lower
animals, in which & moral sense or conscience is now being
developed ?

Homo. Mr. Darwin cannot do that, my Lord. “The
common rat,” to which he has referred as having had “all
its faculties habitually exercised ” through man, does not
serve him here ; yet, I believe it is a social animal. No
ape, nor monkey of any kind, gives the least sign of
advancement in this pathway to humanity, which Mr.
Darwin has sketched for them. Even the dog, though, as
Professor Braubach maintains, he is so advanced in intellect
that « he looks on his master as on a god,” refuses his help
on this subject. In vain would Mr. Darwin lecture him on
conscience and the moral sense. All that the poor brute
could do would be to look interested and wag his tail,
pleased at the notice taken of him, and perhaps wondering
what it meant—for, a8 Mr. Darwin tells us, ¢“all animals
feel wonder "—but not one step nearer to the possession of a
conscience or moral sense would he advance. Let Mr.
Darwin try the experiment even with that dog of his,
which <« growled fiercely and barked ” every time that
the open parasol was slightly moved by the wind, ¢ reason-
ing to himself, in a rapid and unconscious manner that
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movement, without any apparent cause, indicated the pre-
sence of some strange living agent, who had no right to
be on his territory,” thus arriving almost at a conception
of the supernatural—let Mr. Darwin, I say, try the ex-
periment even with this ¢ very semsible animal,” and he
will find it vain. ’

Darwin. “It may be well first to premise,” my Lord,
“that I do not wish to maintain that any strictly social
animal, if its intellectual faculties were to become as active
and as highly developed as in man, would acquire exactly
the same moral sense as ours. In the same manner as
various animals have some sense of beauty, though they
admire widely different objects, so they might have a sense
of right and wrong, though led by it to follow widely
different lines of conduct. If, for instance, to take an
extreme case, men were reared under precisely the same
conditions as hive-bees, there can hardly be a doubt that
our unmarried females would, like the worker-bees, think
it a sacred duty to kill their brothers, and mothers would
strive to kill their fertile daughters, and no one would
think of interfering. Nevertheless, the bee, or any other
social animal, would, in our supposed case, gain, as it
appears to me, some feeling of right or wrong, or con-
science. For each individual would have an inward sense
of possessing certain stronger or more enduring instincts,
" and others less strong or enduring, so that there would
often be a struggle, which impulse should be followed, and
satisfaction or dissatisfaction would be felt, as past im-
pressions were compared during their incessant passage
through the mind. In this case an inward monitor would
tell the animal that it would have been better to have fol-
lowed the one impulse rather than the other.” (Vol.i.p.73.)

Lord C. You seem now, Mr. Darwin, to take a different
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view of morality from what you did at the outset. You
have but just spoken of conscience as “ the most noble of
all the attributes of man, leading him, without a moment’s
hesitation, to risk his life for that of a fellow creature.”
Now you suppose it possible that sisters might be impelled
by conscience to murder their brothers, and mothers their
danghters ! ‘

Darwin. This doubtless is *an extreme cage,” my Lord,
but, if men were reared under precisely the same con-
ditions as hive-bees, there can hardly be a doubt that the
members of the same family would think it a sacred duty
to kill one another, and that no one would think of
interfering.

Lord C. You reason in a most extraordinary manner, Mr.
Darwin. You suppose an impossible ease, and you expound
to us & system of morals founded on this impossible case,
which morals are not morals at all, but acts arising from
instinctive impulses, and followed by different feelings
as the animal compares the impressions that pass through
its mind ome with another. But all this is entirely
imaginary.,

Homo. 1 call it reasoning with the imagination, my
Lord, an operation which Mr. Darwin performs with great
facility. But, in his supposed case, the development goes
the wrong way, for it makes man develop into a bee,
instead of making the bee develop into a man. Mr.
Darwin might suppose other cases quite as probable as the
one before ns. He might suppose man reared under pre-
cisely the same conditions as rooks, or jackdaws, or
starlings ; or as dogs, horses, sheep, or rabbits—all of
which animals he goes on to speak of as social in their
habits—and he might exhibit to us a new system of morals
as springing from each case. We should have thus
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rook-morality, and rabbit-morality, and horse and dog-
morality, &c., as well as bee-morality and man-morality. -

Lord C. Such supposed cases do not throw one spark of
light on the question before us—Can any animal whatever
acquire a moral sense or conscience ?

Homo. Very true, my Lord; but they illustrate Mr.
Darwin’s views on morals. There is another passage in his
work bearing on this subject, to which I must beg your
Lordship’s attention. At page 168, treating of ¢ Natural
Selection as affecting Civilized Nations,” he says, “ With
savages the weak in body or mind are soon eliminated,
and those that survive commonly exhibit a vigorous state
of health. We civilized men, on the other hand, do our
utmost to check the process of elimination ; we build
asylums for the imbecile, the maimed, and the sick ; we
institute poor laws, and our medical men exert their utmost
gkill to save the life of every one to the last moment.
There is reason to believe that vaccination has preserved
thousands, who from a weak constitution would formerly
have succumbed to small-pox. Thus the weak members of
civilized societies propagate their kind. No one who has
attended to the breeding of domestic animals will doubt
that this must be highly injurious to the race of man. It
is surpriging how soon a want of care, or care wrongly
directed, leads to the degeneration of a domestic race ; but
excepting in the case of man himself, hardly any one is so
ignorant as to allow his worst animals to breed.”

Lord C. Does Mr. Darwin mean to say then that, in
building asylums for the imbecile, the maimed, the sick;
instituting poor laws ; enforcing vaccination—endeavouring
thus to prolong the lives of our fellow-creatures—we are
directing our care wrongly, and causing a degeneration of
the race of man ?
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Homo. 1 have read what Mr. Darwin says, and must
leave your Lordship to form your own judgment regard-
ing it.

Lord C. Why, had it not been for vaccination, we our-
selves might have fallen victims to small-pox!

Homo. Mr. Darwin might, most assuredly, my Lord.
May I say that I heard it stated lately that Mr. Darwin had
been prevented from attending to some public engagement
by ill health ? Probably that was not the first time he had
suffered in this way. Now, had the process of elimination
been adopted in his own case, his work on “The descent of
man,” might never have been written, and we should not
now be engaged in these proceedings. -

Lord C. 1 think, Homo, you are becoming a little too
personal in making such a remark. It may be questioned,
however, whether, even from a scientific point of view, it
would be wise to disregard the weak and feeble, or have
them put out of the way. Newton himself was born pre-
maturely, and as an infant, was of extremely diminutive
size. Intellectual emergy and physical strength do not
necessarily go together.

Darwin. My Lord, Homo ought in fairness to state what
follows. I add that, “ We could not check our sympathy,
if so urged by hard reason, without deterioration in the
noblest part of our nature. The surgeon may harden
himself whilst performing an operation, for he knows that
he is acting for the good of his patient ; but if we were
intentionally to neglect the weak and helpless, it could
only be for a contingent benefit, with a certain and great
present evil. Hence we must bear without complaining
the undoubtedly bad effects of the weak surviving ana
propagating their kind.” (Vol. i. pp. 168, 169.)

Homo. Would these passages from Mr. Darwin’s work,
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my Lord, be suitable for a lesson-book to be introduced
into our National Schools? Would it help to educate
the rising race in morals, were they led to consider the
case in which it might be a sacred duty with sisters to kill
their brothers ? Would it also tend to strengthen their
compassion for the maimed, the suffering, and the sick,
were they taught that, though their care would be wrongly
directed, if directed towards them, and would tend to the
deterioration of the race, yet they could not check their
feelings of sympathy towards them without deterioration in
the noblest part of their nature ? Would such lessons in
morals, my Lord, given to the rising generation, tend to
their advancement and elevation ?

Lord C. 1 fear it would not be easy to induce any English
constituency to elect Mr. Darwin to the School Board.

Homo. Especially, my Lord, if, in his address to the
electors, he were to quote these passages as setting forth
his views on conscience and morals. The common sense
of Englishmen would revolt from them. Mr. Darwin, my
Lord, has more faith in ¢ Natural Selection,” and in the
process of ¢ Elimination,” by which the weak in body and
mind are gradually killed off—he has more faith in these
procesées as tending to human advancement than he has in
the “ Omnipotent God,” whom he tells us it is ¢ ennobling ”
to believe in. v

Lord C. Are you not rather hard on Mr. Darwin in
saying so ?

Homo. 1 think not, my Lord The whele tendency
of his book is to eliminate the Divine Being from among
bis works, and to set up Natural Selection in his place.
According to Mr. Darwin, the “Omnipotent God” does
nothing, except, perhaps, create at first. He then withdraws
from the universe, and, for aught that appears, goes to
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gleep like the Brahma of the Hindoos. Meanwhile, Natural
Selection, assisted by Nexual Selection and Evolution, steps
in and does the work. We have thus to do, not with the
“ Omnipotent God,” but with the inferior deities discovered
by Mr. Darwin, of whose existence he tells us in his book.
It is they alone who are to be our fear and our dread.

Darwin. I have said, my Lord, that we could not check
the feelings of sympathy towards the weak and helpless
without deterioration in the noblest part of our nature.

Homo. Very true, my Lord, he has said 8o ; but what are
our sympathies, according to him, but merely feelings
which have arisen from the process of Natural Selection,
and which, if we had been reared as hive-bees, would never
have existed in us. And does he not plainly tell us our
sympathies are wrongly directed, and tend to the degenera-
tion of the race, when bestowed on the objects that most
need them ? It had thus been better for our race, on Mr.
Darwin's principles, that we had had no such sympathies as
Natural Selection has unfortunately given us.

Darwin. I have also spoken, my Lord, of “the grand
idea of God hating sin and loving righteousness.”

Homo. Very true, he has, my Lord ; but then, on his
hypothesis, righteousness is not a great, living, necessary
reality, based on the nature of God, and therefore un-
changeable and enduring as God himself ; but a mere
accidental and unstable quality, generated by the social in-
stincts of brutes, and which might have been quite different
from what it happens to be, and led to widely different,
and even opposite lines of conduct, and yet beeu righteous-
ness still. I do not see, for my part, how one can believe
in an “Omnipotent God,” the ¢ Creator and Raler of the
universe,” and in this God as “hating sin and loving
righteousness,” and yet fail to see that the moral sense and
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conscience, in such a creature as man, when rightly
exercised, must have reference to God’s will.

Lord C. Will Homo inform me if he has now anything
farther to advance ?

Homo. Your Lordship has now before you the whole of
the particulars of the libel of which I complain. After
the patient attention given to those particulars by your
Lordship, I shall not attempt a review of the case. I leave
it with your Lordship, satisfied that I shall be indemnified,
8o far as is in your Lordship’s power, for the injury inflicted
on me by the publication of the Defendant’s book. I may
observe, however, that Mr. Darwin’s speculations are in-
jurious also in this way—they lead others who are dissatisfied
with them into speculations of their own quite as wild and
visionary. Some scientific gentlemen are now actually en-
gaged in trying to create life! Other men of science are
not so daring in their experiments, but they are quite as
audacious in their suggestions. They tell us that life may
have been imported into this planet on a meteoric stone!
I suppose, my Lord, that after some meore time has been
vainly expended in searching for the misging links of Evo-
lution, we shall be hearing that the first human pair were
charioted into our world on a shooting star!

Lord C. Speculations on the mystery of life are generally
80 absurd that they speedily refute themselves. It is indeed
possible that germs of life may have been conveyed on
meteoric stones, but that life in our world was thus origin-
ated can never be proved. Besides, such a supposition
does not solve the mystery of life ; it but removes it one

! step back, and renders it more than ever difficult for us to
; deal with, If life was not originated in our world, but
merely imported into it, our naturalists would require to
visit the world where it first appeared before they could be
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competent for dealing satisfactorily with the subject. Yet,
though such speculations are unsatisfactory, probably, it
will only be through speculation and experiment that the
truth will be reached at last. The human mind seeks after
unity in creation—tries to find some definite point from
which all has sprang. My own belief is that the unity and
starting-point of creation will be sought after in vain till
they are sought for in God. To my mind, there is more
light and wisdom in those grand old words of the Psalmist,
“With Thee is the fountain of life”—¢ Thou sendest forth
Thy Spirit, they are created : Thou renewest the face of the
earth "—than there is in all such speculations of philoso-
phers. I will deliver my judgment at our sitting to-morrow.
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SIXTH DAY’S SITTING.

THE JUDGMENT oF Lorp C.

Having carefully considered the evidence that has been
adduced, and having also carefully examined Mr. Darwin’s
- book, I ‘can have mno hesitation in saying that his
hypothesis does not account for the existence of man.
According to that hypothesis we are to believe that all the
varied forms of animal life existing on this earth have been
produced by the action of laws now in operation around us,
from some one, or from a few, primary forms. We are to
- believe that, by minute variations of this form or forms—
which variations went on accumulating, generation after
generation, through a period of time incalculably long—
one species of creature after another has been produced ;
that the larve of ascidians developed into fish ; fish into
amphibians ; amphibians into reptiles and birds ; these
into mammals, including the Old World monkeys, through
which the climax was at last reached in man.

Such hypotheses are not new. They are as old as the
history of human thought. In ancient times men of specu-
lative tendencies discussed the origin of the universe and
of man ; and development and evolution, in one form or
another, were employed to account for what they saw around
them. In more recent times Lamarck supposed species to
have been produced by the operation on organized creatures
of the conditions and circumstances in which they were
placed—the giraffe, for example, as alluded to by Homo,
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acquiring its long neck, and other eorresponding peculi-
arities of its frame, from having to stretch its body in order
to feed on the lofty branches of trees ; and monkeys, I
presume, acquiring their powers of climbing by having to
ascend still higher to find the fruit. To pass over Lord -
Monboddo’s opinions on the origin of man, Mr. Darwin’s
own grandfather, Dr. Erasmus Darwin, is known to have
entertained somewhat similar views. Mr. Darwin has ad- °
vanced on these ideas by introducing Natural Selection as
the primary modifying agent. Starting from the position
of Malthus, with regard to man, Mr. Darwin maintains
that many more living creatures are produced on this earth
than can possibly survive. It is well known, moreover,
that, by what may be called the law of variation, each
living creature produced differs, to some extent, from every
other of its kind. No two human beings are exactly alike,
and these variations extend, not only to the features, but
every separate member and portion of the frame. 8o it is
with the lower animals. Mr. Darwin supposes that those
individuals, in which the variations are of a favourable
character, will be more vigorous, or, at least, more fit for
the conditions in which they are placed ; and that, conse-
quently, in the struggle for existence with their own kind,
with other animals, and with external circumstances, they
will survive in greater numbers, and that, by the laws of
inheritance, they will transmit their peculiarities to their
offspring ; and that thus the struggle for existence, and
the survival of the fittest being continunally renewed, by the
gradual accumulation of favourable peculiarities, through
numerons generations, separate and distinct species are
eventually produced.

The lengthened time—3,000 years at least—during which
coamological speculations have been cherished, has given
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ample opportunity for testing them ; and had the develop-
meni hypothesis been based on fact, and supported by
observation and experience, it must long, ere now, in some
form or other, have found its way to the general belief of
mankind. Within a much shorter period—300 years instead
of 3,000—such theories as those of gravitation, the circula-
tion of the blood, the influence of the moon on the tides,
have established themselves in the convictions of all persons
of intelligence. No views put forth on Evolution, however,
have gained such acceptance, and the idea is entertained
only by some men of speculative mind, through the opera-
tion of tendencies characteristic of the present age. These
facts I take as, at least, primd facie evidence that the
basis of proof is not only insufficient, but unsatisfactory so
far as it goes.

That Mr. Darwin’s hypothesis rests on no stable basis is
shown, moreover, by the fact that he has himself, oftener
than once, shifted its supports. In his earlier works,
Natural Selection was the all-sufficient power by which
everything was accomplished. Through the wide field of
organized existence, from its origin, myriads of ages ago,
until now, Mr. Darwin could see no power in operation but
that of Natural Selection. Not only were Divine wisdom
and purpose unrecognized—except, indeed, that God was
supposed to have at first ¢ breathed life into a few forms
or into one "—but all other laws and powers whatever were
put in abeyance. Natural Selection was the one presiding
Deity in the world of animated and organic existence.

