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THE EVOLUTION OF EVOLUTION.

E have had many treatises on evolution —the evolution of

species, of the solar system, of the sidereal universe, of

law, of art, of religious worship, of political organization, of sys-

tems of theology, etc., but as yet, so far as the present writer

knows, no one has expressly considered “ the evolution of evolu-
tion itself.”

By this phrase we mean the origin, development, present state
and probable future of that system of thought with which the
teachings of such men as Herbert Spencer, Darwin, Huxley, Tyn-
dall, Karl Pearson and Professor Haeckel have made us all more
or less famaliar.

The main characteristic of this system is its persistent endeavor
to explain all higher energies in terms of lower activities, and so,
while denying the possibility of creation without pre-existing mate-
rial, to affirm the universal origin of all things, with all their powers,
from others which avowedly have no such powers to bestow. A
second not less noteworthy character is its neglect to seek for or
acquire any solid intellectual ground for its own support; so that
while it, in fact, bases every power of the universe on impotence,
it derives all the highest faculties of the intellect from nescience,
and practically proclaims Unreason Lord of the Universe!

Strange, that a system so essentially irrational should have been
slowly built up through the éfforts, or with the approval, of so
many gifted minds, to replace another which once commanded
the allegiance of the keenest intellects the world has known!
That latter system possessed, indeed, the essential power to retain
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mens’ allegiance on to our own day, though the effect of personal
deficiencies on a succession of events and changed circumstances
(which alone could not have caused such an overthrow), made the
continuance of its sway impossible.

It seems to us that few investigations could be more interesting

than a thorough study of the decay and overthrow of the scho-
lastic philosophy, together with the uprising, in its place, of that
modern system which Mr. Arthur Balfour has lately termed
‘“‘ naturalism,” with its attendant net-work of skepticism, in the
meshes of which Mr. Balfour himself remains helplessly entangled.
A few suggestions towards such a study are what we purpose here
and now to offer to our readers, with the addition of some notes
as to a few scientific facts which seem to indicate that “ evolution,”
in the popular sense of that term, is a theory which has had its
day. - ,
If it is strange, as we have said, that such an incoherent system
should have replaced one so solid and well laid-together, it is more
strange still that evolutionists should regard that replacement
with the satisfaction they do. It is as if some graceful medieval
fane, with its slender soaring columns, its traceried windows, its
dexterously arranged system of thrusts, lightly but solidly sus-
pending in mid-air a fair groined roof, had fallen down in ruin, and
that men having roughly framed an imperfect shelter from its
fragments, should chuckle and congratulate themselves thereon,
as on a positive architectural progress and improvement! Yet
some of our readers may very naturally object that the intellect is
not free, but must follow evidence, and, therefore that the earlier
system could not have been so excellent as we suppose, since
otherwise it must have continued, willy nilly, to command the
assent of all, or almost all, capable men.

It is true that the intellect, in the abstract, must follow evidence;
but men are by no means all intellect. They are largely domi-
nated by their emotions, and many of them are readily carried
away by each successive fashion of the day. Moreover, it is not
every one who adheres to a true system who can skilfully show
forth its claims upon the assent of others; nor does it even follow
that every skilful advocate who is faithful to it as a whole, is sound
in every one of his views regarding it. Moreover, there are such
defects as sloth, self-seeking, undue subservience to personal in-
fluence and neglect of fidelity to old truths under new circum-
stances.

Certainly the change from the intellectual harmony and com-
pleteness of the thirteenth century to the discord and disarray of
the sixteenth, is wonderful. It was a transformation, indeed, affect-
ing the whole of life, and most potent in its consequences. But
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this change may be paralleled by that which has transformed the
domination of the Church as it existed under Innocent III, into
the feebleness of the days of Pius VI.

Under the former Pontificate it seemed that ecclesiastical author-
ity could never lose the control which it then possessed over every
department of national and social life. In the affairs of every
nation, of every city and township, and, indeed, of every family
in every land of Christendom, the Church intervened through her
sacramental ordinances, her stately ceremonial and her supreme
authority. Yet afier a very few years the ignominy to which
Boniface VIII. was put by the emissaries of Phillipe le Bzl, led to
his death, while in that pontiff’s person the Church underwent
a humiliation from which she has never recovered.

This fact is not, of course, to be explained by any real weaken-
ing of the Church’s spiritual weapons, but by the sloth, self-seek-
ing, undue subservience to personal influence and neglect of fidel-
ity to old truths under new circumstances on the part of some or
other of her ministers. Had the bishops of France been staunch
in their loyalty to Boniface, had the inferior clergy been ready
unhesitatingly to support their bishops in upholding the Pope
against the king, in spite of royal violence and persecution and in
adherence to that most logical Bull known as “ Unam Sanctam,”
the humiliation of the Church would have been delayed for at
least another generation. Changes due to the increase of knowl-
edge, culture and refinemeat would, of course, have inevitably
taken place, but we see no reason to think that these could
not have been welcomed and provided for without injury to the
hierarchical constitution of Christendom, nor that churchmen need
have let power slip from their hands as they did.