Mr. Darwin now acknowledges himself to have been
mistaken. “I probably attributed too much (he says) to
the action of Natural Selection, or the survival of the
fittest;” and he, therefore, now brings in ¢Sexual Selection,”
with ¢ the nature and constitution of the organism itself,”
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and also “unknown agencies,” as playing an important part
in the production of the changes for which he formsrly
maintained that Natural Selection alone was sufficient to
account. Thus, as Mr. Darwin’s knowledge of the world
of animated nature increases, so does his consciousness of
ignorance as to the powers and processes working in con-
nection with it. He finds life to be & greater mystery than
ever. After the researches of a lifetime, he finds it obsti-
nately refusing to reveal itself to him, and ever retreating
farther and farther from his gaze. And thus he comes to
learn, what all his predecessors have learned, and what,
most probably, his contemporaries also will have to learn—
that there are powers and agencies at work in connection
with life which baffle the keenest pursuit, and that there
is something in “the nature and constitution” of every
living creature which we cannot comprehend. The acknow-
ledged mystery which thus veils life, in its nature and origin,
from human research, shonld induce modesty in those
whose studies lead them to consider it, and restrain
them from the formation of rash and vain hypotheses,
Taking Mr. Darwin’s hypothesis, however, as it is now
presented to us, it is confessedly destitute of anything like
proof. Professor Huxley, with assuredly no bias against
it, yet admits that he can point to no “group of animals,
having all the characters exhibited by species in nature,
that has ever been originated by Selection, whether nataral
or artificial ;”” and Mr. Darwin himself can give us no facts
that prove even the possibility of the evolution for which
he contends. History and the experience of living men
are equally appealed to in vain for help on this subject.
Yet, if this process of “ Selection” be ome which, as Mr.
Darwin contends, is ever going on in nature, it might reason-
ably be expected that some mnmistakeable phenomena in
K
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conpection with it would, some time or other, have forced
themselves on the observation of mankind. It is not pre
tended, however, that anything like this has ever occurred.
and when this consideration is adduced as tending to dis-
prove the hypothesis, refuge is always sought from it in the
enormous periods of time requisite for the formation of new
species. ' ,

There- is one consideration which, so far as I am aware,
has not been urged in connection with this branch of
the argument. Why are enormous periods of time re-
quired for the production of mew species, but that there
may be numerous successive generations, each of which may
be supposed to have advanced on its predecessors ? Now
it is clear that, in the case of numerous animals, the period
" «f time required for this purpose would be much less than in
the case of man. We may suppose that three generations
of men are produced in a century. This would give ninety
generations in 3,000 years, which may be regarded as the’
historic period in connection with this subject. Bat, within
the same period, we must have had not less than 3,000
generations of those numerous species of creatures which
produce & fresh progeny every year, or even oftener than
that. There have thus been 8,000 successive generations
«of many of the lower animals within a period during which -
men may have been expected to observe and record any
remarkable changes occurring among them. What, then,
is the sum of the changes which Mr. Darwin is able to point
to within the historic period as tending to prove his
hypothesis ? It amounts absolutely to nothing ! Yet Mr.
Darwin tel's us that Natural Selection is a kind of god that
never slumbers nor sleeps ; that scrutinizes everything; is
ever selecting what is useful and profitable, in anmimal
existence, and preserving it, that it may be transmitted to
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future generations ; and that, through the¥e accumulated
and inherited useful variations in mnimal life, new species
are developed.

Take the case, then, of any species of animal which pro-
duces young within & year of its birth. 'We have references
in the writings of ancient naturalists to many of them.
'We have pictures of them on ancient monuments. We find
skeletons of them in ancient tombs, and in mounds and
caves. There are thus many animals living now which can
be compared with their progenitors of the 8,000th genera-
tion back. Can Mr. Darwin show, then, in the case of
any one of them, that, by successive variations accamulated
during 8,000 generations, it has sensibly advanced towards
some higher form ? Can he show that 8,000 generations
have, in any instance, done aught towards proving the
truth of his hypothesis ? It appears that he canno* point
to a single such case as yielding him support. 3,000 gene-
rations have done literally nothing for his hypothesis, If
80, neither would 80,000, nor 800,000 ; for, as Homo truly
remarked, if you multiply nothing by a million, it will be
nothing still.

Taking this view of the histerical period, such evidence
as it affords does not assist Mr. Darwin’s hypothesis. But
what of experiments made by naturalists—Natural Selection
aided by human reason ? Men have long been engaged in
the breeding of cattle. We have records of human skill
and ingenuity in this department during a lenger period
than 3,000 years. We know, moreover, that domestic
animals, and animals dependant on man, can easily be
modified. Important modifications have been produced
even within the present century. But has anything been
accomplished towards the production of a new species ?
Professor Huxley, somewhat reluctantly it would appear,

K 2
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answers “ No.” Even by crossing different species, nothing
has been effected. The curse of sterility rests on all
creatures produced beyond the bounds set by Nature. They
are unable to propagate their kind. Thus, so far as ob-
servation and experiment go, they are both against Mr.
Darwin.

The appeal to geology is equally vain. Though, if Mr.
Darwin’s hypothesis be true, there must have been a series
of forms graduating from some lower form, not only up to
man, but ap to every kind of creature at present living on
the earth, no one of these series of forms can be found ;
nor even sach a portion of one of them as to afford ground
for belief that the series was a reality.

If & few successive links in some one of these innumer-
able chains of descent could be produced, they would
speak, so far, convincingly on behalf of Mr. Darwin’s
hypothesis. But, of the myriads of successive links, in
myriads of chains of animal descent which must have
existed if this hypothesis be true, not even two links can
be produced which so fit as to show that they once were
joined. I am aware that Professor Huxley, in a lecture
delivered by him on ‘The Pedigree of the Horse,” stated
that the rocks show transitional forms, but he would entirely
fail in attempting to prove that the horse is descended from
any form different from itself. -

There are thus absolutely no facts either in the records
of geology, or in the history of the past, or in the expe- -
rience of the present, that can be referred to as proving
evolution, or the development of one species from anothe:
by selection of any kind whatever. Mr. Darwin himself is
8o conscious of this that the whole of the evidence he
adduces in proof of his hypothesis is derived from those
puints of similarity that exist between the bodily structure
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of man and that of the lower animals. It appears to me
that his argument, founded on the existence of those
resemblances, has been fairly and satisfactorily answered.
As man possesses an animal nature, and has to live on this
earth, it is not strange that his bodily frame should be
constructed after the model of other animals.

As to Mr. Darwin’s argument from the resemblances
between the embryos of man and those of the lower animals,
it is sufficient to reply to it that, as there are resemblances
in their bodily structures when mature, there must neces-
sarily be resemblances in them when in process of develop-
ment. We have the authority of Professor Owen for
affirming that  the embryo ” of man * does not pass through
the lower forms of animals,” and in the drawing which
Mr. Darwin produces to show the similarity between the
embryos of man and dog, the differences are so apparent as
to make one wonder how he could have imagined that such
an exhibition would help his argnment.

He points us, moreover, to the existence of what he
calls “rudimentary structures” in the human body—
structures which are found fully developed only in some of
the lower animals; and he attributes the occasional
existence of such structures in man to a tendency in him
to ““revert” to the type of some ancient progenitor. The
instances which he adduces, however, are so trivial and
uncertain that I am amazed they could aid in justifying,
even to his own mind, the astounding inference that the
ape is father to the man. They are sufficiently accounted
for, to my mind, by a reference to the unity of conception
and plan traceable among the whole of the mammalia, and
to the fact that the variations of structure that occur in the
human body are almost innumerable. Mr. Darwin has
told us of “558 muscular variations in thirty-six subjects,”
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and of “a gingle body presenting the extraordinary number
of twenty-five distinct abnormalities.” If all these varia-
tions and abnormalities were in the direction of the
monkey, and the body of man was thus manifesting a con-
stant tendency toward the monkey type, there would be
some show of reason for seeking its origin in that quarter ;
but when it is only occasionally—I may say, rarely—that
the variations in question glance towards the simian tribe,
and when it is but a very few out of the large number of
these variations that do so, to argue from so trivial a
circumstance that man iz descended from the ape, is an
abuse both of logic and common sense.

Besides, if a few of those variations look towards the ape,
in what direction do the many look? It is not pretended
that they also point us downward. Are they pre-intima-
tions, then, of seme higher form yet to be developed from
man ? In writing regarding those cases which he ealls
“ reversions,” Mr. Darwin should have kept in mind his
own words, “ With respect to the causes of variability, we
are, in all cases, very ignorant.” But he invariably forgets
those words when, now and then, he meets with some
variation which he imagines points in the direction of the
brate. Then, he knows the canse perfectly! It lies in the
fact that we are descended from apes! Mr. Darwin should
be more consistent. I think, therefore, that, until we know
more about those ‘causes of variability,” of which, as he
tells us, “we are in all cases very ignorant,” or until we
have some more reliable evidence of the truth of his
hypothesis, we must, in all fairness, set down those in-
stances which he quotes as proving our descent from the
lower animals, as instances, not of reversivn, but of simple
variation.

It will not be necessary for me to refer at any length to
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the changes, or series of changes, through which Mr. Darwin
supposes the “ape-like progenitors of man” to have entered
on this fatherly relation. The account he gives of the
matter certainly does not lack romance, for, while ¢some
ancient member in the great series of the Primates”
becomes strangely plastic, Nature also hecomes plastic, and
in such a way as to assist in the transformation. There is
a change in this creature’s “ manner of procuring sub-
sistence, or a change in the conditions of its native country.”
Perhaps the climate changes ; it blows cold instead of hot ;
or it grows fewer trees ; or such fruits as are produced are
not tempting enough to the creature’s taste. However this
may be, it becomes convenient for the creature to *live
somewhat less on trees and more on the ground,” and
hence to ‘become either more strictly quadrupedal or
bipedal.” One might suppose that the former direetion,
as being the easier of the two, would be chosen, in
which case it would simply revert to a former type,
its ancestors having been quadrupeds ; but somehow it
takes the bipedal direction, and having ceased to climb
trees, begins to climb up towards man. Everything
conspires to help its progress. As the conditions of its
native country have changed, its bodily stracture changes
to correspond with them. Before this creature, or rather,
I should say, its progeny, can attain to intelligent and
civilized manhood, they must pass through the savage state.
They must therefore become able to *manufacture weapons,”
to “hurl stones and spears with a true aim,” “to defend
themselves with stones or ciubs, to attack their prey, or
otherwise obtain food.” It will therefore be ¢ advantageouns”
to them “to become more and more erect or bipedal.”
“Both arms and the whole upper part of the body should be
free” Tney “must, for this end, stand firmly on their
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feet.” These creatures, therefore, ‘ assume the erect
attitude!” Their feet are “rendered flat, and the great
toe peculiarly modified, though this has entailed the loss
of the power of prehension.” The hands, now used less for
such rough work as climbing trees, acquire a human
delicateness of touch. “The pelvis” is “made broader,
the spine peculiarly curved, and the head fixed in an altered
position.” The brain increases in size, and rational intellect
is developed. They become *divested of hair for orna-
mental porposes,” and at iength the tail—now a rather
inconvenient appendage of the brute—is somehow got rid
of, leaving only a “few basal and tapering segments,”
which “become completely embedded within the body.”
Thus, from the ape, by a series of * insensible” gradations,
there rises, at length, the man! Such, at least, expressed in
very nearly his own words, is Mr. Darwin’s avowed belief.

It would be humiliating, though curious, were Mr.
Darwin’s hypothesis true, to reflect on the strange and
merely animal contingencies on which the existence of the
human race has depended. If the bolily stracture of some
ancient member of the Primates had not been wonderfully
plastic ;—if he had not wooed and won for himself a mate of
like plastic frame ; if their posterity had not inherited
their plastic qualities ; if there had not becn a change in
their manner of procuring subsistence, or in the conditions
of their native couantry ; if they had not thus become some-
what less arboreal in their habits; if they had not then
begun to change in a bipedal, and not in a quadrupedal
direction ; if any one of these contingencies had not
occurred, the human race had never existed ; there would
still have been the hairy quadruped, with tail and pointed
ears, living on the trees of African forests, but man, *the
wonder and glory of the universe,” had not come forth to
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subdue the world and fill it with monuments of his art
and skill. There would have been no naturalist devoting
a life-time to the study of the instincts, and habits, and
anatomy of the lower animals ;- fancying he has discovered
that he himself, instead of having a celestial origin, is one
in nature with those lower animals, and sprung from the
same primal stock : hence, searching among extinct brute
species for his pedigree ; persuading himself, and trying to
persuade others, that he has found it ; and then writing
down the links of which he imagines the chain of his descent
to be composed, though he is unable to find a fossil
skeleton, or even a fossil bone, to prove that any one of
those links is a reality !

Those who accept Mr. Darwin's account of the descent of
man must accept along with it not a little that is, if
possible, even more incredible. For example, while a

. certain monkey race has, by a series of insensible gradations,
occurring during a period of enormous length, developed
. into man, other monkey races, during a yet longer period,
have remained monkeys, making no progress whatever !
Mr. Darwin, I presume, would maintain that at least half
a million of years have passed since man emerged into
humanity from the last of his ape-like progenitors. How
far remote, then, must be the time when the ape from
which man has descended, branched away from the stem of
"the Old World monkeys! Bat during this period—so long
that, to us, it is practically an eternity—Old World monkeys
have remained Old World monkeys, with the solitary
exception of that wonderful member of the ancient series of
the Primates, witk his plastic frame, of which Mr. Darwin
catches “ an obscure glance” through the dim vista of ages.

In accepting Mr. Darwin’s hypothesis then, we must

believe that, since this creature, millions upon millions of



" 146 "HOMO 9. DARWIN.

ages ago, began its journey from monkeyhood to humanity,
there have been none of his relatives either among the Old
World monkeys or the New World monkeys that have had
the capacity or the ambition to imitate his example ; or that,
if any there were, they perished in the attempt! Perhaps,
as in the case of Mr. Darwin’s ape, the progeny destroyed
the parents, in other cases the parents may have destroyed
the progeny. At all events, while the stem of Old World
monkeys and the stem of New World monkeys survives
and flourishes to the present day, no branch proceeding
from either of them has been so favoured, except the branch
that has blossomed into man. Such being the ease, then,
0ld World monkeys and New World monkeys having, om
Mr. Darwin’s own showing, continued to be Old World and
New World monkeys for millions upon millions of ages,
in spite of the constant watchfulness and incessant and
powerful working of Natural Selection—Mr. Darwin’s god
that never slumbers nor sleeps—can it be believed that this
ancient mémber of the Primates ever existed to secede from .
their society and cross the gulf which now separates all of
them from man? I should hope, for the credit of our
common rationality, that there are but few of *the younger
and rising naturalists” who possess credulity enough to
accept such a belief.* .

If Mr. Darwin thus fails on the field of Natural Hxstory,

# The writer has just had his attention drawn to the followmg
notice in The Academy, of September 1at, 1871. The fact men-
tioned greatly strengthens the position taken above.  Fossil Bats.—
At the meeting of the British Association, Professor Van Beneden, of
Louvain, rcad a paper on ‘The Bats of the Mammoth Period com-
pared with existing species.” The learned Professor, afier devoting
much study to the remains of species collected in the caves of Belgium,
finds that they do not differ in any way from those now existing in
the same country.”
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though so.familiar with it, it is not wonderful that he
should fail yet more signally in attempting to show that
* there is no fundamental difference between man and the
higher mammals in their mental faculties.” By an unfortu-
nate omission he does not tell us what, in his view, would
constitute sach a difference. Now, not to refer again to
the question as to the difference between reason and instinct,
it may be fairly maintained that, whatever mental faculties
the higher mammals may possess—even granting that they
possess all Mr, Darwin would contend for—if it be the case
that man possesses, besides those faculties, other higher
mental faculties of which they exhibit mot the slightest
trace, here we have a difference that is both fundamental
and vital. But,on Mr. Darwin’s own admission, this is
the case. While he fails to show that any one of the lower
animals exercises self-consciousness, or possesses the power
of abstraction, or is able to form general ideas, or is capable
of progressive tmprovement, or has “man’s large power of con-
necting definite sounds with definite tdeas,” he does not omit
to tell us that “ no one supposes that any one of the lower
animals reflects on whence he comes and whither he goes,
what is life, and what is death, and so forth.” But why do
not the lower animals exercise such reflection ? Clearly
because no one of them possesses those mental powers by
which man is able so to reflect. This power of reflection,
and of taking action as the result of such reflection, is one
of the grand distinguishing characteristics of man. Mr.
Darwin thus contradicts himself. He first tells us that
“there is no fundamental difference between man and the
higher mammalg in their mental faculties,” and then he
points us to where such a difference lies! ¢ Such a dif-
ference has no existence,” he says; “none whatever ;” then,
after a vain attempt to throw a veil of mist over the point,

-
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it shines out so clearly, even to himself, that he is forced
to exclaim, ¢ Lo, here it is, after all1”

This ¢ fundamental difference” appears again in Mr.
Darwin'’s utter failure to show that any one of the lower
animals is capable of conceiving the thought of God, of
eternity, or of immortality ; of exercising the *highly
complex feeling of religious devetion,” or possessing “the
grand idea of God hating sin and loving righteousness.”
Why does man possess this capacity while all the lower
animals are not only entirely destitute of it, but have
manifestly no tendency in them to develop it ? There can
be but one answer to this question. While man possesses
an animal nature, he possesses also a higher nature, endowed
with higher faculties, in which none of the lower animals
share. Even admitting, then, that some of the infericr
animals possees such faculties as Mr. Darwin contends for—
imitation, attention, memory, curiosity, wonder, &c.—they
are but brute faculties after all. They are the faculties of
creatures whose nature is essentially and fundamentally
inferior to that of man—faculties, therefore, which can be
exercised only on the low and limited level on which the
brute lives and moves and has its being. There is thus all
the difference in mental facnlty between man and the
highest of the lower animals, that there is between a nature
that is rational and a nature that is irrational ; between a
creature that is under a law of force and impulse, and one
that is under a law of motive and moral obligation and
duty ; & creature limited in its capacity for improvement,
and one capable of endless progression; a creature whose
aims and impulses all relate to the body and that cannet
possibly conceive the thonghts of God, accountability,
retribution, immortality, eternity—and a creature that can
derive its motives and aime from unseen spiritual realities,
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and that can hold high and blessed fellowship with
God.

If Mr. Darwin made a mistake in carrying his hypothesis
into the domain of mind, he has made & yet greater
istake in carrying it into that of conscience and the moral
sense, for, as he himself informs us, this sense iz possible
only where there is human reason. ‘Any animal what-
ever,” he says, “endowed with well-marked social instincts
would inevitably acquire a moral sense or conscience as
soon as its intellectual powers had become as well developed,
or nearly as well developed, as in man.” Bat if an animal
must thus become an intellectual creature before it can
become & moral creature, Mr. Darwin must show that such
intellectual development is possible to it, before his argu-

"ment can have the least weight. As we have just seen,
however, he not only fails to show that brute intellect is
essentially the same as human intellect, but indicates
various points of fundamental difference between them.

I should be justified, therefore, in altogether declining to
notice what he says in this part of his subject, and would
certainly do so, were it not for the very serious error
involved in the views he puts forth, and the very serious
consequences that must result should those views find their
way into the popular mind. According to Mr. Darwin, con-
science is based on the social animal instincts, and is merely
the result of their fuller development in an animal in which
the mental faculties are being developed as well. But he
tells us further that he does ‘“not wish to maintain that
every strictly social animal . . . would acquire exactly the
same morsl sense as ours ;” that, “to take an extreme case,
if men were reared under precisely the same conditions as
hive-bees, there can hardly be a doubt that our unmarried
females would think it a sacred duty to kiil their brothers,
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and mothers would strive to kill their fertile danghters ;
and no one would think of interfering !” What is this but
to tell us that there is no stable and unchanging rule of
duty ; that our notions of right and wrong are merely the
result of the conditions under which we have lived, and
would, under other conditions, be entirely different from
what they are ; nay, that we might have been so reared that
family murder would be a “sacred duty,” and that a mother
would be fuifilling her highest moral and social obhgat.lons
in taking the life of her hapless babe !

It is easy to see how such sentiments may be abused, and
how, under the stimulus of such Malthusian notions as
Mr. Darwin has imbibed, and on which, indeed, his book
is largely based, a more convenient mode of getting rid of
our surplus population, or preventing its increase, might be
advocated and introduced. Mr. Darwin seems darkly to
hint at' something of the kind when he tells us how, among
s gavages, the weak in body and mind are soon eliminated,”
that is—to express it in plain English—*#illad off, if not by
murder, by cruelty and neglect ; while those who ¢ survive
commonly exhibit a vigorous state of health ;” that we
civilized men ¢ check the process of elimination” by our
agylums, hospitals, poor laws, medical skill, vaccination,
&c.; that “thus the weak members of civilized society
propagate their kind ;” that, “ except in the case of man
himself, hardly any one is so ignorant as to allow his worat
animals to breed ;” and that all this is ‘“highly injurious
to the race of man!” ‘

Such were formerly the private sentiments of Mr. Darwin.
They are now his advanced opinions—the scientific teaching
which he offers to the British public—the new and better
light which he has discovered by his life-long studies of
animal existence, and which he holds up to guide us into a
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more excellent way. He tells us indeed that “we could
not check our sympathy” towards the poor, and weak, and
suffering, “ withoat deterioration in the noblest part of our
nature ;” but what avails such a hint when he puts into the
mouths of such as might be disinclined to take it, such a
reply as the following to the promptings of any kindly
impulses of their nature ?—the exercise of them would
be “highly injurious to the race of man.” ‘
If such sentiments were generally adopted — which,
happily, we have little reason to fear—in the course of a
few generations they wounld assaredly open the flood-gates:
of irreligion and immorality in our land, and cause such an
outburst of selfi-hness and impiety as would overturn our
social institutions from their lowest foundations, and intro-
duce a moral disorder and anarchy wuich might be long in
passing away. Such a change has been brought about in
France by the working of a false and irrational religion on
the one hand, and by the rash specnlations of (so-called)
philosophers and men of science on the other ; and what
has occurred in France is possible in England. We cannot
reasonably expect a people to be better than the God they
believe in. To be like the object of their faith and worship
is about as high an ambition as can influence them. Let
our countrymen, then, learn to believe in the deity which
Mr. Darwin introduces to them—Iet them discard the God
and Redeemer of Christianity for the powcrs which he tells
them have founded and built up the rational world—Natural
Selection and Sexual Selection—and what could we expect
as the result but the upturning of the foundations of both
religion and morality ; the destruction of all that is pure,
and gentle, and loving, and sympathetic in the relations of
life as they at present subsist among us ; and the substitu-
tion of force, and passion. and cunning, for benevolence and
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gelf-restraint. There would then be a case of what Mr.
Darwin might regard as “reversion” indeed ; civilized men
would become civilized savages, and the world would go
back into the darkness of the deepest moral night.

I can have no wish to charge Mr. Darwin with atheism,
but, certainly, his work now before us, while it speaks of
‘& Creator and Ruler of the universe,” and of the question
as to his existence having been “answered in the affirmative
by the highest intellects that have ever lived,” contains no
clear and definite acknowledgment of belief in Him as
cherished by Mr. Darwin himself. Practically, Darwinism
—a8 it has been called—in this latest exposition of it, is
atheism, and atheism of the most dreary and hopeless kind.
If it does not deny God, it ignores God. Its tendency is to
remove the Divine Being entirely from the view of man,
and to lead to disbelief in his having any connection what-
ever with, or interest in, human affairs. The world is given
up by Him to the hard, conscienceless, unsympathetic power
and rule of Natural Selection. There is no beneficent pro-
vidence.* For anything that God now does in the province
of Nature and of man, there might as well be written over
it, “ No God is here.” If man come to have ¢ the idea of
a universal and beneficent Creator of the universe,” it is
not “until he has been elevated by long-continued calture.””
If “the feeling of religious devotion” inspire man, it is
but the result of the development in him of faculties
which the lower animals possess as well as himself ;—for,
“in the deep love of a dog for his master” *“we see
*In reply to Professor Asa Gray, Mr. Darwin maintains that, although
we might wish to find proof that a beneficent providence had guided
the evolution of animal forms, we have no evidence that a beneficent
providence has done so even in the case of man himself. See the

closing sentences of Mr. Darwin’s work on “The Variation of Animals
#22d Plants under Domestication.”
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some distant approach td this state of mind.” On Mr.
Darwin’s hypothesis, Divine benevolence, if it exist at all,
has never been exercised towards man ; Divine revelation is
a fable; man is an inscrutable mystery ; he is an enigma,
insoluble even by himself; his hope of immortality is a
dream !

I must add to what I have said that, in my judgment,
Homo himself is not free from error. He seems anxions to
uphold “the dogma of separate creations,” as Mr. Darwin
calls it. But this is not—though Homo seems to think
so—a dogma contained in the Bible. I read there, after
the formation of the heavens and the earth, of but one
separate act of creation, and that has reference to man.
Scripture nowhere teaches that the Divine Being created
each kind of creature separately. In the first chapter of
Genesis He is represented as issuing the command, Let
the waters bring forth abundantly the moving creature that
hath life, and fowl that may fly above the earth in the
open firmament of heaven.” ¢Let the earth bring forth
the living creature after his kind, cattle, and creeping
thing, and beast of the earth after his kind : and it was
80.” Farther light is given in the words, “ The Spirit of
God moved ” brooded * upon the face of the waters,” as the
source and fountain of life. While the inferior creatures
are thus summoned into existence by God, man is repre-
sented as having been created separately—by himself. We.
read concerning him, “ And the Lord God formed man
of the dust of the ground, and breathed into his nostrils
the breath of life ; and man became a living soul”” But
no one would understand these words as meaning that the
Divine Being appeared visibly upon this earth, and that,
taking a handful of its dust, he moalded it into human
form, and then breathed into it the spirit of life. All that

L
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we can rightly deduce from such language is this: man
has derived existence from God ; his body was formed by
Divine power from the material of the earth which he
inhabits ; the life inspiring him has come from his
Creator. We are told nothing of the forces by which
Divine power wrought in building up the material structure
of man. Any such reference would have been unsuitable
for the time in which those writings were prepared, and for
those into whose hands they were first to come. Kingsley
has well remarked that, if Scripture had spoken of the
material world, and of its creation, in language that would
have been unintelligible to early man—and it would have
done 50, had it spoken in the language of modern science—
it could not have spoken of unseen things 80 a8 to com-

mand his belief.
One expression used in the sacred narrative is worthy of

special consideration. Of the various creatures summoned
into existence, each is said to be *“after kis kind,” words
which seem to imply that, from the first, each species was
distinct from every other. It was a “kind” by itself.
There is nothing in the analogy of nature that would lead
us to regard such a conclusion as untrue. It is well known
that some sixty-four or sixty-five different elements enter
into the composition of the inorganic world. Why may it
not be supposed then that many different kinds of life have
wrought in the building up of the organic world—the world
of living things—of plants, and animals, and men ? If all
the different kinds of matter that exist could be traced to one
primordial element, this would give an a priori probability
‘to the supposition that all-the different kinds of living
creatures we see around us have sprung from one primal
germ ; but, hitherto, chemists have attempted such a
reduction of the primary elements of matter in vain. They
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cannot make out oxygen to be anything other than oxygen,
or gold to be anything other than gold. So with the
remaining elements ; each differs essentially from all the
others. Why then may we not suppose the life that ani-
mates each species of living creature to be a kind by itself,
esgentially distinct from every other ?

It is true we do not know what life is—that mysterious
principle which binds together inorganic elements into
organized and living forms. The anatomist cannot take it
upon his scalpel, and sabject it to examination ; but that life
exists in different kinds seems evident enough. It will
hardly be affirmed that vegetable life is the same in
kind with animal life. On what ground then can it be
maintained that the life of one species of plant or animal
is identical with the life of every other species, and that
_ species differ, not ab origine, but merely from development ?
Such an assertion may be made, but cannot be proved ; nor,
when we consider more closely, does it appear to wear even
the semblance of truth.

It is well known that not only does the blood of man differ
from that of any kind of lower animal, but that, so far as
examination has been carried, the blood of each species
of animal differs from that of every other species. The
microscope and chemical analygis clearly reveal this fact.
This difference, moreover, is not confined to the blood ; it
extends to the other fluids and secretions of the body, and
algo to the minute structures of which it is made up. The
farther research is carried, the more numerous and remark-
able are these differences found to be.* It is a fact which
may be most clearly proved, that, while the different

* Those who wish to see the facts here referred to more fully stated
and discussed, should consult an able article in The British Quarterly
Review for October, 1871.
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creatures that exist start from germs which no kind of
analysis hitherto employed enables us to distinguish from
each other ; each species, soon after development, begins to
diverge from every other on a pathway of its own, forming
for itself a diffent kind of blood, secreting different fluids,
weaving different tissues, and, at length, appearing in a
different form. In this form it manifests instincts which
differ from those of every other species; it manifests different
mental qualities, different habits, and different dispositions ;
at length it dies bequeathing its specific differences to its
kind, All the efforts of man to obliterate the peculiarities
of any one species, or blend two different species together
in permanent union, or originate a new species from a
union of two, have signally failed. Species persist, and so
far as appears, always have persisted, in retaining their
peculiarities and their essential distinctness, and thus seem
to -proclaim regarding themselves what is written of them
in the record in Genesis : ““ We are each ¢ after kis kind.'”

I may suggest, though I do so with the utmost diffidence,
that the primary germs, from which different species have
sprung, were originally produced by the * &rooding of the
Spirit of God on the face of the waters,” mentioned in
Genesis i. 2. These germs lay at first in the womb of the
mother earth, potentially the future tribes that were to
inherit it. ¥rom these germs the various kinds of living
creatures were afterwards brought into animate existence
by some peculiar exercise of Divine power, into the nature
of which it is vain for us to inquire. The account thus given
in the sacred narrative is certainly as consistent with the
discoveries of modern science as that suggested by Mr.
Darwin, when he speaks of ¢life, with its several powers,
as having been originally breathed by the Creator into a
few forms, or into one.”
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The Darwinian notion of man’s having had a series of
bestial progenitors ig certainly irreconcilable with the sacred
narrative of Genesis, as it is also with those fundamental
ideas of Revelation—the Fall, and the Redemption of Man.
‘Whether it is consistent with any form of religion, I need
not here consider; but it is utterly inconsistent with
Christianity. I am aware that an attempt has been made
to modify Mr. Darwin’s hypothesis with respect to man.
It has been suggested that, though man’s body may have,
for the most part, a brutish origin, yet that Divine power
may have miraculously interfered to strip it of its hairy
covering, to increase the size of the brain, and produce
other changes. Such an idea—in itself ridiculous—if it be
intended to reconcile Mr. Darwin’s hypothesis with Chris-
tianity, is useless and futile. Revelation clearly supposes
man’s pristine, God-derived. purity, and the possibility of
his being restored to that purity again. It teaches that
man was created in the image of God, and that that iniage
may again be impressed on him. Few will deny the possi-
bility of this as to man. It is utterly inconceivable in the
case of the brute. I very deeply regret that Mr. Darwin
should think otherwise.

I can now have no hesitation in pronouncing the
Defendant guilty with respect to the charge made agairst
him by Homo, and, consisdering the injurious consequences
likely to result from Mr. Darwin’s statements, I award to
the Plaintiff—

Homo. My Lord, will you allow me to say that, as your
Lordship has so clearly shown the justness of my cause,
and as I am not influenced by any vindictive feeling toward
Mr. Darwin, I shall be amply satisfied if he will publish a
retractation of the libel, and also of the errors which his
book contains,
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Lord 0. Tt is not for me to object to such an arrange-
ment. I will therefore defer the award which I was about
to make, in order that Mr. Darwin may have time to re-
consider the matter, and to frame—as I trust he will—
an ample and complete retractation. Should he still con-
tinue his studies in Natural History, he will do well hence-
forth to confine himself to that department in which he has
hitherto been so successful. By all means let him go on
collecting facts, but let him see that what he records as facts
are sufficiently verified. Seeing, however, that his attempts
at theorising have been so unsatisfactory, and might lead
to such deplorable results, let him now put a restraint on
his imagination. I hope he will henceforth take for his
motto, the words of one of the most illustrious philosophers
which England or the world has ever produced, *Nox
FINGO HYPOTHESES.”




APPENDIX.

MAN versus APE.

Tuis controversy, which was carried on in the Eastern Daily Press, originated
in a paper read in March, 1872, before the Victoria Institute, London, by Dr.
Bateman, of Norwich, entitled * Darwinism Tested by Recent Researches in
Language.”

After a brief review of the leading' features and general purport of *The
Descent of Man,” and some comments on Mr. Darwin’s statement that the
difference in mental faculty between man and certain of the lower animals was
one of degree only, and not of kind, Dr. Bateman stated that his object was to
prove that, in the faculty of articulate speech, man does possess a distinctive
attribute of which not a trace can be found in the ape, or in any one of .the
lower animals—an attribute of such a character as to manifest the existence of
an immeasurable gulf between them. After stating what he understood by the
term language, he proceeded to show that language was the exclusive preroga-
.tive of man; that there was no analogy between the pantomimic and other
forms of expression peculiar to animals, and human articulate speech, and
asserted that language was the Rubicon which no brute could possibly pass.

He then proceeded to discuss the question as to the seat of speech, observing
that as the remarkable similarity between the brain of man and that of the ape
could not be disputed, if the seat of human speech could be positively traced ta
any particular part of the brain, the evolutionist might say that, although the ape
could not speak, he possessed the germ of that faculty, and that a time might
come when, by the process of evolution, the speech-centre would become more
developed, and the ape would speak—in fact, would become a man! In reply
to this hypothetical statement, he showed that none of the various opinions main+
tained as to the seat of language would stand the test of an impartial scrutiny,
and mentioned instances where persons could talk when the presumed seat of
speech was invaded by an enormous tumour, utterly disorganised by disease, or
destroyed by a pistol-shot !
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With these facts before him, he asked whether speech might not be an attri-
bute of our nature, the comprehension of which was beyond the limits of our finite
minds. He illustrated his meaning by alluding to a passage in Plato’s dia-
logue on the “Immortality of the Soul,” in which a disputant with Socrates
inquires if the soul is not like the harmony of a lyre, more beautiful, more divine
than the lyre itself, yet nothing without the lyre, vanishing when this instrument
is broken. For the word “ soul ” he would substitute ¢ speech,” and for * lyre”
he would substitute * brain ;*° the instrument, i.e., the brain, may be injured and
speech may become impossible, but that does not constitute the brain the seat of
speech, although it is undoubtedly, to some extent, the instrument by which this
attribute becomes externally manifested.

Dr. Bateman’s position, therefore, is briefly this:—-

I.—He contends that articulate speech is a universal attribute of man—that
all races have language, or the capacity of acquiring it; and he quotes in sup-
port of this proposition, the writings of Tylor, Sir J. Lubbock, and the African
traveller, Dr. Moffatt.

IL—That language is a distinctive attribute of man, of which the ape does not
possess the slightest trace, and that-man’s possession of it establishes the
difference in kind between man and animals which Mr. Darwin denies.

IIL.—He shows by well-authenticated cases, which are more fully detailed in
his published work % On Aphasia or Loss of Speech, and the Seat of Language,”
that, although physiologists have been trying for years to connect articulate
language with some definite portion of the brain, their scalpel has failed to dis-
cover a locus habitandi for this proud prerogative of man. As science has thus
failed to trace speech to a material centre, he submits that the faculty of speech
constitutes a difference between man and animals, not of degree merely, but of
kind ; and that the Darwinian inference drawn from the similarity between the
brain of man and that of the ape has no force whatever, while the common belief
in the Mosaic account of the origin of man is strengthened.

IV.—He disclaims rejecting Darwinism on the ground of any antagonism
between it and the power of the Deity, for the same power that planned the
glorious temple of Nature could easily have caused us to pass through the pro-
bationary stages of ascidian, fish, reptile, monkey, &c., had it willed so ; but, as
Science has failed to show that it is so, he pins his faith to the familiar story in
the grand old Book, which tells us that man was created in the Divine image—
that man sprang as man direct from the hands of his God.

An abstract of this essay having got into the local papers, Dr. Bateman found
his position assailed by several gentlemen of Norwich holding views akin to
those of Mr. Darwin. It is not necessary to state here how ably and successfully
Dr. Bateman contended with his opponents, who certainly left him in possession
of the field. Our object at present is merely to give a brief sketch of that portion
of the controversy, in which the author of “ Homo versus Darwin was
concerned.

His attention was drawn by Dr. Bateman to a letter of Mr. F. W. Harmer, a
well-known local geologist, in which that gentleman deals with the following
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question, proposed to him by Dr, B. :—* Why are not some of the intermediate
forms between man and his supposed progenitors known to us, cither in a living
state or in a fossil condition ? ”

Being anxious to test the value of the arguments employed in ¢ Homo versus
Darwin,” the writer embraced the opportunity offered of engaging in debate. with
Mr. Harmer. The letters that passed between them are now: placed before the
reader as a further contribution to this controversy. With the exception of ome—
some paragraphs of which are omitted because in them Mr. Harmer deals with
other opponents—the letters are given without. abridgment, as they originally

appeared.