A parallel case is presented by the overthrow of that metaphys-
ical system known as the Scholastic Philosophy. We see no rea-
son why the inevitable changes in the intellectual order which ad-
vancing physical and mental science necessitated, need have caused
any philosophical breach of continuity. But such a breach once
effected, the circumstances of the age could not but rapidly widen
it with fatal efficacy; for never since the origin of the historic
period did the leading races of mankind simultaneously experi-
ence such a rapid succession of religious, political, intellectual
and physical changes as between the end of the fifteenth and the
middle of the seventeenth centuries.

The breach itself must be admitted, however reluctantly, to
have been largely due to the teachers of the ¢ old learning " in the
latter days of its general acceptance. An unwise conservatism
and an invincible repugnance to the labor of welding together
new truths with old ones, made them neglect those physical sci-
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ences which were then freshly budding forth, and rely much on
seductive reasoning and great subtlety in verbal distinctions, as if
the sphere of the werbum mentale could be substantially and
greatly enlarged by playing cunning tricks with the verbum oris.

Centuries before, that wonderful man, Roger Bacon, had warned
the philosophers of his day of their danger, and wisely counselled
them to have recourse to experiments and useful observations of
facts, instead of relying so largely upon mere processes of ratiocina-
tion. In the sixteenth century it was almost too late to arrest the
philosophic decay. Fresh discoveries and strikingly novel observa-
tions were accumulating on all sides. A new world had been
disclosed by Columbus, with races of men and wonderful civiliza-
tions, which had remained for centuries unknown, while birds,
beasts and reptiles utterly foreign to anything before known were
being again and again brought over to Europe. But another dis-
covery was even more important in transforming the intellectual
and moral condition of Western Europe. Through the fall of
Constantinople men became acquainted with the literature of an-
cient Greece, and there arose a violent passion for it—a passion
which diffused and revived Platonism and prepossessions hostile
to the whole Christian system.

A flood of moral corruption deluged Italy and spread to France
and Germany, while a contempt for the ideas of the men of the
preceding generation—men who had known neither the Transat-
lantic nor the Hellenic worlds—whose philosophical system must,
therefore, they thought, be as inapt and barbarous in its conceptions
as the latinity whereby those conceptions were expressed.

Thus, by the combined effects of neglect on the part of profes-
sors of the *old learning,” and of impatient intolerance on the
part of those of the “new,” the first breach was effected in the
philosophic continuity of Christendom, and the ground became
thereby prepared for the germination, or * evolution,” of the seeds
of that hypothesis of evolution which has culminated before our
eyes.

The rich harvest which physical science at once began to yield
(as it always yields) to its enthusiastic cultivators very soon enor-
mously widened—as we before hinted—the gulf between the old
and the new systems. Yet the students of physics were perfectly
right and fully justified in adopting methods and seizing upon
truths which had, up to that time, been too much neglected, and
it was but natural that success should quickly and greatly aug-
ment their enthusiasm. But, unfortunately, while thus seizing
upon truths which had been before neglected, they neglected
truths—and most fundamental truths—which, up to that time,
had bcen constantly recc gnized. Not that all, or even the most
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conspicuous, devotees of *‘the new learning” were scientifically
successful. Absurd, indeed, has been the admiration and praise
bestowed upon that morally meanest of mankind, Bacon, and his
“ Novum Organum!” For, so little did he recognize or allow the
claims of the intellect, and so absurdly servile was he in his mere
quest of facts, that his efforts were as barren of results as those of
any of the schoolmen upon whom he poured out his very foolish
scorn.

The universal and objective validity of those primary and funda-
mental intuitions which can alene afford a logical foundation for
even t e lowest physical science, being ignored or repudiated,
the gates of human thought were thrown open to admit that long
procession of ephemeral follies put forth by successive sophists
from Deascartes, Locke and Hume, though Kant, Hegel, Schilling
and Hartmann, to the Spencers, Huxleys, Tyndalls and Herschels
of our own day. Therewith the *‘evolution of evolution” has
run its course and the “unreason” of men has enthusiastically
proclaimed the supreme “ unreason” of the universe.

That philosophical heresiarch Descartes, the fons ¢ origo of the
later follies of all the men above named, the great exemplar of all
* topsyturveydom ” and who based ¢ intuition ” on * ratiocination,”
at once aspired to a mechanical exploration of the universe. To
him is due that supreme folly of our own day which teaches (as
Professor Huxley has taught) that to let a man know his house is
on fire is not the cause of that process of  running home " which
he may thereupon set going! That well-meaning, puzzle-headed
Englishman, Locke, by reducing all our sources of knowledge to
‘““ sensation " and “ reflection,” supplied everything that was neces-
sary for the development of the *‘ idealism” of Berkeley and his
followers to the present day.