DARWINISM AND THE MISSING. LINK.

.

To the Editor of the * Eastern Daily Press.”

S1r,—Will you allow me a shortrspace in your columns for a few remarks on
the observations made by Mr. F. W..Harmer in his letter to you of April 27th
regarding the “ missing link” %2 Though some time has-elapsed since Mr.
Harmer’s letter appeared, it was only the other day that my attention was drawn
to it, and the subject has as yet lost-none of its interest. Quoting Dr. Bateman’s
words, “ Why are not some of the intermediate forms between man and his
supposed progenitors known to us, either in a living state, or in a fossil condi-
tion?” Mr. Harmer says, “To the second only of these questions will I
attempt to reply. . The answer given, and which seems to us so amply satisfac-
tory, is that the geological record-is so imperfect that it is unreasonable to expect
it.”« Further on he adds, “It is most improbable that man first originated in
this part of the world, and it is therefore in more tropical countries that these
fossil intermediate remains will be discovered, if at all ; and the geological inves-
tigation of the tropics has hardly commenced.”

Now, I humbly submit that the.difficulty. suggested by Dr. Bateman—which
might have been more fully stated—is neither met: nor diminished by Mr,
Harmer’s remarks. Suppose we grant it te be-‘‘ most improbable that man
first originated in this part of the worldy’ and that the fossil remains of his
supposed progenitors, if found at all, can be found only in countries which
geology has as yet hardly. begun to investigate—suppose we grant this, the
question immediately arises, What about the fossil remains of the intermediate
links between the other living species of animals, and their supposed progenitors »
It must be remembered that, if the Darwinian hypothesis be true, not only must
there have been intermediate links connecting man with the monkey, bus also
intermediate links connecting every kind of creature now living with othes species.
which preceded it. There must, in short, have been chains of descent as
numerous as the different species now cxisting on the earth. Surely, if Dar-
winism be true, many of the species now living in Europe must have originated
in Europe. Can fossil links, then, be produced connecting any qumqs .aof ammak
now living with progenitors from which it has been derived 2. .



1632 APPENDIX.

It is well known that this cannot be done. No one of the numerous learned
and scientific gentlemen who accept Mr. Darwin’s views, can produce fossil
remains which they are able on satisfactory grounds to affirm to be those of the
progenitors of any species of animal that now lives, or ever has lived, on this
earth. If a few successive links, or even two successive links, from some one of
the innumerable chains of descent which must have existed if Mr. Darwin is not
in error, could be shown us, they would speak so far convincingly on behalf of
his hypothesis, But to the question, Where are they? we have only echo
answering, Where?

I may also remark that if the process of “ Selection” be one which, as Mr.
Darwin contends, is ever going on in nature, it might reasonably be expected
that some unmistakable phenomena in connection with it would sometime or
other have forced themselves on the observation of mankind. It is not pretended,
however, that anything like this has ever occurred, and when this consideration
is adduced as tending to disprove the hypothesis, refuge is always sought from
it in the enormous periods of time said to be requisite for the formation of the
new species.

‘There is one consideration which, so far as I am aware, has not been urged in
connection with this branch of the argument. Why are enormous periods of
time thought to be required for the production of new species, but that there may
be numerous successive generations, each of which may be supposed to have
advanced on its predecessors? Now, it is clear that in the case of numerous
animals, the period of time required for this purpose would be much less than in
the case of man. We may suppose that three generations of men are produced
in a century. This would give ninety generations in 3,000 years, which we
may regard as the historic period in connection with this subject.

But within the same period—3,000 years—there must have been not less than
3,000 generations of those numerous species of creatures which produce a fresh
progeny cvery year, or even oftener than that. There have thus been 3,000
successive generations of many of the lower animals within a period during
which men may have been expected to observe and record any remarkable
changes occurring among them. What, then, is the sum of the changes which
Mr. Darwin is able to point to as occurring within the historic period, and tending
to prove his hypothesis? It amounts absolutely to nothing! Yet Mr, Darwin
¢zlls us that “ natural selection is a kind of god that never slumbers nor sleeps;
that scrutinizes everything ; is ever sclecting what is useful and profitable in
animal existence, and preserving it that it may be transmitted to future genera-
tions; and that,ghrough these accumulated and inherited useful variations in
animal life new specics are developed.” R

Take the case, then, of any species of animal which produces young within a
year of its birth. We have references in the writings of ancient naturalists to
many of them. We have pictures of them on ancient monuments. We
find gkeletons of them in ancient tombs, and in mounds and caves. There are
thus many animals living now which ean be compared with their progenitors of
the 3,000th generation back. Can it be shown, then, in the case of any one of
them, that 3,000 generations have done anything towards advancing it to some
higher form? So far as I am aware, this is not pretended. Certainly no clear
and unmistakable instance of it can be pointed out. Three thousand genera-
tions have done literally nothing in support of Mr. Darwin’s hypothesis, If so,
neither would 30,000 nor 300,000; if you multiply nothing even by a million, it
will be gothing still.

May { mention in conclusion that in a work which I published in October last,
entitled 4 Homo versus Darwin : a Judicial Examination of Statcments recoatly
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published by Mr. Darwin regarding ¢the Descent of Man,’” I have urged these
and other considerations on the attention of naturalists? Peshaps the wider
knowledge given of them through your columns may lead to their being more
widely discussed.—I am, Sir, yours respectfully,
W. P. Lvon.
London, May 21st, 1872,

DR. BATEMAN ON DARWINISM.
' To the Editor.

. Sir,—In your issue of yesterday appears a letter from the Rev. W. P. Lyon, of
Tunbridge Wells, the author of a widely-advertised book, entitled “ Homo o,
Darwin,” a work which attacks the theory of evolution in the supposed interests
of religion, and is a very fair sample of many similar ones which have appeared.
It has been backed up in the strongest way by the religious press of the country.
Mr. Spurgeon’s paper, “ The Sword and Trowel,” for cxample, compares its
author to “ Eljjah rebuking the deluded votaries of Baal ;” but I cannot find that
it has been even much noticed by our leading reviews, not I think because, as
Mr. Lyon seems to suppose, it is unknown to them, for it is advertised every-
where, even in large letters on the walls of the London thoroughfares, but because
it is written in anything but the * judicial " spirit which its title promises.

I wish thus to call attention to this book, because it is a typical instance of that
which it was the principal object of my first letter to protest against, namely,
the mixing up of religious dogma with scientific investigation. In its preface it
describes Mr. Darwin’s work as “an unwarrantable outrage on religion and
philosophy ; * and a similar spirit pervades it, as any of your readers who like
to purchase it can see for themselves. I do not for one moment doubt that the
author, and the religious periodicals which support him, are actuated by the best
motives ; but I none the less believe that they are making us, as religious men,
the laughing-stock of the scientific world, and doing immense injury to the cause
which they so earnestly desire to defend.

The arguments which I used were, as every one kunows, not my own, and 1
cannot expect they will carry conviction to those who do not attach any import.
ance to the elaborate reasoning of Mr. Darwin, Sir Chas, Lyell, and others, by
which they weresuggested. I, however, again ma@ntgin that if my assertion of
the imperfection of the geological record be true, it is as unreasonable to ask
geologists to produce successive links in the past chain of life, as it would be, on
the other hand, to ask Mr. Lyon, in the case of domestic pigeons, for example,
which differ so much from each other, that had their remains been found'in a
fossil state they would have been referred, not merely to different species, but to
different genera, to produce skeletons showing the transitional forms, through
which the rock pigeon became developed into the modern fantail or pouter; and
this imperfection being granted, 1 also maintain that the fossil records of the
tertiary period show nothing but such connecting links, and are so dovetailed into
the existing fauna and flora of the various countries in which they are found, as
to throw no difficulty whatever in the way of the evolution theory, Every prac-’
tical naturalist knows that there is no such specific distinction, either in existing
or fossil forms, as Mr. Lyon’s letter assumes. All who have done any practical
work know that specimens are continually being met with which cannot be
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referred to acknowledged species, but are intermediate between -them, and are-
consequently classed as varieties, and no two naturalists are agreed as to how to
draw the line between species and varieties.

But to discuss these points in a way that would carry couviction either one way
or the other to your readers would require not letters in a newspaper, but volumes;
and as they are so elaborately treated in works that are accessible to every one,
it would be folly to attempt to argue the question at length. I should be glad to
treat with all respect anything which Dr. Bateman may have to say to my
former letter, but I have neither time nor inclination to carry on a correspondence
with any gentleman at a distance who may have objections to urge against the
general question of the truth of Darwinism, which in my first communication I
especially endeavoured to guard myself against being asked to enter upon, and
which is certainly not at present, I think, a fit subject for a newspaper
controversy.

) F. W. HarMER.
Norwich, May 24th, 1872.

MR. F. W. HARMER AND DARWINISM.
To the Editor.

Str,—I regret that it has not been in my power till now to reply to Mr. Harmer’s
letter of May 24th, from which it appears that he finds it easier to evade than
to answer my argumenxs, and thinks it not unworthy of him to try to raise a
cloud of prejudice under cover of which he may retreat. I will not occupy your
space by noticing the mis-statements made by him in the first part of his letter.
He might well have spared them, seeing they have not the slightest bearing on
the subject in debate. He says that “ Homo v. Darwin ” ¢ attacks evolution in the
supposed interests of religion.” To this I reply that my religious belief is not
such as avould prevent me from accepting any scientific theory that can be proved
by facts. Evolation has no facts whatever to sustain it, as Mr. Harmer's own
letter sufficiently shows., He finds a foundation for it, in “ the imperfection of
the geological record,” and its being therefore, *unreasonable to ask geologists
to produce successive links in the past chain of life,” though, as he affirms with
all the emphasis of italics, * the fossil records of the tertiary period show nothing
but such connecting links.” * There they are,” he says, * before your eyes; only
you must not be so unreasonable as to ask me to prove them to be successive
links. The geological record is very imperfect. Nevertheless, it is perfect enough
to show that man was not made in the image of God, but is the descendant of an
ape.” Such, in plain English, is the belief which Mr. Harmer would have us
accept, unsupported by a singlefact/

As to “ Homo ». Darwin”’ not having been noticed by, certain reviews, it may
gratify Mr, Harmer to say that this is because “it is written in anything but the
¢ judicial * spirit which its title promises,”” but a more likely reason may be found
in the fact that the writer refuses to burn ingense at the shrine of the great idol
of certain naturalists, and does not hesitate to speak the truth regarding his late
much-vaunted publication. No one will deny Mr. Darwin the praise of being an
acute observer and a diligent collector of facts ; but when he begins to theorise, he
forgets his facts and resigns himself to the guidance of fancy. Had he been
possessed by the true spirit of philosophy, which is just a sincere love of truth, he
could never have written ¢ The Descent of Man.” As to * the author of ¢ Homo v.
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Darwin,’ and the religious periodicals that support him, making us as religious
men, the laughing-stock of the scientific world,” while I am well aware that
many foolish things have been said in the supposed interests of religion, it seems
to me that that portion of the so-called * scientific world ”” to which Mr. Harmer
belongs, quitting the field of ascertained facts, is so losing itself in the region of
hypothesis and imagination as to be in a fair way of becoming itself the
laughing-stock of all reasonable men.

But how stands my argument with Mr. Harmer? He had told us that the
fossil intermediate remains of man will be discovered, ifat all (a wise reservation),
“in those tropical countries in which probably man first originated.” It was very
obvious to reply to this, that if Darwinism be true, there must be fossil intermediate
links connecting every species of creature that now lives, oreverhas lived on the earth
or in the air or seas, with progenitors from which i has been derived; and I ask
Mr. Harmer if he can produce a few, or even two, successive links, which he can
prove to belong to any one of those innumerable chains. He replies by referring
me to the difficulty of producing skeletons showing the transitional forms through
which pigeons have passed. Now, granting these transitional forms to have
existed, and: supposing it impossible now to produce skeletons of them, it does not
follow that from the failure in one case, ther¢ must necessarily be a failure in all.
My argument is—* On Mr. Darwin’s hypothesis, these chains of descent must
have been well-nigh innumerable; show me two successive links of any one of
them,” Mr. Harmer replies, ¢ You need not wonder that even two. successive
links of any one of them cannot be produced, secing the transitional forms of
pigeons cannot be produced! The transitional forms being wanting in one case
quite accounts for their being wanting in every case! They exist, nevertheless.
The tertiary strata are full of them. Indeed, the tertiary strata show nothing but
such connecting links. 1 cannot, indeed, prove this; you must allow me to take it
for granted! ” Now, such reasoning might have been passable in one of the
missing links; it is unworthy of men, especially of men calling themselves
scientific. Is not Mr. Harmer aware that scieace built on mere supposition is
not science at all2 O, if he will pardon me for using a Scripture expression,
that it is * science, falsely so called.”

When Mr, Harmer says that “there is no such specific distinction, either in
existing or fossil forms, as Mr. Lyon’s letter assumes,” I do not quite under«
stand him. If he means to say that there is no * specific distinction ”’ between
species, every practical naturalist will contradict him. When he adds that
¢ specimens are continually being met with which cannot be referred to acknow-
ledged species, byt are intermediate between them,” does he mean to. tel) us that
these specimens are * connecting links” ?  If so, and he can prove it, he should
at once communicate the fact to Mr. Darwin. If he does not mean this, his
words are without meaning, so far as this controversy is concerned.

Mr. Harmer has not thought it needful to notice my argument, derived from
the fact that during the historical period—3,000 years—while there have been
only ninety generations of men, there have been at least 3,0q0 generations of
many of the lower animals, but that we have not a shadow of proof that any one
of them has been advancing towards a higher form. During this same period—
3,000 years—we know that men have been, exerting their skill and ingenpity in
breeding cattle, and in trying to improve the breeds, but it will not be pretended
that any one of those breeds has shown, a tendency to develop into a, new
species., Mr. Darwin has himself doubtless. bred many generations of pigeons ;
but is it Rot a fact that, in spite of him, they are but pigeons still? Accepting
Mr. Darwin’s statement regarding the old-world monkeys, that once upon a
ime one of their fraternity left their ranks, and, beginning his journcy from
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monkeydom to humanity, became the ancestor of man, it follows that, since
this ambitious monkey began this series of hypothetical developments, which
resulted in his becoming our progenitor, other monkeys have been content to
remain what they were! Thus, on Mr. Darwin’s own reasoning, during a
period so long that, to us, it is practically an eternity, old-world monkeys have
remained unchanged! Through the myriads and myriads of ages, during which
the progeny of one of their species has been climbing upwards into man, they
have made no progress whatever! Monkeys they were an eternity ago, and
monkeys they continue to be. This is one of Mr. Darwin’s own facts; but, so
far as it can be depended on, it points, not to evolution, but to fixity of species.
As to “the origin of species,” despite Mr. Darwin’s researches, we know about
as much regarding it as we did before he began them.

Mr. Harmer closes his letter by stating that he thinks the discussion of this
subject unsuited for the columns of a newspaper, and by declining controversy
with a stranger at a distance. He will be glad to continue the fight with Dr.
Bateman, though not with me. Be it so. Stranger as I am in Norwich, I
would not have intruded myself into its public prints had I not been requested
to write on the subject by a gentleman who is no stranger there. It should be
remembered, however, that this controversy was begun, not by Dr. Bateman,
but by Mr. Harmer and others, who assailed him on account of a quiet though
valuable paper he read before a scientific society in London. Hoping that Mr.
Harmer will pardon my intrusion, if he consider it such, and assuring him that,
despite words strong but true, I have no feeling towards either himself or Mr,
Darwin inconsistent with that of good will, I remain, Sir, yours respectfully,

London, Jane 3rd, 1872. W. P. Lyown.

[During the three months that elapsed between the appearance of this letter
and that which follows, a general reply had been given by Dr. Bateman to the
attacks made on his essay. As this reply, however, has reference mainly to the
argument drawn from man’s possession of the faculty of articulate speech—which
feature of -the controversy the writer prefers, in the main, to leave to others—it is
not inserted.] .

DARWINISM AND THE MISSING LINK.
To the Editor.

S1,—I should have replied earlier to Dr. Bateman’s letter of August 15th, had
I not been very much from home since its appearance. As he alludes in such a
sarcastic manner to my attempt to withdraw from the discussion, perhaps I
may be allowed in self-defence to explain why, “after firing my own small-
shot,” to use Dr. Bateman’s words, I ¢ retreated before the powerful artillery of
the Rev. W. P. Lyon.” .

In a letter published in April, Dr. Bateman had urged as a great difficulty
against Mr. Darwin’s views of the descent of man, that the missing link between
man and his supposed ancestors had never been discovered. In reply to this,
while pointing out that Dr. Bateman's claim to have disproved Darwinism by’
merely urging an objection against it was inadmissible, I maintained that the
geological record was so fragmentary, that this argument as against Darwinism



APPENDIX, 167

was valueless. Instead of replying to this simple point, if reply were necessary,
Dr. Bateman appears to have sent my letter to his friends in different parts of the
kingdom, asking them to criticise it. There could be no more objection to his
requesting these gentlemen to take part in the discussion than there is to my
borrowing the arguments of the able men who hold and defend the views of Mr.
Darwin, but I do not think I was bound to reply to them; and it is, I must con~
fess, somewhat amusing to find Dr. Bateman excusing himself from answering
my letter by stating that his allies have already done so, and yet twitting me
with illustrating the proverb, that “ prudence is the best part of valor.” It seemed
to me that a discussion on the general question of evolution, carried on in such a
manner, would be perfectly interminable, and that I was therefore justified in
declining to engage in it, unless Dr. Bateman himself took the matter up.