But “idealism " is only the other side of the shield of ‘‘ materi-
alism” ; since for neither system is there any source of knowledge
beyond * impressions ” or “feelings”; and our * sensations” are
represented as being “impressions” or “feelings” in their most
vivid form.

Therefore beyond these we can (according to these systems)
know nothing, and though the piety of Bishop Berkeley led him
to regard the universe about him as a phantasmagoria played off
by God upon his (Berkeley’s) own mind, that acute mocker of his
fellows, Hume, saw clearly that from such premises very different
conclusions followed. He therefore amused himself, and gained
the renown he greedily desired, by drawing forth those conse-
quences and depicting them to the stupid amazement of his con-
temporaries who took him seriously. Hume saw, clearly enough,
that if “ impressions ” or “ feelings ” are the ultimate source of all
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knowledge and its only trustworthy elements, then not only is
God an impossible object of knowledge, but no man can have
any knowledge of himself—of the reality of his own existence.

Every “impression,” every “feeling,” is a single, individual
subjective state which cannot tell us anything about the real state
of our objective world—not even its existence. Still less possible
is it for mere subjective “feelings” to tell us anything about
* continuity,” * succession,” or * causation,” or inform us either as
to what, if anything, gives rise to * impressions” or what, if any-
thing, experiences them. Yet, strange to say upon such a basis
he gratified himself and proved the amazing gullibility of Caf”
lyle’s “ fools ” by pretending to construct a positive system apOD
two magic words—*" association” and “ custom.” By “assoc)a.
tion”” he signified the tendency of the individual to join together
in imagination and expectation successive and simultaneous ex-
periences. By “custom” he denotes a sort of solid or collective
‘“association,” by which masses of men came to acquire similar
combined impressions and expectations.

Thus it was, he said, that our fleeting impressions are able to
suggest to us a permanent and orderly world, and so (he taught)
it comes about that our rapid stream of individual feeling, deludes
us into a persuasion of our continued personal existence and that
the complex impressions we denote by the terms “continuity,’
“succession” and “cause,” have an existence in our conscious
ness.

It is really impossible to believe that a mind so acute as that of
Hume, could have put forward such a system, save with ¢ his
tongue in his cheek "—*" association ” carried on by what cannot
associate because it has no being, and “custom” experienced by
a society which has no existence either as a whole or in its com-
ponent elements—we having no more intuition of the existence of
either than we have of the existence of God! Hume, in whatever
corner of the universe he may now be, must surely enjoy—amongst
other modes of motion—a self-complacent chuckle over Pro-
fessor Huxley's little book about him and the solemnity with
which his jeux d’esprit are seriously commended to the admira-
tion and imitation of the professor’s contemporaries.

But “ association ” has played a very important part in the €V°~
lution of evolution. That feelings, sense-experiences, emotion®
and ideas which have existed simultaneously or in succession do
tend to become associated is, of course, an unquestionable fact,
and the English sensists (culminating in John Stuart Mill aP
Herbert Spencer), have made use thereof to explain the genesis ©
our ideas from sensations and to attempt to show how human S€"~
conscious intellect may have been evolved from the psychi¢?
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faculties of a lower animal. “ Nkl tn tntellectu quod non prius fuerit
in sensu” is the motto of the whole school ; and, taken in a certain
sense, the dictum is good and true. For it is a necessary conse-
quence of our combined bodily and mental constitution, that no
idea can be present to our minds save by the aid of some mental
image present to the imagination and we can imagine nothing of
which we have not previously had some sensuous experience.

Hence the mistake made by those who think that no conception
can be true unless it can be *‘mentally visualized” by us. This
is, of course, really a great mistake, because it amounts to a de-
nial of the distinctness of our ideas (such as those of “ existence,”
‘““non-existence,” ‘“absolute being,” “possible being,” *truth,”
“ necessity,” etc.) from our feelings.

But though “feelings” and “ mental images ” are necessary an-
tecedents and accompaniments of our ideas, they are so essentially
distinct from the latter! that the dictum *“ N2l in intellectu quod
nunquam fuertt in sensu,” is no less true than the former adage.
These dicta are indeed complementary truths, the acceptance of
both of which is necessary for a right understanding of human
reason, which is intellect energizing in and subserved by a mate-
rial, corporeal power. '

Confusion between imagination and conception is one of the
commonest of modern errors, and is one through which alone
‘““ the evolution of evolution” has been possible. A clear percep-
tion of the essential distinctness which exists between these two
faculties is the first requisite for a sound psychology. But not
only did this fatal confusion impair a due recognition of the
claims of reason by men of the * impressionist” school, any such
recognition was made impossible for them by their denial of (1)
our powers of apprehending universal and necessary truths, (2)
of knowing with certainty our own continuous, and (3) generally
of apprehending all objective, existence;' it being assumed that
human knowledge is rigidly confined to “ sensations” and * sense-
impresses,” and is essentially * relative,” and therefore necessarily
divergent from the realities of things as they exist for any super-
human intelligence.

Even Kant, who sought to affirm against Hume the validity of
pure reason, and by his categorical imperative seemed to assert,
in the most forcible manner, the objectivity of ethics, really re-

! It is impossible for us here to enter upon any exposition of these truths. We
must be content to refer our readers to our work On Trutk, pp. 111 and 112 and
from 178 to 223,

? We have no space for any defence of these institutions here, but would refer our
readers to the article entitled ¢ Professing Themselves to be Wise, They Became
Fools,” in the A. C. Q. R. for April, 1891,
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mained bound in the chains of subjectivism, since our highest and
seemingly most certain perceptions were but the outcome of
human, conditioning “ forms of thought.”

Sir William Hamilton was long regarded as a successful oppo-
nent of skeptical and sensuous philosophy, and yet his doctrine
of “the relativity of knowledge” opened the door to yet more
vigorous and successful assertions of evolutionary mental philoso-
phy, a most complete exposition of which is to be found in the
pages of Mr. Herbert Spencer.

The possibility of mental evolution (of intellect from sense)
having been made first conceivable, then possible, and finally (in
their own eyes) certain, by these successors of Locke, it only re-
mained—in order that the modern doctrine of evolution should
gain acceptance—to show that corporeal evolution might be ac-
cepted also. '

The progress of biological science during the eighteenth cen-
tury had prepared men’s minds, by the new views it had opened
up, for yet more startling suggestions. Buffon (1707-1788) was
especially remarkable for the hypotheses he emitted about the
origin of the earth, the nature of generation, and the relation be-
tween the animals of the old world and those of the new. Kant
and Geethe, as well as Buffon, put forth ideas respecting the trans-
formation of species, while Lamarck, in the very beginning of this
century, distinctly promulgated the doctrine of the origin of new
species from pre-existing ones through the influence of surround-
ing circumstances. His views gained small acceptance, and then
fell into utter discredit, yet of late they have obtained many ad-
herents, especially in the United States.

But the really influential conception, the emission of which was
to act as a spark on a mass of stored-up gunpowder, could rzever
have been formed but for the excellent labors of successive matu-
ralists, who little foresaw the future, startling outcome of their
toils.

Thus it was Linnzus who, in 1735 and 1758, set forth the first -
practical system of biological classification, and originated a <on-
venient system of nomenclature without which it would be -very
difficult to acquire, and quite impossible to retain in mimd, 2
knowledge of any very numerous set of objects. The caweful
definitions of Buffon’s collaborator, Daubenton, and the unti ring
industry of John Hunter, accumulated treasures of anatomnical
and physiological knowledge ; but it was Cuvier, above all, who,
by his indefatigable labors in investigating the structure of ani-
mals, living and extinct, prepared the necessary materials for the
theory which was to come. Not less important was the circum-
stance that Werner, Hutton, and others had shown the earths
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crust to consist partly of stratified and partly of unstratified rocks,
and that William Smith (the father of English geology) demon-
strated the existence of definite and uniform relations between dif-
ferent strata and the fossils they respectively contained.

Subsequently, the labors of John Maiiller, in Germany, and
Richard Owen, in England, were most fruitful of results, and by
degrees it became known that:

1. Different geographical areas are inhabited by different or-
ganisms.

2. There is a relation and affinity between the past and present
inhabitants of each such area.

3. There is a certain resemblance between fossil forms of more
or less antiquity and some immature stages of existing living
beings. .

4. There is often more or less similitude between the earlier
stages of existence of many living animals and the adult condi-
tion of other living animals belonging to lower forms of life.

Evidently, these facts favored the notion that the latest forms of
life had grown out of preceding ones, and the view that new spe-
cies of animals and plants had been produced through the opera-
tion of some obscure and hitherto undiscovered laws, became
widely accepted amongst the most eminent naturalists. Such a view,
for example, was not only maintained by the late Sir Richard Owen,
but he declared that the discovery of such a law was possibly
the chief end which the best anatomists and physiologists had in
view.

Some theory of “ Evolution” was thus evidently soon to be
“evolved.” But what theory? The theory of evolution which
has become so widespread and popular, and forms a part of what
Mr. Balfour calls “ naturalism,” advocates an “ evolution” of one
kind. But there is another, and a very different theory of evolu-
tion, which we are persuaded is destined to supplant the former,
and we believe there are abundant signs that it is destined to do
so at no distant day. The popular form of evoluticn is non-
theistic ; that which we believe will, rather sooner than later, sup-
plant it is Theistic evolution.