As, however, many of your readers may suppose, from the triumphant tone
with which my refusal to discuss Mr. Lyon’s arguments has been received, that
they are unanswerable, I will endeavour to reply to them as briefly as I can.
Nevertheless, I am quite at a loss to understand how any one as conversant with
the literature of the subject as Dr. Bateman and Mr. Lyon surely are, can imagine,
as they evidently do, that my silence arose from the feeling that my case had
broken down.

Mr. Lyon first argues that if man has eriginated by evolution from some pre-
existing form, all other forms of animal and vegetable life now found in Europe and
elsewhere have been similarly produced. This I willingly admit ; indeed, it seems
to methat the many facts which have been adduced in favour of the latter hypothesis
form an argument for the derivative origin of man which we should not possess
were it not evident that the two things are so intimately connected, for I need
hardly say that the bodily structure of man is more nearly allied to that of the
anthropoid apes than the monkeys generally are to any other order of the
mammalia.

Now, viewed as a whole, does the system of organic life accord or not with the
doctrine of evolution? If all the known forms of animal and vegetable life,
fossil and recent, could be so arranged as to be viewed in group, I would chal-
lenge Mr. Lyon to point out any feature in such arrangement which should be
absolutely at variance with this hypothesis of their origin. The fact upon which
he lays so much stress, the want of missing links, is only what we ought to
expect if the illustration I used as to the fragmentary nature of the geological
record (to which none of the gentlemen who have replied to me have taken
exception) be true. This imperfection being granted, I asserted that the records
of geology do show a remarkable connection between the existing fauna and
flora of the world, and that which immediately preceded it, and this statement
which Mr. Lyon objects to I will endeavour to illustrate.

The present geographical distribution of plants and animals, as compared with
that which obtained during the tertiary period, is exceedingly striking ; thus, in
Australia, with the exception of a few rodents (and of the dingo, which may have
been introduced by man), the mammalia all belong to the implacental division
of that class (pouched animals, such as the kangaroo), though the other, or
placental division is equally adapted to that part of the world, as is proved by the
enormous multiplicatien there of introduced domestic animals. The fossil
remains from Australia, however, attest that the extinct species which preceded
the present indigenous fauna were of the same implacental character. Let Mr.
Lyon now explain why this should be so, on any other hypothesis than that the
existing marsupials have descended from the same source as the extinct ones,
And this intimate relation between fossil and recent mammalia is equally true
for other parts of the world. Thus, the sloths and armadillos are now confined
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to the American continent, and there, and there only, have been found fossil
members of these families, while the fossil predecessors of the elephant, rhino-
ceros, hippopotamus, great camivora, and other well-known forms of the
Europzeo-Asiatic continent, were of similar genera to them, differing only in
various trifling characters of specific value.

And not only is this so, but 'as we trace the geological history still further
back, we find, as Mr. Darwin shows, many instances among the mammalia of
generalised forms; that is, of forms which partake of the character of existing
distinct groups, and are thus intermediate, which is just what we ought to expect
if evolution be true. Thus the tapir-like pal®otherium of the Eocene period
(belonging to the pachydermata, now represented by the elephant and rhinoceros),
connects itself with the existing horse (which belongs to an entirely different
genus) by a series of most remarkable links, the hipparion and hippotherium of
the miocene and the equus of the pliocene periods. So far from the absence of
“ connecting links * being the difficulty Mr. Lyon imagines, Sir Charles Lyell tells
us that M. Gaudry, the eminent palzontologist, was converted from those views
averse to evolution in which he had been educated, to a belief in it, by the
resuit of his own investigations among the rich tertiary deposits of Pikermi, near
Athens, which furnished him with a number of connecting links between forms
that had previously been completely separated.

But this kind of evidence, in which of course there is nothing new, does not
weigh with Mr. Lyon. He requires the production of some one or two actually
successive links which shall connect “ some species of animal now living with pro-
genitors from which it has been derived.” He says, “It is well known this cannot
be done,” as if, instead of merely his dwn opinion on the subject, he were stating
a universally-received belief, showing a total disregard of the opinion of many
eminent naturalists. If, however, such successive links could not be produced, I
hold that it would be no insuperable objection to evolution, because, as I pointed
out before, those links that once connected with each other not only existing varie-
ties of pigeons with their progenitors, but also all our other domestic animals that
have admittedly originated from a common stock (and which show a greater
divergence from each other than that which separates the most recent tertiary
mammalia from their existing representatives), are not in existence. I do not
think it would be possible to trace the descent of any domesticated form from
its wild progeniter by means of skeletons alenc.

Have we, however, any ground for disputing the correctness of Mr. Lyon’ ;
assertion? I maintain that we have, and I cannot better bring this home*
East Anglian naturalists than by instancing the case of the mollusca from our
crag beds. Though many of the shells found in these deposits, such as the
common cockle, the mussel, and the periwinkle, are identical with those which
now inhabit our coasts, there are others which either differ slightly from existing
forms, or, differing more widely, are so connected with them by intermediate
varieties, that the best authorities on the subject are at variance with each other
as to whether or not they are identical. And the same thing is true with regard
to the later tertiary mammalia; for example, Mr, Boyd Dawkins, one of our
best authorities, shows us, in his valuable monograph on the subject, how he
has been led, by the comparison of a great number of specimens, to the con-
clusion that the existing lion (Felis leo) is identical with the tertiary cave lion
(Felis spelaea), which was, before the subject had been thoroughly investigated,
universally regarded as a distinct species, being thought by Cuvier to be allied to
the jaguar, and by others to thetiger. Is not this the kind of evidence which Mr.
Lyon demands?

The progress of rescarch has of late been completely in the direction of
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supplying missing links, every fresh discovery tending to fill up some gap; in
illustration of which, I would quote Sir Charles Lyell again, who tells us that
Mr. Davidson, the great authority on fossil Brachiopoda, after studying no fewer
than two hundred and-sixty reputed species of these molluscs from the carbonife-
rous rocks, has been obliged from this very cause to reduce that number to one hun-
dred. Speaking of one of these, he says that it is so dissimilar to another that,
ten years before, he described the two as distinct, and the idea that they were
connected appeared to him absurd until he had discovered the intermediate links.
Many other similar cases might easily be adduced, but, speaking generally, and
in reply to a further remark of Mr. Lyon, it may safely be asserted, and without
fear of contradiction from any practical naturalist, that the impression under
which he seems to be labouring, that our scientific men have no difficulty or
dispute in assigning forms to their respective species, is simply and entirely the
reverse of the fact, the difficulty being always the number of connecting links
with which they are embarrassed.

I have never brought forward, as Mr. Lyon affirms, nor has any one else, the
imperfection of the geological record as an argument in favour of evolution.
That hypothesis rests upon other supports, but I maintain the position I took up
in my last letter, that the objection urged against the theory by Dr. Bateman and
Mr. Lyon is of little value, resting, so far as it has any weight at all, upon the
present imperfection of our knowledge.

The next thing calling for notice is Mr. Lyon’s argument that since, during
the last 3,000 years, there is no evidence to show that any animal has advanced
towards some higher form, therefore no new species could have been produced by
evolution. He goes on to say, “ why are enormous periods of time required for
the production of new species, but that there may be numerous successive gene-
rations, each of which may be supposed to have advanced on its predecessors?”’
This question appears to me.to show that heis confounding the views of Lamarck
and others, who held that there existed in all organic beings an innate and
inevitable "tendency to progressive development, with those of modern evolu-
tionists, to whose theory of the “survival of the fittest,” it does not necessarily
apply, as Mr. Darwin himself explains. With regard, however, to Mr. Lyon’s
desire to find some form advancing towards another, I would say that the system
of organic life, as has been often pointed out, resembles a tree, whose branches
and twigs are in their growth continually diverging from each other, and from the
parent stem, and hence the only way in which we can expect to find any form
approaching any other, is to trace its pedigree backward ; and geology, as I have
before explained, does give us a great deal of evidence to show that in this
direction tlie lines of life converge. :

Granting, however, that the life-history of the globe has been, on the whole,
progressive, what are the facts with which it is necessary to make the hypothesis
of evolution accord? Does geology give us any reason to suppose that the
introduction of higher organisms has followed that of lower forms with such
‘rapidity as to render it necessary to show that any appreciable progression has
taken place during the last 3,000 years? I reply, certainly not. I cannot see
that there is anything startling in the fact that certain wild and domestic animals
preserved as mummies in Egypt, are not considered to differ from existing forms
because geology teaches us that many animals have remained unchanged even
from the commencement of the glacial period, which, though geologically recent,
is, as compared with human records, enormously remote, and one since which
greatgeographicaland still greater climatic changes have taken place; the former
involving the nearly total submergence of these islands, and their subsequent
upheaval to a height sufficient to unite them with the continent of Europs, and
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the latter involving alternations of climate from that of the severity of Spi

or Greenland to its present temperate condition, during which the struggle for
existence must necessarily have been more severe than it has been during the
uniform conditions of the last 3,000 years. And further, when we compare the
animals found in the cave and river deposits of the post-glacial age (which at a far
greater distance from ourselves than 3,000 years co-existed with man) with those
which now exist, we do not find any evidence of that rapid change which Mr.
Lyon assumes must have taken place during the historical period if evolution be
true; but we do find just that slight difference of structure in such forms, for
example, as the cave bear and trogonthetium (or pleistocene beaver), which has
caused our authorities to differ as to whether ar not they are identical with living
species.

If, however, Mr. Lyon asserts, on the evidence of these Egyptian mummies
that no variation whatever has taken place in wild races during the historical
period, I must remind him that it is only within the last century or so that we
have begun to study nature with the care necessary to arrive at any satisfactory
conclusion on the subject. The investigation of the natural history of even these
islands is at present by no means completed ; while of the fauna and flora of a
great part of the world we still know absolutely nothing. Hence his argument
rests entirely on an assumption which he cannot possibly prove, and the proba-
bility of which I deny, pointing him to that tendency to vary which exists, as every
practical breeder and horticulturist knows, more or less strongly in all animate
beings, by taking advantage of which man has been able to produce such a
multitude of new varieties of cultivated plants and domestic animals. It is quite
true, as Mr. Lyon observes, that if nothing is multiplied by a million it will be
nothing still, but the calculation will be absolutely valucless unless it is certain
that the multiplicand is really o; and that it is so in this case, the evidence
at our disposal is altogether inadequate to prove. I maintain, therefore, that
there is no weight in Mr. Lyon’s objection.

It seems to me, however, as I will endeavour to show in your next issue, that
the fact that so many forms exist now whose origin dates back to the tertiary
period is in reality an argument in favour of evolution.

F. W. Haruer.

Norwich, Sept. 13th, 1872.

DARWINISM AND THE MISSING LINK.
To the Editor.

S1r,—In continuation of my letter of yesterday, I would say that the fact that
so many forms exist now, whose origin dates back to the tertiary period, seems
to me in reality an argument in favour of evolution. If there were any strong
line of demarcation between the present and the past history of our globe, the idea
of the repeated destruction and re-creation of organic life would have a show of
probability ; but whereas we know that the fossil and recent life of the world aze
thus dovetailed into one another, and further, as geology gives us no reason to
suppose but that the operation of natural laws has been, during the deposition of
the fossiliferous rocks, uniform with that which at present obtains, the probability
seems to me to have no existence.

To refer again tothe crag ; a large number of the mollusca of these deposits
arc, as I stated, identical with shells now living on our shores. Some
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again differ slightly from existing forms, so that it is a matter of dispute among
naturalists whether or not they are identical, while others differ more widely, and
are admitted to be specifically distinct. Moreover, the older tertiary deposits, and
even the secondaries are, with the exception of the unfilled gap between the chalk
and the lower tertiaries, similarly connected by an unbroken chain of life with
the recent period, except that the further we go back the more unlike to our own
does the fauna of the world become, the eocene, miocene, and pliocene series of
deposits deriving their very names from the greater or less percentage of species
absolutely indentical with those at present existing. Now, if those existing forms
which are precisely similar to the fossil ones are their lineal descendants (and I
do not suppose any one doubts it), upon what evidence are we asked to believe
that those which differ slightly, or even those whose pedigree cannot in like
manner be traced, have come into existence by special creation? No naturalist
would venture to draw a line which should separate these three classes from one
another.

The adherents of these views seem no more startled by the idea of an act
of miraculous creation than a little child is whose enquiry as to where
his infant brother came from, has been satisfied with the reply (and
the true reply), that “God has sent it.” Does Mr. Lyon really believe that
from time to time, at the bottom of the tertiary seas, ¢ certain elemental atoms
have been in innumerable instances commanded suddenly to flash into living
tissues”? Far be from me the presumption of supposing that the Almighty
Creator cannot work except in uniformity with those laws with which we are at
present acquainted, but I throw the whole burden of proof upon those who assert,
in opposition to all experience, that such has been the origin of created beings;
for I must remind your readers that the idea of second creation is hypothesis pure
and simple, unsupported, as far as I know, by a single fact. And even if the
power of natural selection to produce the results Mr. Darwin attributes to it
should have been over-estimated (as some evolutionists think), the probability of

" the special creation theory is in no way increased.

If its opponents would content themselves with urging their belief that the case
of evolution was “ not proven,” no one could object; but the position that Dr.
Bateman and the author of  Homo v. Darwin  take, that “ evolution is unsup-
ported by a single fact,” seems to me absurd, and an insult to the intelligence of
the great majority of our scientific men.

Mr. Lyon appears to object to the introduction, in favour of evolution, of that
kind of argument which Mr. Darwin has so laboriously urged in his great work
on *the variation of animals and plants under domestication,” by stating that,
though many different forms of pigeons have been produced by man’s instrumen-
tality, yet they are pigeons still ; but I would again say, on the authority of Mr.
Darwin—We call them all pigeons, but had they been found in a natural state,
they would not have been ranked as varieties, nor even as different species of the
same genus, but would have been placed in different genera. It is not a ques-
tion of what we call them, but of their real difference of structure.

I must now leave the subject in Mr. Lyon’s hands. I have never accused him
either of having nothing to say or being unable to defend himself. Before doing
s0, however, I must caution your readers against supposing that they can form
any opinion worth having, either simply by the exercise of what is called common
sense, or by reading letters in a newspaper. If any of them really desire to
ascertain what may be urged cither for or against these conflicting theories, let
‘them carefully study—without preconceived ideas, if it be possible, and especially
discarding the notion that the subject is in any way connected with the interests
of religion—the works of men like Darwin, Lyell, Wallace, and otbers; and on
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the other side, of Mr. Lyon, and those who think with him. If they cannot thus
investigate the subject fairly, let them leave the matter in the perfectly safe hands
of our scientific men, whose only object is the elucidation of truth, and who, we
may be sure, from our past experience, will not in a matter of natural science
eventually lead us astray. Meanwhile, they wili do well to remember Solomon’s
words, that “he that answereth a matter before he heareth it, it is folly and
shame to him.” 1 say this because I am often meeting with those who never
having even taken the trouble to open one of his books, presume not only to
accuse Mr. Darwin of error, but of promulgating dangerous views. . . .

A further example of the idea that evolution excludes a personal Creator, is
shown in one of Mr. Lyon’s letters, where he cannot even quote from Mr. Darwin
without (unconsciously I doubt not to himself, but showing nevertheless the
existence of the spirit of which I complain) adding to his words, so as to give
them a meaning which assuredly they do not themselves possess. 1 refer to the
sentence which Mr. Lyon gives in inverted commas, *‘ Natural selection is a kind
of god that never slumbers nor sleeps; that scrutinizes everything, is ever selecting
whatis useful,” &c. The words, “a kind of god that never slumbers nor sleeps ™
are not Mr. Darwin’s at all, but added by Mr. Lyon. The sentence without
them (which is not, however, literally quoted) seems to me, in the connection in
which it occurs, to be perfectly harmless, but with Mr. Lyon’s addition, it
receives an unfair colour of materialism. The inverted commas are no doubt a
mistake on his part, but even so, the introduction of the words is altogether
unjustifiable, because Mr. Darwin two pages before protests against the same
charge which had been brought against him of speaking of natural selection as if
it were an active power of Deity. . . . .
- F. W. HARMER.

Norwich, Sept. 13th, 1872. ‘

MAN VERSUS MONKEY.
To the Editor.