Any rational theory of evolution must consider the world as a
whole. It must, therefore, include man, and take into account his
higher no less than his lower faculties. It must account for what
we regard as our perception of necessary truth ; our self-conscious -
knowledge of our own continuous existence, and our perceptions
of truth and goodness—of right and wrong.

For all men who are convinced they have such higher fac-
ulties, any theory of evolution which ignores them must be ab-
surd. That reason,as we know it in consciousness, is the outcome




682 American Catholic Quarterly Revwew.

of the mere play of physical forces, is a doctrine which has but
to be stated to such men in order to be self-condemned. But to
those who, as we have seen, ignore the essential characters of
their own intellect, regard their ideas but as modifications of
past sensations, and declare virtue to be but one form of pleasure ;
unreasoning evolution presents no such contradiction.

Without seeking to ascertain the reason why, we may be quite
sure of the fact, that many men have greatly desired to be able
to conceive of the universe as free from any Supreme Intelligence
or All-powerful will. Rather than admit the evident existence of
such, they would, if they could, have. passionately repudiated all
evidence of design in nature, and eagerly proclaimed Unreason to
be Lord of the Universe.

But so to do, was long impossible. The evidences of design in
nature were too plainly to be read in the facts of animal struc-
ture; in the accord between organization and function; and in
the marvellous phenomena of instinct. That the activities of or-
ganic life could ever be explained (as Descartes had suggested)
by the mere motions of a cunningly contrived mechanism, was
beyond all belief. Kant held it to be absurd even to think that
any naturalist would ever arise who should be capable of explain-
ing so much as the growth of a blade of grass mehanically.

But at last the hour of the cosmic clock struck; the man ap-
peared; and soon, Darwin’s hypothesis of the origin of species
by “natural selection” was promulgated. Thereby, the advo-
cates of mechanism obtained full satisfaction; the difficulties
which beset the adorers of the god * Unreason,” seemed t» be
removed, for not only mental but also corporeal transformation
appeared most simply explicable. Such transformism, in its most
popular and pernicious sense, was welcomed ; and the world wit-
nessed a new mental birth, “ the evolution of evolution.”

A mechanical explanation of nature, for those who desired
it, really seemed to have become possible. By “ natural selec-
tion ” the most wonderful adaptation of structure, and the most
divergent peculiarities of organization could, it appeared, all be
explained by the conservation in the struggle for life of minute
fortuitous variations transmitted to offspring. The situation be-
came thus completely changed; the idea of “ design” or “ pur-
pose ”’ seemed at once to have become superfluous, and Hazckel
coined a special word (Dystele-ology) to denote a science of aim-
lessness in nature.

The new hypothesis struck the most dangerous blow at The-
ism which any living man has witnessed, and its success was
great. For “natural selection” seemed to make all so easy and
obvious; and it soon grew, therefore, to be as attractive to the
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multitude as its deification of mechanism and chance caused it to
be enthusiastically welcomed by anti-theistic philosophers.

As to how it is now welcomed, and what is the present position
of the popular theory of evolution, we will say a few words later
on, but before doing so we desire to call attention to one very no-
table instance of its rejection.

When Darwin and Wallace promulgated their theory of * natural
selection,” the greatest of English anatomists and natural philoso-
phers, Sir Richard Owen, did not welcome it. He was a believer
in what he called the “ ordained becoming ” of new species by ap-
pointed *“ secondary laws,” and was an advocate of rational, that
is, theistic evolution. He declared' that species change “by vir-
tue of inherent tendencies” thereto, affirming that such a suc-
cession of species by continuously operating law is not a blind
operation, but rather intimates ‘“a preconceived progress,” and
that such evolution, proceeding “ towards a foreseen goal,” shows
in its “broad features” the unmistakable impress of Divine
volition. He passed away from us with his mind unchanged in
his views as to evolution and it can now be said that the greatest
English comparative anatomist of this century has, after a consid-
eration of the hypothesis for more than the duration of an entire
generation, continuously and finally rejected it. This we believe is
the greatest fact of our venerable anatomist’s whole life and teach-
ing. For this firmness and consistency he had for a time to en-
dure the ordeal of disesteem and contumely from not a few anti-
theistic men of science. But, as has been the case in previous
instances, that which his contemporaries least appreciated may,
we believe will, hereafter largely add to his fame, if it does not even
constitute his greatest glory.

The opposite state of mind is most clearly exemplified by the
noteworthy European naturalists, Professors Weismann and
Haeckel. Their dicta will enable our readers to understand what
is the present state of the Darwinian theory and to what a degree
of absurd dogmatism that theory of evolution has been evolved.