Sir,—I had an opportunity of reading Mr. F. W. Harmer's two letters o
September 13th as they appeared in your columns; but as I had then much
pressing work to attend to, I was compelled to delay noticing them. I have just
read those letters again, and have no hesitation in saying that Mr. Harmer not only
entirely fails to set aside the force of any one of the arguments against evolution,
to which he attempts to reply, but furnishes additional evidence that it is base-
less—uvox et preeterea nihil. He shows us that many species of animals have
been in existence, and have remained unchanged during millions upen millions
of years. He fails to show that during these millions of ages any species of
animal whatever has advanced one single step towards a higher form. He can
produce no intermediate link to prove that one species of creature has ever been
either the progenitor or the descendant of another species. In short, Mr.
Harmer’s two lengthened cplstles show evolution nowhere — fixity of species
everywhere |

Before commenting,’ howcvcr, on his remarks, I wish to say, in reference to a

¢ Some portions of this letter, in which Mr. Harmer deals with other opponents, are

- omi
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paragraph in one of my letters beginning—*¢ Yet Mr. Darwin tells us that ¢natural
-selection is a kind of god,’ !’ &c., &c.—that the inverted commas which appear
in this paragraph are there by mistake. I have no, consciousness of having
written them myself, and think they must been inserted though a misapprehen-
tion of the compositor. But, however this may be, it is certain that in “The
Descent of Man,” Mr. Darwin, while occasionally led by his subject to intro-
duce the name of God, seems most carefully to avoid using any expression which
would imply that he himself believes either in the active agency or in the exist-
ence of God. In a work containing nearly goo pages of criticism on God’s
works, there is no acknowledgment whatever of their Creator—nothing that
would lead one to suppose that Mr. Darwin really believes they had a Creator,
far less that that Creator concerns Himself with His creatures. I have no wish
to charge Mr. Darwin with atheism, but the fact is unquestionably as I have
stated it. If I am wrong, Mr. Harmer can set me right; but Mr. Darwin seems
to have more faith in the existence and working and power of Natural Selection
than in the existence and agency and government of the Being whom we call—
God! :

In his attempt to reply to my letters, Mr. Harmer begins by * willingly
admitting ” what is very obvious—that ““if man has originated by evolution
from some pre-existing form, all other forms of animal and vegetable life . . . .
have been similarly produced.” Thus, according to the hypothesis which Mr.
Harmer supports, there are chains of descent well-nigh innumerable, connecting
not only man with the monkey, but each species of creature that exists with pro-
genitors from which it has been derived. It does not seem unreasonable, there-
fore, to request Mr. Harmer to produce two unmistakable successive links of
any one of these innumerable chains, as a proof that they are not imaginary.
After some remarks to be noticed hereafter, he again attempts to perform this
feat. He gropes about in search of such links amid the “ confusion worse con-
founded” of the tertiary strata. “Eureka!” he exclaims, “ I have found them
in the crag beds among the periwinkles!” But has he found them? He im-
mediately proceeds to tell us he has not. “ The best authorities on the subject,”
he says, “are at variance with each other as to whether they (the connecting
links he has found) are not identical” with species now living. Thus, according
to Mr. Harmer himself, some of the best authorities are against him! They
tell him that his connecting links are not links atall! The next instance which
he produces is as little to the purpose. He finds, or thinks he finds, another
connecting link in the tertiary cave lion, and then he tells us that ¢ Mr. Boyd
Dawkins, one of our best authorities . . . . has been led to the conclusion that
the existing lion is identical with the tertiary cave lion!” How, then, can the
tertiary cave lion be a connecting link? Mr. Harmer then asks, “Is not this
the kind of evidence Mr. Lyon demands?” No, indeed, Mr. Harmer. Pro-
duce veritable connecting links, if you can; not connecting links which vanish
when you attempt to examine them. .

The instance next adduced is also delusive. It but shows how much natural-
ists are at variance among themselves. One builds up; another pulls down
the structure, and erects one of his own; this in its turn is demolished to make
way for a third. ¢ Mr. Davidson, the great authority on fossil brachiopoda, after
studying no fewer than two hundred and sixty reputed species of these molluscs,”
and correcting the blunders of preceding naturalists by * reducing the two hun-
dred and sixty to one hundred,” has, it seems, discovered * intermediate links "
ameng them. Now, Mr. Harmer is of course aware that the intermediate links
required must not be mere varieties of a species, like Mr. Darwin’s pigeons, but
representatives of .separate and distinct species, which 'separate and distinct
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species must be proved either to have sprung from some preceding species, or to
have produced a fresh species distinct from itself.  Does Mr. Harmer, then,
mean to tell us that such intermediate links have been discovered by Mr.
Davidson ? If the case be really so, it strikes us as somewhat singular that Mr.
Darwin should not be aware of the discovery. Mr. Harmer really ought to
enlighten him. As for Mr, Davidson having discovered such intermediate links
among fossil molluscs, should he not now turn his attention to living molluscs,
and try to find intermediate links amongst them? But the truth is that no
naturalist has yet succeeded in finding such intermediate links aswe are in quest of.
Mr. Harmer must surely know this to be the fact. If he still insists that there
are intermediate links, I challenge him to produce a single one of them, with
the proof that it is what he affirms it to be. Let him select one from the multi-
tudes he tells us about, and place it before us, that we may handle it and see, or
else let him cease to pen statements which be cannot prove.

But Mr. Harmer has got another argument for evolution. He reminds us
that Australia is the country of implacental animals—pouched animals, such as
the kangaroo—and that fossil remains from Australia attest that the extinct
species were also implacental. This may be true, but it does not prove evolu-
tion. It only shows that different species of implacental animals have lived and
do live in Australia ; just as different species of monkeys have lived and do live
in Africa. Suppose that the gorilla were extinct, the production of its fossil
remains would not prove that it was the ancestor of the chimpanzee, or even
render it probable that the chimpanzee had sprung from some other extinct .
monkey race.. In like manner, the production of the fossil remains of a score of
extinct implacentals from Australia cannot prove that they, along with the
living raees, have descended from some common ancestor.

Mr. Harmer hints at a connection in descent between the horse and the hip-
parion, but analogy would lead us to belicve that, if the hipparion were now
extant instead of being extinct, the evidence of his being the horse’s progenitor
would be about as clear as that for the tiger being the progenitor of the leopard
and the cat.

But further, Mr. Harmer not only admits that certain well-known living forms
have remained unchanged for 3,000 years, but tells us besides that “ many
animals have remained unchanged from the commencement of the glacial
period, which, though geologically recent, as compared with human records is
enormously remote.” Now, accepting this statement as correct, such evidence
as it affords is entirely against evolution. We have indubitable proof, Mr.
Harmer tells us, that during a period so long that, to us, it is almost equivalent
to an eternity, many animals have remained unchanged. There may be, indeed,
as he tells us, a * slight difference of structure in such forms, for example, as the
cave bear;” but Mr. Harmer cannot produce even a tittle of proof that during
this eternity—if I may call it so—any animal whatever has developed into a
higher form, or even given indications of a tendency to do so. Mr. Harmer’s
facts are thus all and altogether against himself. I may therefore repeat a
previous argument—varied somewhat by the additional light derived from Mr.
Harmer's facts. If, during millions of years, many animals have remained
unchanged—if millions upon millions of years have done literally nothing to
advance them towards a higher form—what reason have we believe that their
advance is possible? Nothing, even if multiplied by a million millions, is
nothing still |

Mr. Harmer will doubtless say that, while many animals have remained
unchanged during millions of years, other animals have advanced—the hippa-
rion, for example, into the horse, and the monkey into man! Iask Mr. Harmer
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—Where is your proof? Known analogy, on your own showing, is all against
you. Pigeons, indeed, may vary, and “cave bears slightly change in struc-
ture;  but pigeons are but pigeons still, and cave bears are as bearish now as
in bygone times. Can Mr. Harmer tell us what periwinkles were before they
became periwinkles, and how many millions upon milllons of ages it took to
perfect their present development ?

I shall trouble you with a few further remarks for your next issue.—Yours
respectfully,

W. P. Lvoxn.

MAN VERSUS APE.
To the Editor.

. Sir,—I think I need not consume more time or occupy more space on Mr.
Harmer’s arguments. Let me beg of him, however, to remember that the ques-
tion between us is not, as he would fain lead his readers to believe—Have there
been acts of special creation, or of miraculous creation? or how did the animal
races at first comeinto existence? These are points on which I have said nothing.
The only question on which I have written is—Have we proof that evolution is
anything more than a figment of the imagination? I maintain that, for aught
that appears as yet, evolution is but a name—a mere sound expressing an idea,
and nothing more. Mr. Harmer occupies three full columns of your paper in try-
ing to persuade us that we have been produced by evolution from the monkey, and
that it is only because we happen to have grown on a different branch of the
same great tree, that we do not find ourselves to be hogs ! But the proof which
he adduces in support of this dreary and astounding sentiment is absolutely nil

However “ absurd,” then, it may scem to Mr. Harmer, or however * insulting ’

he may think it to the intelligence of some scientific men, I must still maintain
the position I take in “ Homo v. Darwin "—and I am glad to do so along with
Dr. Bateman—that evolution is unsupported by a single fact |

I congratulate Mr. Harmer on the improved tone in which he writes regarding
Dr. Bateman and myself, and I think I may venture to assure him, as he seem
somewhat in fear, that there is as little danger in these days of religious mer
tonsigning scientific men to the dungeon of Galileo, as there is of scientific men
returning the compliment.

What will Mr. Harmer make of the following facts, so clearly brought out by
one of the first microscopists of the day, in an article on ¢ The Descent of Man,”
in the British Quarterly, for October, 18712 If evolution were true, it would

.lead us to expect that, in minute structure, the tissues of all closely allied
animals would exactly resemble one another. ¢ But, is it not remarkable that,
for instance, almost every tissue of the newt, frog, toad, and green-tree frog, has
individual characteristics of its own, which could be distinguished by one who
was thoroughly familiar with the microscopic characters of the textures??” The
writer (who, I understand, is Dr. Lionel Beale) goes on to show that these
differences in minute structure extend to the blood, to the various secretions, and
apparently to every fluid and tissue of the body. “ How are we explain the
varying form and size of the red blood-corpuscles in different animals, which
have been so carefully examined and measured by Mr. Gulliver, on the supposi-
tion of evolution being true? The writer of this article could multiply such
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facts to a great extent from observations he has been led to make incidentally. .
He feels almost sure that if a series of observations were made, the distinctive
characters of corresponding textures would be enormously multiplied. There is no
reason to believe that there is any limit to the discovery of new facts in this
direction.” As this point, while most important, is somewhat novel, I may
perhaps be pardoned for quoting, from the second edition of “ Homov. Darwin,”
the following paragraph, in which the argument founded on it is clearly set
forth.®
] - » ] » ] =

Mr. Harmer, T expect, will be as successful in finding an answer to the argu-
ment against evolution founded on these unquestionable facts, as he has hitherto
been in finding one of the “ missing links.”"

The following extract from a letter recently written by the celebrated Professor
Agassiz, who has been for nine months engaged in a natural history expedition
in the Valley of the Mississippi, may interest your readers and afford some addi-
tional mental occupation to Mr. Harmer. With it I must close this already far
too lengthened communication. Agassiz writes as follows in reference to the
question now before us :—

“Qur visit to the Galapagos has been full of geological and zoological
interest. It is most impressive to see an extensive archipelago, of most recent
origin, inhabited by creatures so different from any known in other parts of the
world. Here we have a positive limit to the length of time that may be granted
for the transformation of these animals, if they are in any way derived from
others dwelling in different parts of the world. The Galapagos are so recent
that some of these islands are barely covered with the most scanty vegetation—
itself peculiar to these islands. Some parts of their surface are entirely bare, and
a great many of the crater and lava streams are so fresh that the atmospheric
agents have not yet made any impression upon them. Their age does not,
therefore, go back to earlier geological periods ; they belong to our time, geolo-
gically speaking. Whence, then, do their inhabitants come from, animals as
well as plants? If descended from some other type belonging to some neigh-
bouring land, then it does not require such unspeakably long periods for the trans-
formation of species as the modern advocates of transmutation claim, and the
mystery of change, with such marked and characteristic differences between
existing species, is only increased and brought to a level with that of creation.
If they are not autochthones, from what germs did they start into existence? I
think that careful observers, in view of these facts, will have to acknowledge that
our science is not yet ripe for a fair discussion of the origin of organized beings.”
—Yours respectfully,

W. P. Lvon,

DARWINISM AND THE MISSING LINK.
To the Editor,

Sir,—The tedious way in which this controversy has ¢ dragged its slow
length along ” has, I fear, destroyed any little interest which your readers may
have originally felt in it. However, perhaps I may be allowed to make a few

* Bee paragraph in pages 155 and 136, beginning, “ It is well known,” &o.
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remarks in ‘answer to Mr. Lyon’s letters of November 18th and 1gth, which he
publishes in reply to mine written two months before.

Mr. Lyon set out with demanding connecting links between animals at pre-
sent existing and those which existtd during the latest geological periods. I
endeavoured to show that such connecting links do exist, and that the progress
of investigation is daily making it more difficult to separate the recent from the
fossil fauna of the globe. ,

I mentioned the fossil cave lion, which was formerly regarded as a good
species, but is now shown to be inseparable from the existing lion. I mentioned
the fossil cave bear, which is still, I believe, regarded as a species distinct from
any other, and I might have quoted as to this, Vogt, who affirms that * every
gradation. between this species and our common brown bear may be traced ;" or
Dawkins, who says that ¢ those who have compared the French, German, and
British specimens gradually realise the fact that the fossil remains of the bear
form a graduated series, in which all the variations that at first sight appear
specific vanish away.” I also might have instanced, among others, the fossil
bison (bison priscus), which can be in the same way shown, on the authority of
Riitimeyer and others, to be identical with the American bison on the one hand,
and the European auroch on the other, two living animals that are regarded by
naturalists as quite distinct species.

In answer to all this, however, Mr. Lyon says, ¢ You only prove that they are
not distinct species at all;” but he would make the same reply if connecting links
between such forms, for example, as the fossii mammoth and the existing
elephant, or indeed if links between all the post-glacial mammals and our own
were produced. He says, in effect, every living form that can be shown by
intermediate links to be_connected with some fossil form is specially identical
with it, and he then triumphantly asks for evidence to connect the rest. He
must remember that he is attacking, not a hypothetical theory of his own—one
which postulates the idea that there is such a thing in nature as the separability
of species—but the theory of the evolutionists, who deny that position altogether.
They assert that there is no distinction of kind between a species and a variety,
but one of degree only, that we call things specifically distinct because the con.
necting links between them are now lost.

Mr. Lyon says that * bears are bearish still.” Why should they not be? He
must remember that he asked me for actually successive links between different
species, not between different genera. An animal which was bhalf badger, half
bear, would not be an actually successive link between the badger and bear at
all, because no evolutionist supposes that different genera are connected by rela-
tionship, except through somg very distant ancestor. I repeat, Mr. Lyon must
remember that he is arguing against Mr. Darwin’s theory, and not against a
hypothetical one of his own, and on Mr. Darwin’s theory, the evolution of one
organism from another has taken place by slight modifications producing forms
which we call varieties. Mr. Lyon shows that he altogether mistakes the
character of the evolution theory, for he actually advises me, in his letter of June
3rd, to communicate this fact to Mr. Darwin |

It is much the same when he asks for evidence of one form advancing towards
a higher form—the evolution theory asserting that all living forms have been

continually diverging from each other; or when he scts up a hypothetical theory
 of his own as to the rate of change which the fauna of Europe should have
experienced during the last 3,000 years, and then asks for proof of it, instead of
inquiring what are the facts of the case as disclosed by geology.

Mr. L;'on indulges in some sarcastic remarks because I introduce  peri-
winkles ”’ as evidence, as if the same laws were not equally applicable to the
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‘lower as to the higher forms of life. He must pardon me for thinking that, had
he any practical knowledge of this subject, he would hardly make those remarks,
for the littorine (periwinkles) present just one of those instances in which the
great abundance of closely-allied forms makes it impossible for conchologists to
agree as to the number of species into which the genus is to be divided. - Mr.
Lyon’s argument in reply to this is, I submit, reasoning in a circle. However
widely forms may differ, if the connecting links are forthcoming, he denies them
to be links at all.

With reference to Mr. Davidson and the brachiopoda, I would say, that gentle-
man (who, by the way, would be amused to know Mr. Lyon had advised him to
turn his attention to recent conchology) did not merely correct the mistakes of
former naturalists, as Mr. Lyon asserts. It was the missing links that accumu-

- lated in his hands, which were not known to his predecessors, that enabled him
to connect hitherto disconnected forms. I used this illustration to show the
uniform way in which the progress of rescarch was continually supplying us
with connecting links. Why should this be so if past and present organisms
were not related by the bond of common descent ?

Mr. Lyon quotes Professor Agassiz’s opinion as to the bearing of the fauna
and flora of the Galapagos on the theory of evolution. Your readers will be
surprised to learn that the Galapagos are in the basin of the Mississipi! But
this is, I imagine, Mr. Lyon's opinion, and not that of Professor Agassiz. Mr.
Lyon ought in common honesty to have told us that the organic life of these
islands, though differing specifically from that of the adjacent continent of South
America, is most intimately allied to it, and to it alone. As Mr. Darwin says in
the ¢ Origin of Species,” with reference to this very point—‘* Almost every pro-
duct of the land and of the water bears the unmistakable stamp of the American
continent. The naturalist, looking at the inhabitants of these volcanic islands in
the Pacific, distant several hundred miles from the continent, feels that he is
standing on American land.” Suppose the Galapagos were now inhabited by a
race of men whose appearance, language, and habits differed considerably from
those of the inhabitants of the mainland, and yet who were much more nearly
allied to them than to those of any other part of the world, would it not be con-
ceded without hesitatation that they had sprung from the same source? What
other explanation of the close relationship which exists generally between the
fauna and flora of islands and the nearest continent is possible but that which
the evolution theory affords ?

Mr. Darwin visited the Galapagos in 1835, being then himself a believer in
the theory of special creati If I mistake not, the fact of the intimate connec-
tion between the life of these islands and that of ghe mainland had considerable
influence in leading him to his present views.

I do not think any remarks of mine are needed as to those which Mr. Lyon
makes on the subject of the present geographical distribution of animals and plants
on the globe, and their relation to their tertiary represensatives. The argument
for evolution which it presents is most interesting, and one which will repay the
most careful study, but the further discussion of it in your columns would be
altogether out of place.

Mr. Lyon, in his last letter, brings forward the new train of argument, that late
researches on the blood and secretions in man and other animals go to show that
each species has certain peculiarities in those fluids. It has been suggested to me
that if this be eventually established as a fact, it would go far to explain the origin of
those external tendencies to vary, the accumulation of which it is that evolutionists
contend, produce new species. I must, however, decline to follow him into any
new branch of the subject. We have been corresponding since April on one
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| point, ¢ the connecting links,” without, I fear, any practical results at all ; those

who really wish to understand the merits of the case can do so by reading works
where it is treated at length, and it is simple waste of time for any others to
trouble themselves about it. I have no wish to spend the leisure of the next few
years in discussing page by page Mr. Lyon’s book, especially with an opponent
who begs the whole question beforehand, by asserting that there is nothing to be
said on the other side of the question.