That there is a Providence which “ shapes our ends,” and that
the universe is replete with purpose, are in the eyes of Professor
Weismann errors so fundamental, that any asserted facts which im-
ply them, are thereby, #pso facto, demonstrated not to be really
facts, but fictions. That the cosmos is ruled by unreason seems
to be an article stantis val labentis ecclesie. Therefore when he
finds that the effective action of “ natural selection” in the origin
of species, not only cannot be proved but that there are facts
which positively conflict with it, the consequence is that “it is so

! See his Anatomy of Vertebrates, vol. iii., p. 808 et seq.
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much the worse for the facts.” He tells us expressly that facts of
this kind cannot really exist, since efficiency of “ natural selection”
is a truth demonstrated by a process of reductio ad absurdum.

Had we not absolute certainty thereof, we could not be sure that
there is no design in the universe or deny the possibility that
through the phenomena of nature ““an increasing purpose runs.”

He has said:* “It is really very difficult to comprehend the
process of natural selection in its details; and to this day it
tmpossible to demonstrate it in any one point. . . . . We accep 2y
not because we are able to demonstrate the process in detail . . _
but simply becanse we must, because it is the only possible e><-
planation that we can conceive. . . . . It alone can explain the
adaptation of organisms without assumming the help of a principle of
design . . . . it is inconceivable that there could be yet another
capable of explaining the adaptation of organisms without ass va rxa-
ing the help of a principle of design.”

Professor Haeckel has recently delivered himself of what e
calls a *“ confession of faith’ which is even more noteworthy™
His dogmatism and self-conceit combined, have afforded us the
most amusing piece of reading that we have enjoyed for a wvery
long time.

The following passage is an example of his readiness to 13aY
down the law absolutely and at once, about matters concerra i 11§
which the ablest physicists profess themselves to be tentative 17
quirers. He says® with regard to evolution, * from primeval cka &3
to the present order of the cosmos.”

“ At the outset there is nothing in infinite space but mobile e1a5"
tic ether and innumerable separate particles—the primitive at<o 13
—scattered throughout it in the form of dust.”

Those * primitive atoms ” are no mysteries to him for he Ias
evidently had them in his laboratory and overhauled them care€:
fully.

Thus it is that he is able to describe them so fully to us* asbeing
of a definite magnitude and spherical in shape. He has asc€r"
tained—no doubt by a series of careful experiments —that theyr ar¢
“inelastic,” * impenetrable " and “ indivisible,” and, mirabile dEcE%,
“inert.” Yet in spite of this izertia they have a tendency to unite
in small, definite groups, which groups upon careful examinatio™
he found, turned out to be those “identical atoms” which so fe¥
physicists before Haeckel had been able to isolate, still 1esS 't°
build up. These chemical atoms showed, of course, their specil

! See Contemporary Review, No. 333, September, 1893. Pp. 322-337. The ital
ics are ours,

2 Monism as Connecting Religion and Science. Translated by J. Gilchrist, Lon-
don, 1894. 3 P, 33 ¢ Pp. 26-27.
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properties, and the Professor does not seem to have rested till he
found out that these properties had a cause, that it was but one
cause and what that one cause was. These atoms he declares to
be “ solely conditioned by the varying number and disposition of the
similar primitive atoms of which they are composed.” It is to be
regretted that Professor Hackel has not given any diagrams of
the arrangement of these “ primitive atoms ” in, say, “ an atom of
carbon ” or an “ atom of oxygen.”

Having thus penetrated into the most intimate constitution and
surveyed the origin, from e outset,” of the inorganic world,
we need not wonder that the mystery of the coming of life and of
the first origin of organization and growth have been easily
mastered by him. The history thereof he gives, somewhat too
briefly, as follows: ‘

“ After the glowing sphere of the earth has cooled down to a
certain degree, drops of fluid water precipitate themselves on the
hardened crust of its surface—the first primary condition of organic
life. Carbon atoms begin their organism—engendering activity,
and unite with the other elements into plasma combinations capable
of growing. One small plasma-group oversteps the limits of cohe-
sion and individual growth; it falls asunder into two similar
halves. With this movement bcgu: organic life and its most dis-
tinctive function, heredity.”

This appears to have been listened to with admiration by the
meeting of naturalists at Altenburg to whom it was addressed. A
profane person, however, has characterized it as one of the most
barefaced efforts ever attempted to disguise hopeless ignorance by
empty verbal combinations. But even such wonderful discoveries
as the ultimate constitution of matter and the origin of life and
organization by no means satisfy our professor, whose motto
should certainly be *“ Excelsior /”  * From this successfully scaled
height of knowledge,” he triumphantly exclaims,' “ there open up
before our joyously quickened spirit of research and discovery,
new and surprising prospects, which promise to bring us still
nearer to the solution of the one great riddle of the world.”

Nothing remains hidden from the gaze of so physically inspired
a prophet. Like a Neo-Platonist of Alexandria he has, while yet
living, attained to a direct and immediate vision of the deity, mani-
fested, however, in a somewhat peculiar shrine, namely, under the
bell jar of an air pump? The light therein visible is a sort of
Shekinah, for he tells? that in that “ it is the vibrating ether we
see,” while the ether is nothing less than *“ God the creator, always
in motion.” We can regard it—the cosmic ether—(he proclaims)

1P, 25, 2 P. 24.
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as all comprehending divinity, and upon this found the thesis,
“ Belief in God is reconcilable with science.”

Let us now turn to briefly note the essential characteristics of
the rational, theistic theory of evolution, and especially note the
differences which exist between its conception of the inner nature
and properties of the organic world and that of the Darwinian
conception. According to the theistic conception of evolution it
is the outcome and manifestation of powers, principles and laws
impressed on the material universe in the first instant of its crea-
tion. If species change they change by virtue of inherent tenden-
cies, their conception being the manifestation of a preconceived
progress which takes place not blindly or by chance, but by con-
tinuously operating law towards a foreseen goal.

The Darwinian view, the view of “ naturalism,” is very dif-

ferent. According to it (and this is its greatest fault) no inherent
tendencies, no innate laws, govern either individual development
or the evolution of new species. All is due to the chance action
of small congenital variations, each such variation being itself
accidental, the whole beauty and order of organic life, though,
of course, determined by invariable unconditional antecedents,
being but the merest outcome of the merest chance.”
" If such is really the case, then living organisms offer indeed a
singular contrast to non-living inorganic nature. There at least
we perceive that every so-called element, every chemical com-
pound, every crystal and every non-crystalline inorganic body has
its own innate powers and properties, and is subject to specific
laws from which it never deviates. Such bodies act in many ways
on one another, but in every such action the reaction of the body
acted on takes place strictly according to its own innate laws and
endowments.

Among the most recent valuable works of science which con-
trovert this system and give good evidence against it, is one by
Mr. William Bateson.! He strongly supports that view which
would forbid us to regard the world of living beings as any less
governed by innate laws than is the inorganic world.

Granting, for argument’s sake, that new species have arisen
through variation, his work is devoted to examining the question
whether such variations are indefinite and minute, so that if the
whole series of them could be seen they would appear “ continu-
ous,” or whether such a view of them would imply sudden and
considerable changes—so that the variations would seem evi-
dently “ discontinuous.”

This discontinuity may be as plainly and unmistakably mani-

v Materiais for the Study of Organic Organization, London, 1894.
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fested in the most minute structures as in all large ones, and Mr.
Bateson’s volume is principally occupied about cases of bodily
symmetry whether normal or abnormal.

One minor form of symmetry is that which determines the pat-
terns which may be formed, whether upon large surfaces of large
organisms, or on the most minute structures. It certainly does
appear to us that the evolution of many of these patterns constitutes
a difficulty for naturalism which is none the less great because it
has been so generally overlooked.

As to this Mr. Bateson says:'

“If any one will take into his hand some complex piece of liv-
ing structure, a passion flower, a peacock’s feather, a cockle-shell,
or the like, and will ask himself how that came to be so, the part of
the answer that he will find it hardest to give, is that which relates
to the perfection of its pattern. And it is not only in these large
and tangible structures that this question arises, for the same
challenge is presented in the most minute and seemingly trifling
details. In the skeleton of a diatom or of a radiolarian, the scale
of a butterfly, the sculpture on a pollen-grain or an egg-shell, in
the wreaths and stars of nuclear division, such patterns again and
again recur, and again and again the question of their significance
goes unanswered. There are many suggestions, some plausible
enough, as to why the tail of a peacock is gaudy, why the coat of
a pollen-grain should be rough, and so forth, but the significance
of pattern is untouched by these. Nevertheless, repetitions ar-
ranged in pattern exist throughout organized nature, in creatures
that move and in those that are fixed, in the great and in the
small, in the seen and in the hidden, within and without, as a
property or attribute of life, scarcely less universal than the func-
tion of respiration or metabolism itself.”

One of the most obvious characters presented by our body, and
by the bodies of all the animals most familiar to us, is that each
has a right and a left side, and that these two sides, and their parts,
correspond, as our right hand proverbially resembles our left one.
When deeply considered, this fact is by itself sufficient to prove
that the body of an animal has its own innate laws which regulate
its development, for this kind of correspondence—technically called
“ bilateral symmetry '—shows itself not only in these familiar con-
ditions, but in the results of discase, and in very peculiar struc-
tures found in exceptional animals of special kinds. Indeed, on
the hypothesis that a blood-relationship of descent binds together
different animals, nature actually forces upon us the perception
that new and more intense forms of bilateral symmetry have arisen
in comparatively recent geological time.