I can understand that a person can read the * Origin of Species,” and still
continue to disbelieve the theory of creation by descent, but I am altogether at a
loss to imagine how one who has so little faith in the only possible alternative,
that of creation without descent, as to hesitate to say whether he believes it or
not, can do so, and yet say that the theory against which he writes with such an
evident animus is vox et praterea nihil.

With reference to the misquotation I pointed out, I think Mr. Lyon’s remarks
thereon only make matters worse. It is not the inverted commas I object to, but
the words he interpolates. Mr. Darwin protests against being charged with
regarding natural selection as a kind of deity. Mr. Lyon ignores this, and puts
into his mouth the words, “a kind of god that never slumbers nor sleeps.”
The only notice he now takes of this matter is to deliberately insinuate that Mr.
Darwin is an Atheist, and this, too, on the flimsy pretext that his beoks do not
contain any explanation of his theological views, an argument which might
just as well be urged (and of course as unfairly) against Dr. Bateman’s work
on Aphasia, or any other scientific publication. The charge of Atheism,
expressed or implied, is as insulting to Mr. Darwin as it is untrue. Were it true,
however, it would be, I maintain, altogether unnecessary to introduce it into the
discussion of a scientific question.

F. W. Hanuer.

November 3oth, 1873.

MAN VERSUS MONKEY.
To the Edstor.

Sir,—I had been hoping that the controversy in your columns regarding
man’s supposed descent from some extinct monkey race had terminated, when
the post of December 28th brought me your number for December 3rd, contain-
ing Mr. Harmer’s strictures on my letters which had appeared about a fortnight
before. I am not responsible therefore for the long delay of the following reply.
It seems to me, however, that this controversy must have about run its course.
Mr. Harmer now acknowledges, as he might as well have done months ago,
that he cannot find links showing that any species of animal whatever is con-
nected by descent with any other species separate and distinct from its own. It
is such links that I have all along been urging Mr. Harmer to produce.

He begins by saying that “ Mr. Lyon demands connecting links between the
animals at present existing and those which existed during the latest geological
periods.” I shall not imitate Mr. Harmer’s example, and charge him with a
want of ‘‘common honesty ”’ in making such a statement. He must know very
well, however, that I never demanded from him anything of the kind. Such a
demand from me would bave been simply absurd. Imitating Mr. Darwin, how-
ever, who builds science on suppositions, Mr. Harmer supposes or takes for
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granted that I had done so, and accordingly sets to work to show that the lion
of the present day is descended from the lion of the tertiary period, and that
certain living bears have come from bearish animals that lived in that distant
era. . Now, granting this, and granting also that the extant lion and bear vary
in some measure from their extinct progenitors, the fact does not prove evolution ;
nor does it render it in the least degree more probable that man has descended
from some ancient tribe of monkeys. Such facts, even were they ‘as plentiful as
periwinkles, do not advance Mr. Harmer’s position one step. So long as he goes
on reasoning merely from such facts, his argument is but like a door on its
hinges, moving backwards and forwards, but making no progress.

Let us put Mr. Harmer's argument in something like form. The fossil
¢ cave lion,” which lived during the tertiary period, nearly an eternity ago, “was
formerly regarded as a good species, but is soon shown to be inseparable from
the existing lion;” it is therefore highly probable that man is descended from
some extinct monkey race! Any intelligent child would scout such reasoning.
The opposite conclusion would seem to him the more legitimate one; namely, it
is therefore most improbable that man’s progenitor was a monkey. Again, if
the progenitors of lions were lions, and the progenitors of bears were bears well-
nigh an eternity ago, the probability would be that the progenitors of men also,
had they been then in existence, would also have been men, though they might
have varied somewhat from the men of these modem days. Mr. Harmer is of
course aware that men vary as well as pigeons. The argument from Mr.
Harmer’s. facts, rightly put, is thus entirely against himself. It tells, not in
favour of evolution, but against evolution.

As the periwinkle is rather a tender point with Mr. Harmer, I pass it over,
merely remarking that the argument derived from its natural history would be
similar to the above. As for the descent of the existing elephant from the fossil
mammoth, when Mr. Harmer has found the links that connect the two it will be
time enough to talk about them. He says, *if connecting links between such
forms, for example, as the fossii mammoth and the existing elephant . . .
were produced.” Now surely he ought to know by this time that science cannot
be built on ifs. But why is he so anxious to find connecting links between the
mammoth and the elephant? Why does he not rather try to find them between
the tiger and the cat, whose connection in descent is quite as probable. But
evolutionists do not search for connecting links among the living ; they grope
about for them among the dead ! ’

‘We have a curious specimen of reasoning in the way in which Mr. Harmer
deals with the quotation introduced by me from Professor Agassiz. That quota-

-tion was sent to you printed on a slip cut from a periodical in which it appeared,
.interpolated by a connecting remark from myself. Mr. Harmer makes. what I
.regret to be obliged to call a most silly attempt to lead your readers to suppose
.that, in “ Mr. Lyon’s opinion,” *the Galapagos are in the basin of the Missis-
sippi!” He then, in the very next sentence but one, does what he has often
.done before—he contradicts himself. He says, “ Mr. Lyon ought in common
honesty. to have told us that the organic life of these islands, though differing
specifically from that of the adjacent continent of South America, is most inti-
mately allied to it, and to it alone.”” Perhaps, in his next letter, Mr. Harmer will
explain to your readers how Mr. Lyon could be of opinion that * the Galapagos
were in the basin of the Mississippi,”” and. yet at the same time be perfectly
aware that they were “islands adjacent to the continent of South America”?
Will he also explain how Mr. Lyon could be guilty of dishonesty in not telling:
your.readers that the organic life of these islands is most intimately connected
with that of the adjacent continent, sceing that Mr, Lyon is not aware that such
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is the fact. Mr. Darwin may be of that opinion, but it is clear that Professor
Agassiz is of a different opinion. Does not Mr. Harmer see, moreover, that if
there has been a transgression of common honesty in connection with this
matter, the transgression is not mine, but has been committed by Piofessor
Agassiz? But why did the Professor not endorse Mr. Darwin’s statement that
“almost every product of the land and of the water bears the unmistakable
stamp of the American continent”? Clearly because, being on the spot, and
judging for himself, he did not believe it. Besides all this, Mr. Harmer, in
referring to this quotation, finds it convenient entirely to overlook the reason why
it was introduced, and the argument founded on it. According to evolutionists,
periods of time enormously long—so long as to be equivalent almost to an eternity
—are necessary for the evolution of new species; unless, indeed, in cases in which
it would assist their argument to suppose that shorter periods may suffice! Pro-
fessor Agassiz shows that if evolution be anything more than vor et preterea
nihil, such lengthened periods cannot be necessary. The Galapagos are a
recent formation, geologically speaking, yet “they are inhabited by creatures
different from any known in other parts of the world.” Can Mr. Harmer
account for this? Can he tell us how it is that, within a comparatively short
period, all the creatures introduced there from the South American continent,
. without a single exception apparently, should have developed into new species ;
while, during the enormously long period that has elapsed since the tertiary era,
lions have persisted in being lions, and periwinkles in being periwinkles? These
_are Mr. Harmer’s own facts (?) be it remembered; will he kindly explain
them ?

In referring to the argument which I introduced from the specific differences
which the microscope shows to exist between the tissues, blood, and various
- secretions of animals of different species, Mr. Harmer, after a feeble attempt to
turn the force of this argument by mentioning something that has been ‘ sug-
gested ”’ to him, “ declines to follow me into any new branch of the subject.” In
doing so, he exercises a wise discretion. Mr. Darwin himself has hitherto

- shrunk from it, apparently as an uninviting path, unlikely to yield evidence in
support of his favourite hypothesis. It is being explored however, by others, and
will be heard of again before long.

As for the remarks which I made in my last letter on the character of Mr.
Darwin’s references to the Divine Being, in his work in ¢ The Descent of Man,”
I believe them to be unquestionably correct, and therefore abide by them. But
I made them rather to point out the tendency of his speculations than because I
imagine him to be an Atheist. I never for one moment supposed him to be
such. Doubtless he believes in some kind of god. But in what kind of god?
In replying to Professor Asa Gray, in the closing sentences of his work on ¢ The
Variations of Plants and Animals under Domestication,” Mr. Darwin maintains
that although we might wish to find proof that a beneficent Providence had
guided the evolution of animal forms, we have no evidence that a beneficent
Providence has done so even in the case of man himself1 To designate any one
an Atheist, however, who does not avow himself one, even though his scientific
speculations may seem to point in that direction, I would regard as the very
extreme of arrogance and uncharitableness. I have not done, nor could I do

- such a thing. But it is quite another matter, when reviewing a work which the
writer of it has given to the world, to comment freely on the spirit in which it is
written, the tendency of its teachings, and the effect which, perhaps unconsciously
to himself, they produce on the mind of the author and are likely to produce on
the mind of the general public. This I have done, and maintain my right to
do so in any case. I will not, therefore, notice the closing sentences ot Mr.

.
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Harmer's letter, further than to say that they only show his unfairness and
“animus!” as a critic in this controversy, as some former portions do his
inaptitude as a reasoner, and his eager credulity as the partizan of an hypothesis
which affirms that we are descénded from monkeys, and that it is only through
some happy accident that we do not find ourselves to be hogs.—Y ours respectfully,
W. P. Lvon.
London, December 31st, 1872.

THE REV. W. P. LYON AND DARWINISM.
To the Editor.

Sir,—When a controversy can no longer be carried on without the use of
such expressions as “ any intelligent child would scout such reasoning,” ¢ a
most silly attempt,” “ Mr. Harmer makes a feeble attempt to turn the force of
his argument,” *“his eager credulity,” &c., &c., it is quite time that it should
be closed; and Mr. Lyon must therefore excuse my declining to reply to his last
letter, even though he should again assert that I have nothing further to say.

The whole correspondence is in print, and although Mr. Lyon has had the
last word on one or two points, I am quite satisfied to leave it as it stands.
Those who care to do so can judge for themselves what bearing the facts and
arguments I have adduced have upon the evolution controversy.

Mr. Lyon has a perfect right to form his own judgment as to the merits of
the discussion. On the other hand, he must allow me to hold to the opinion
which I have beforc expressed as to the weight of the objections which he
personally has urged against evolution. If he thinks, however, I do him
an injustice, he can easily transfer his arguments to the pages of some
scientific periodical, and he will then see whether my estimate of their value is
endorsed by that of naturalists generally. -

I have only now to thank your readers for their patience, and further to express
my regret if, during the discussion, I have by any expression of my own unin.
tentionally transgressed the limits of fair controversy.—I am, &c.,

F. W, HAruagnr. .

Norwich, January 8th, 1873.

MAN VERSUS MONKEY.
To the Editor.

S1r,—I could be very well content to let Mr. Harmer's last letter pass without
comment were it not that he tries to lay on my shoulders the blame of his with-
drawing from this controversy. The controversy, however, had virtually termi-
nated, ‘or Mr. Harmer had shown himself utterly unable to defend the position
he had taken up. At the outset, in maintaining the probable descent of man
fiom some extinct monkey race, he had told your readers—in replying to Dr.
Bateman’s question, “ Why are not some of the intermediate forms between man
and his supposed progenitors known to us, cither in a living state or in a fossil
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condition ? "—that the fossil intermediate remains of man ‘will be discovered, if at
all (a wise reservation), in those tropical countries in which probably man first
originated. It was at this point of the controversy that I ventured to suggest to
him that it would go far to answer the purpose if he could produce or prove the
existence of fossil intermediate remains connecting any species of creature that
now lives, or ever has lived, on the earth, with some pre-existing form from
which it has been derived. In reply to this very simple and clear suggestion,
Mr. Harmer has written letter after letter, and eolumn after column, in your
pages, telling us how abundant connecting links are; that the tertiary strata are
full of them, and indeed *show nothing but such connecting links ; that scientific
men are “ embarrassed by their being so numerous,” &c., &c. With some diffi-
culty, he was at length driven to the confession that these numerous and em-
barrassing links are not links at all in the sense that is meant—not such links
as he told us would probably be yet found in some tropical country, connecting
man with the monkey—not links which show the descent of one species of
animal from another species, but merely links connecting the successive genera-
tions of the same species, or the varieties of the same species, with one another!
Their existence thus proves merely—what no one cares to dispute—that, with
some amount of varfation, lions are descended from lions, bears from bears,
periwinkles from periwinkles, &c. The inference from these facts unquestionably
is, that man is descended from man. While writing thus month after month,
Mr. Harmer could hardly help having the consciousness that he was evading the
real question at issue. At length, however, he finds that he can evade it no
longer, and hence, I believe, his withdrawing from the controversy.

So far as I am aware, there is no point on which Mr. Harmer has succeeded
in answering, or even in lessening, the force of my argument. He has failed to
show that, during the eternity—if I may call it so—which has elapsed since the
tertiary era, any species of animal whatever has made even the slightest
advance towards a higher form. He has enabled me to put an argument I had
employed in “ Homo versus Darwin” in a much stronger form than that given
to it there. If, during millions of successive generations, certain species of
animals have not advanced towards a higher form, the probability is that, during
millions on millions of generations—if, indeed, they have existed so long—they
have continued to be what they are. Mr. Harmer has not ventured to touch the
argument derived from the specific differences which the microscope shows to
exist between the tissues, blood, and various secretions of animals of different
species ; nor has he tried to meet the difficulty in the way of evolution, connected
with animal life, in the Galapagos Islands.

As for the expressions in my last letter at which he has chosen to take offence,
their sting, unhappily, lies in their truth. There is not one of them the use of
which, were it worth while, I could not easily justify. But why does he forget that .
they were called forth by offensive expressions—to use no stronger term—which
he had applied to myself? When in the interests of evolution he brings charges
of gross ignorance and want of “‘common honesty” against his opponent, and,
strange to say, within the space of half-a-dozen lines unconsciously contradicts
those charges, thus showing that he knows them to be unfounded, on what
ground can he expect that his absurdity will not be exposed ?

In another portion of his letter, Mr. Harmer, after telling your readers that he
holds to the opinion he has expressed as to the weight of my arguments against
evolution, adds, “If Mr. Lyon thinks that I do him an injustice, he can easily
transfer his argument to the pages of some scientific periodical, and he will then
see whether my estimate of their value is endorsed by that of naturalists gener-
ally.” As to “injustice” towards myself, Mr. Harmer need not be troubled. The
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thing to be feared is injustice to truth. As for the advice he so kindly gives me,
there are many reasons why I should decline to follow it. For example, it would
not matter to me one straw, though all the naturalists in the country, headed by
Mr. Darwin himself, were to endorse Mr. Harmer’s estimate of the value of my
arguments, so long as they could not answer those arguments. What I want is an
answer to them, not an endorsement of Mr. Harmer’s estimate of them, which
would be utterly worthless. Then, again, should I not be doing Mr. Harmer
and his friends an injustice were I to suppose that arguments for which they had
failed to find an answer in Norwich can be answered anywhere else in the
kingdom ?

Moreover, why should I appeal to naturalists as to the value of my argu-
ments? Would not naturalists—mere naturalists I mean—from the very fact of
their being such, be less fitted than other men to give a sound and unbiassed
judgment on the point? The naturalist is trying to read but one page of the
great book of revelation, and is apt to over-estimate its value, and to forget that
there are other pages yielding evidence which cannot but have a most important
bearing on the great question as to the origin of man. Besides, is not Mr.
Harmer aware that many naturalists assume—what they cannot prove—that
evolution is the law of the universe? They would tell us that a miracle is
impossible, and that Christ never rose from the dead! They would come, there-
fore, to the consideration of the matter which Mr. Harmer counsels me to refer
to them, under the influence of a foregone conclusion. Were I to refer the
matter at all, then, I would refer it, not to to naturalists as such, but to men of
general intelligence and sound common sense. If, indeed, it were facts that I
wanted, I would go to the naturalist for them. I would willingly consult even
Mr. Darwin. But it is not facts that we are now debating about, but inferences
JSrom facts, and such inferences any sensible man can draw for himself. When
the facts have been accumulated and set forth, the matter passes from the sphere
of the naturalist into that of the sifter of evidence. In writing *“Homo o.
Darwin,” I brought in Professor Huxley to witness to certain facts, but it never
occurred to me to make him judge in the case. I must decline, therefore, to
refer the matters that have come into debate between Mr. Harmer and myself to
‘“ naturalists generally.” I am ready to accept their testimony as to facts, even
as given by Mr. Harmer. For judgment as to the inferences to be drawn from
the facts, I am content to appeal to the well-known intelligence and sound
practical sense of the good people of Norwich. If, however, Mr. Harmer is very
anxious for a re-discussion of the points that have come up between us, and can
open the way for it in the columns of the Times, the Daily News, or the Daily
Telegraph, through which a larger section of the English people may be appealed
to, I hope to be ready for him, even though he should bring forward a naturalist
as my opponent.

I have only now, in conclusion, to thank you, Mr. Editor, for your kindness in
allowing me to occupy so much space in your columns, and to beg of those who
have been interested in the controversy to remember that, in so far as Mr.
Harmer’s argument in it is concerned, it may be summed up in the lines—

The lion to lions must trace his descent,
The donkey trace his to the donkef;
To Darwinists, thus, it is perfeotly clear,
That man must trace his to the monkey !
: I remain, Sir, yours respectfully,
London, January 23rd, 1873. _ W, P. Lvon.
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With the above letter the correspondence ended. Mr. Harmer's retreat, how-
ever, was covered by a lecture, delivered soon after, by Mr. J. E. Taylor, editor of
“ Science Gossip,” and curator of the Ipswich Museum. ¢ This gentleman,” says
the Eastern Daily Press, of February 1st, * referring to the correspondence, ¢ Man
versus Ape,’ that has appeared in our columns, boldly expressed his belief that
no philosophical naturalist could do otherwise than accept the doctrine of evolution
in its application to the phenomena of the biology of our planet.” Mr. Taylor is
certainly not wanting either in ¢ boldness” or self-complacency, as he thus,
with a wave of the hand, settles this knotty question by ranking evolutionists
among philosophers, and those who differ from them among fools. Beside
Mr. Taylor, Mr. Darwin is the very personification of modesty. Writing on the
same point in his preface to * The Descent of Man,” he says, “ Of the older and
honoured chiefs in natural science, many, unfortunately, are still opposed to
evolution in every form.” The next time Mr. Taylor feels tempted to deliver
himself so oracularly on this subject, he might save himself by remembering the
modest words of Mr. Darwin.

In a subsequent part of his lecture, referring to the “miocene period,” which
he would place millions ‘of years back in the past, Mr. Taylor said, “it
was more than probable that the antiquity of the human race would eventually
be pushed as far back as that particular period of time”—a statement which but
furnishes an additional illustration of the recklessness and credulity of a certain
class of naturalists, their utter disregard of the laws of scientific investigation,
and the easy dogmatism with which they deal in assertions which they cannot
prove. We have much sonorous talk from them about primeval man, and the
long successive ages through which he has lived. We hear of an age of stone—
which has been divided into the palacolithic, or age of rude stone imple-
ments, and the neolithic, or age of improved stone implements—of an age of
bronze, and an age of iron. A little enquiry, however, soon shows that these
so-called ages were not successive ages in the history of man, and that, so far as
proof goes, the first of them, the palaeolithic age, is purely imaginary. It cer-
tainly cannot be shown that there ever was an age when men, all the world over,
used only implements of stone, that this was succeeded by another age, in
which they used implements of bronze, and that then came another in which
they had learned the use of iron. We have now what may be called the steel
age in England, which is rather an advance on that of iron, but it is well known
that, in some of the islands of the Pacific, and also in other parts of the world,
stone implements are still in use ; and it will not be denied that there were savage
tribes using flint hatchets when the armies of Greece and Rome, and even of
Nineveh and Babylon, were fighting with weapons of iron. Within the last
hundred years, moreover, in many an island of the sea, and among many an
uncivilized people, the age of stone has suddenly been closed, and the age of
bronze and iron suddenly and simultaneously introduced by an importation of
the wares of Sheffield and Birmingham! It may seem leamned to talk of the
palaeolithic and the neolithic ages, the age of bronze, and the age.of iron, but the
language is inaccurate and misleading, and the use of it is .unworthy- of . men
calling themselves scientific,
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As to antiquity, it is certain that no implement can be produced bearing un-
mistakable marks of having been wrought by the human hand, that can be
proved to have been in existence beyond 3,000 or 4,000 years, though, according
to our belief, such implements have been in use during a period at least nearly
twice as long. ) ’

We have heard much of late years about the flint implements found in the
drift, and especially in the valley of the Somme. M. Boucher de Perthes, a
gentleman of Picardy, recently deceased, who had for years been making
observations on the gravel cuttings in his neighbourhood, and who imagined
that he had collected from them a large number of flint implements fabricated
by man, published three volumes on the subject, between the years 1846 and
1864. At first his views found acceptance with but few. Theflints, engravings
of which were given in his first volume, exhibited signs, not of manufacture,
but merely of accidental cleavage, and were such as might easily be picked up
where broken flints are common. To most who examined them, therefore, the
the evidence of the flints themselves was not more convincing than that of the
séances at which the spirits of Yoé—an ancient savage who lived more than
twenty thousand years ago!-—and George Cuvier were summoned by this
¢ philosophical naturalist,” to testify to an auditory of savants to the high
antiquity of man! He tells us, in his third volume, page 664, &c., of his having
thus invited the aid of spiritualism to establish his favourite doctrine !

Explorations, however, were continued. Several distinguished countrymen of
our own visited the locality. The workmen were stimulated by the hope of
reward, and Sir Charles Lyell, Sir John Lubbock, Mr. John Evans, and others,
brought away with them from the spot, implements which were said to be * quite
unmistakable.” But even granting that some of them had been wrought by the
human hand, what proof have we that that hand, instead of belonging to a
primeval savage, was not the hand of some modern French workman? Sir
Charles Lyell himself, admits it as “ beyond a doubt, that some of the workmen
were in the habit of forging and burying flint tools.” He felt himself unable to
believe that a piece of a human jaw which had been found among the flints, and
which was onee thought to establish triumphantly the immense antiquity of
man, hadnot also been placed in sits by one of the diggers. Mr. Keeping, now
curator of the Woodwardian Museum at Cambridge, who was thought by
eminent antiquarians of England and France to be the man most comnpetent to
investigate the matter, and was commissioned by them for this purpose, was
unable himself to find a single implement. His workmen, however, were
more successful—they brought no less than seven to his view, but the gravel
around them being loose, showed clearly that they had previously placed them
where they were found !

If further evidence were needful to show that the testimony of these so-called
flint implements to the antiquity of man is utterly worthless, we have it in an
article written by N. Whitley, Esq., C.E., in the Popular Science Review for
January, 1869. This geatleman made an extensive examination of the flint
flakes, and of their geological position, from Comnwall to Norfolk in England,
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as well as in Belgium, and in France. He found them everywhere in the chalk
formation, and in other places to which they had been drifted. In some places
there were whole strata of these ‘ flint implements.” Tons of them might be
collected in a very few hours. . ¢ At Spiennes,” he says, “three miles south-east
from Mons, where 400 ‘flint implements’ were discovered, I found the flakes
large, thin, and broad, in a stratum six inches thick, and two feet under the soil
I traced them for half a mile along a sloping cliff, formed in a gorge of the
river, and the soil around teemed with similar forms.” The conclusion to
which he found himself  compelled* was the opposite to that formed by Lyell,
Lubbock, and Evans. “The flints,” he says, “ bear no indications of design,
nor any evidence of use.”

A few weeks ago the writer, when visiting a watering place on the south
coast, met with a gentleman, who has for a lengthened period been engaged in
similar investigations. For four years and a half he had been working in a
gravel bed in the neighbourhood of , and had been happy enough to find
“ some most valuable specimens,” which he willingly exhibited. Some of them
certainly did bear a remote resemblence to instruments which man might have
used. One of them was laughably like a profile of the human face, only the
mouth was wanting. But a glance was sufficient to show that these “imple-
ments ”’ were mere accidental chips, such as might be found abundantly in any
spot where flint nodules had been shattered into fragments by the collision of
the glacial period, or otherwise. We advised this amiable antiquary to try the
experiment of colliding flints, and this he promised to do. The next day, after
having been thus enlightened, on walking along the coast, we not only found
some very fair specimens of stone axes, knives, and other implements, but even
succeeded, by dashing some flint stones against the rocks, in originating a
hatchet which might be supposed to have been manufactured by Yoé himself.

Evidence of other kinds that has been adduced in proof of the high antiquity of
man has been found, when sifted, to be equally worthless. It has been affirmed
for example, that the characteristic differences between the Caucasian, Mongolian,
and Negro races, differences which are known to have existed for four or five
thousand years, must have taken an enormous time to develop. Dr. Livingstone,
however, informs us that the negro type is rare in Africa, and occurs only in districts
where great heat prevails in connection with great moisture. This variety is
thus the result of climate, and might spring up very suddenly. Dr. Langdon-
Down, of Normansfield, well known for his success in the treatment of imbeciles, is
reported by the Daily Telegraph of August 11th, to havesaid, in addressing some
membersof the British Medical Association—*‘ Ihave noticed that while some idiots
are found with a Negro, and others with a Malay type of head and features, at
least ten per cent. are of the Mongol type; showing that there is a tendency to
degenerate from the highest or Caucasian type.” He refers to this factas tending
to show the unity.of the human race; but it shows also how easily and rapidly
in early times, the existing varieties may have sprung up.

The lake dwellings of ancient Switzerland have also been appealed to, but they
cannot be shown to be as old even as the time of Julius Ceesar. No human.
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remains, moreover, have been found for which any very great antiquity can be -
established, a fact of immense importance in regard to the question at issue.

It should be remembered, too, that geologists are constantly making mistakes
in their estimates of time, and that implicit reliance cannot be placed on their
calculations. Formations of peat, which it was once said were the growth of
thousands of years, are now known to be possible during the lifetime of a genera-
tion. A piece of pottery was discovered deeply buried in the deposits at the mouth
of the Nile. It was affirmed that these deposits must have been accumulating
over it for many thousands of years, and that its being found where it was proved
the great antiquity of man. Alas for the calculation! The piece of pottery was
found to be of Roman manufacture! Sir Charles Lyell affirmed not very long
ago that, on the lowest estimate, the delta of the Mississippi must have been one
hundred thousand years in forming. Four thousand four hundred years has
been assigned for its formation, after 2 most careful examination by officers em-
ployed by the Govemment of the United States. We could furnish other similar
instances, but these may suffice.

We have thus no proof whatever that man has existed on the earth during a
longer period than that assigned him by Scripture, which, according to the best
chronology, is probably between 7,000 and 8,000 years ; nor that he was originally
a savage. Both these points are generally assumed by naturalists; but the
weight of evidence is against either being true.

Perhaps, when the truths revealed. by geology come to be better understood, and
more correctly interpreted, even the difficulty connected with the six days of creation,
mentioned in Genesis, may cease to be felt. It must be clear to an unprejudiced
thinker, that the first verse—* In the beginning God created the heavens and the
carth ”—has reference to the primary and original creation of all things. The
best Hebrew scholars render the first part of the second verse—‘ Now the earth
had become waste and desolate.” Before the geological difficulty was known,
Dathe, professor of Hebrew at Leipsic, thus translated this clause into Latin:
¢ But afterwards the earth became waste and desolate.” The Hebrew words do
not convey the idea of a chaos of confused elements to be reduced to form, and
subjected to law. There were the ¢ waters,” and the “ land,” that was covered
by them, and the ‘ darkness "*—thick and heavy mists orclouds rolling over beth,
and these were entities as perfect in their kind as are clouds, and land, and water,
now. Between the original creation therefore, and the time when the earth had
become ¢ waste and desolate,” there may have elapsed a period long enough,
and abounding in changes enough to meet the utmost requirements of scientific
speculation. The earth had certainly teemed with life, both vegetable and animal,
long before man appeared to subdue and possess it. Dense forests had covered
it; strange monsters had revelled in its deltas and marshes, and swam in its
rivers and seas. But a catastrophe had come, and just prior to the human era,
the earth had become ‘ waste and desolate.”

Does geological science reveal any indications of such a state of things having
existed? We think it does. We hear much of the glacial period, of its being
one of the most recent, and of its having left traces of the tremendous forces
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which it wielded, and the vast changes it introduced, on almost every part of the
carth’s surface.

We are told of the huge masses which, as icebergs or glaciers, covered nearly
the whole of the North of Europe and of America, and even extended into other
parts of the world. The strange phenomena of this period, it is said, can be
traced well-nigh up to the equator, and also in the southern hemisphere. High
geological authorities tell us of glaciers then existing more than a hundred miles in
length, and nearly two miles in thickness, of their scooping out the soil and strata
of the earth to the depth of several thousands of feet, carrying the mighty burden
to enormous distances, and, after lengthened periods, scattering it far and wide
over other lands. .

If we accept these statements—and thereis a large amount of truth in them,
they unquestionably point us to a period when the earth had become * waste and
desolate,” when “darkness was upon the face of the deep,” and when life, in
almost every form, must have become extinct.

But how is the existence of such state of our earth to be accounted for?
Astronomers tell us of stars that have blazed forth with extraordinary brightness
for a time, and then have well-nigh disappeared. What has happened to other
stars may have happened to our own sun, which is also a star. The power of
this luminary during the carboniferous era must have been immensely greater
than it is in these days. We know that even now his heat and brightness con-
stantly vary, being greater in some years and less in others. If we suppose then
that there was an era during which our sun was well-nigh turned into darkness,
when he ceased, in a great measure, to give forth his light and heat, and was
little better than a dark ball rolling in the sky, the glacial period is accounted for—
and it will be difficult to account for it otherwise; and we find science herself
pointing us to an era shortly preceding the appearance of man, when the earth
had become * waste and desolate,” and when just such a creation as that recorded
in Genesis i. must be supposed in order to account for what we find around us.

Setting aside evolution as mere hypothesis, creation may as well have taken
place in six days as during any more lengthened period. True science does not
indicate that it was not so. If we accept the Scripture account as true, the
remarkable circumstance of the division of time in weeks, and of the seventh day
having been regarded as sacred by so many other nations besides the Jews is
accounted for.

But our additional space being now fully occupied, we cannot pursue these
hints farther. We must leave the intelligent lreader to follow them out for
himself.
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HOMO versus DARWIN :

A JUDICIAL EXAMINATION OF STATEMENTS RECENTLY PUBLISHED
BY MR. DARWIN REGARDING

“THE DESCENT OF MA
Bx W. P. LYON, B.A.

LITERARY NOTICES.

An able critic in T'he Ohristian World of September 15th, 1871, writes :—

“From some previous acquaintance with the subject, I hesitate not to pronounce
¢ Homo versus Darwin’ & complete refutation of the assumptions and mischievous
speculations of Darwin.'...It is written in a clear and pointed style; is
free from technicalities, and adapted to all ders; while it is cast in a
dramatic form, that not only relieves the tediousness of discussion, but gives to it
singular liveliness and effect.”

The Rxv. JoMEs Pansoxs, writing from Harrogate, says:—

“With regard to ¢ Homo,' it is just the thing....The mode of treating ¢ The
Descent of Man '’ is precisely right, and the volume is adapted for great usefulness.
It is far more scientific than thebookxtom;osu...lmnoommend ‘Homo' as I
have opportunity.”

“ We strongly commend this small volume to the careful perusal of any whose
minds have been occupied by the consideration of Mr. Darwin’s absurd theories.
The book will be found to be full of wit and wisdom. The summing up of the
judge at the end of the trial contains a good compendium of the whole
case. We hope that, amongst our intelligent young people, it will have an
extensive circulation.”—7he Watchman.

¢ The work is written in a somewhat humorous strain, but the writer never loses
sight of the gravity of the questions discussed. His remarks on the bearing of
the subject on Christian truth are most important. We can cordially recommend
this little volume, and hope it may circulate wherever Mr. Darwin’s views have
met with any degree of acceptance.”—The Record.

‘ The argument is very cleverly conduocted, and is the beat assault we have seen
on Mr, Darwin's system.””—Tke Graphic.

“The facts and fictions so ingeniously wrought up together in Darwin's work
are here, sometimes playfully, at other times more seriously, untwisted, and the
indubitable facts of natural science separated from the fallacious hypothesis
sought to be drawn from them, We heartily commend this little volume to all
who are interested in the question."—ZEdinburgh Daily Beview.




 The author has discussed Darwinism in a way which is not only conclusive in
argument, but which awakens and sustains the interest of the reader from first to
last.”—Christian Witness. .

4 The writer of this little volume bnngs logic, scientific knowledge, and wit to
bear in the exposition of Mr. Darwin’s fa.llacies, and supplies an admirable refuta-
tion of his theories.”—Evangelical Mag

“ We cannot well over-rate the value of this trenchant and decisive exposure of-
Mr. Darwin’s plausible sophistries....The writer limits himself to a remarkably
clear and conclusive investigation of Mr. Darwin’s principles in the light of common
sense. He exposes the looseness of his'logic, the assumptions of his alleged facts, the
incompleteness of his inductions, and the invalidity of his conclusions, in a style
which is as cheerful to read as the matter is instiuctive.”— Churck Opinion.

“ The author may fairly be congratulated on the ability he has brought to bear
on his subject, and his defence of the theory respecting the origin of man, usuaally
based on the teaching of the Scriptures.”—London City Press.

¢ This brochure takes the form of an arbitration inquiry, to decide according
to rules acknowledged in English judicature, how far Mr. Darwin has established
his hypothesis, which the plaintiff denounces as a libel on human natare—namely,
that man is remotely descended from a hairy quadruped, furnished with a tail,
pointed ears, and great canine teeth ; such quadruped having, in the course of un-
numbered ages, been developed from a small marine creature, now found clinging
to rocks, and consisting of ‘ a simple, tough, lea.hery sac, with two small projecting
orifices.” Representations of Mr. Darwin’s patriarch, and of his alleged near
relation, the gorilla, are brought into court to illustrate the question at issue...
The defence consists of extracts from Mr. Darwin’s published works, interspersed
with free comments by Homo, pointing out the deficient links in this chain of
reasoning....Homo very fairly exposes the pitiful straits into which the theories
of ‘natural selection,’ ‘sexual selection,’ et hoc genus omne, infallibly lead their
propounders....The line of demarcation between the mental powers of men and
other animals is very markedly brought out. Those who have not time to wade
through more elaborate tomes will find the points at issue fairly set forth, and in &
very readable form, in this little volume.”—The Literary World.

*‘ We have read this little book with great interest, and can cordially recommend
it to all who would care to see, in few words, the extent to which the great
naturalist reasons upon suppositions when facts fail him....Those who would like to
see some of the main points of Darwinism briefly stated and cleverly answered,
will, we venture to think, find what they want here.”—The Illustrated Review.

“This work discusses, with marked ability, from a popular point of view, the
well-known opinions of Mr. Darwin regarding the descent of Man."—Sckool
Board Chronicle.

4 The writer has certainly produced a work in which there is not only great
intellectual shrewdness and strength, but much genius and literary humour. This

makes the volume not only very readable, but very fascinating. If, as we have no
reason to doubt, he has given a fair representation of Darwin, he has certainly-
made out his case, and fairly won the trial."—7The Homilist.

“ Mr. Darwin is made to convict himself out of his own mouth, and is often
reduced to perplexing straits.”—British Quarterly.

London: Hamilton, Adams, & Co., 32, Paternoster Row.,
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