1P, 21
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Thus naturalists now generally agree that birds have descended
from reptiles, but the very diverse bilateral symmetry which exists
between the two wings of birds for the one part, and between their
two legs on the other part, is far more striking than any which is
to be found in their hypothetical progenitors.

Mr. Bateson supplies us with numerous instances of similar and
simultaneous bilateral variations.

Another form of symmetry is known as “ serial symmetry.” Such
symmetry is most plainly seen in the successively similar segments
and pairs of limbs in the centipede and its allies, but it is also to
be traced in the structure of the human chest, with its successive
ribs, and the series of bones (called vertebra), which comprise our
spinal column, or backbone, and in the resemblances which can be
traced between the arm and the leg, and between the hand and
the foot.

Mr. Bateson in his third chapter' gives many examples of sud-
den variation in parts which are serially symmetrical.

In man and beasts the bones (vertebra) which exist in the neck
are normally seven ; and this is so whether the neck is enormously
elongated, as in the giraffe, or exceptionally short, as in the whale
or mole. The only exceptions to this rule are the manatee, which
has but six, and the sloth, in which there may be as few as six, or
as many as ten cervical vertebre. In the human subject the last
bone 'of the neck, which normally is entirely devoid of movable
ribs, sometimes possesses them. Fifty-seven such cases are cited
by Mr. Bateson, and it is interesting to note that in forty-two of
these instances the ribs were present on both sides.

Variations are sometimes found in the number of vertebre ex-
isting in successive regions of the spinal column, there being some-
times, for example, thirteen instead of twelve in the chest; four,
five or six in the lumbar region, etc. To ascertain the exact corre-
spondence between bones which thus differ in different individuals
and species, has been a curious subject of inquiry among natural-
ists. Similarly, there are singular divergences, with occasional indi-
vidual variations, in the number of bones which make up the wrist
or ankle of different animals, and much ingenuity has been expended
in trying to determine what are the precise correspondences in
different cases of this kind. Mr. Bateson (we think with much
reason), regards this quest, in the way it is often pursued, as but a
vain one. Though nature’s methods are simple, he urges, yet her
simplicity is not ours. We are too apt in this matter to run into
anthropomorphism, and allow ourselves to * fancy that nature has
produced the forms of life from each other in the ways which we
should have used if we had been asked to do it. If a man were

1 Pp. 102-128,
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asked to make a wax model of the skeleton of one animal from a
wax model of the skeleton of another, he would, perhaps, set about
it by making small additions to and subtractions from its several
parts; but the natural process differs in one great essential from
this, for in nature the body of one individual has never been the
body of its parent, and is not formed by a plastic operation from
it ; but the new body is made again new from the beginning, just
as if the model had gone back into a melting pot before the wax
model was begun.

The author just cited also describes a multitude of instances of
discontinuous variations in animals of the most varied and diverse
classes. These variations have been detected in both external
and internal bodily structures of the most varied kinds. They
relate to variations of dentition, to the number and situation of
mammary glands, to peculiarities of arterial distribution and modi-
fications in the ducts of important glands—such as the kidneys,
to the eyes of insects and shell-fish, to insects’ wings, the bones of
ruminants, and especially in peculiarities of the digits (fingers and
toes) of many animals.

The facts described by Mr. Bateson seem to us sufficient to
prove the very frequent occurrence of discontinuous variation.
To the consequent probability that new species have been evolved
by the help of such, it has been objected, notably by Dr. A. R.
Wallace, that his ample catalogue is a catalogue of monstrosi-
ties. Every one, as has been urged, knew that monstrosities
from time to time occurred, but a new species—necessarily a
symmetrical and well-organized form—could never have owed
its origin to a mere monstrosity, such as a cat with two heads,
a beast with superfluous or deficient digits, with half, or with
double, the number of its proper supply of teeth, etc.

This criticism, however, is both unfair and exceedingly shallow.
It is unfair because true as it is that we all know of the occurrence
of monstrosities, very few of us know of the great frequency and
enormous numbers of such variations as those Mr. Bateson notices.
Besides this, any candid peruser of the book criticized must see
that its author is perfectly well aware of the monstrous character
of many of the varieties described by him, and has no intention
of presenting such forms as the probable, or even possible, origin
of new species. Itis still further unfair, because a certain number of
the variations described are perfectly harmonious and symmetrical
changes, and can no more be said to be *‘ monstrosities ” than a
tiger can be said to be a ‘“monster” because it has not the mane
of a lion, or a lion a ‘“monster” because it has not the stripes of
a tiger.

The hostile criticism is also very shallow; for what, after all, is

VOL. XX.—44
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the real nature of many of the variations recorded by Mr. Bate-
son which may be said to be ‘“ monstrosities?” They are orderly
and perfect structures iz themselves, and by that very fact show
that the organic world is nof that inert mass of matter devoid of
innate law Darwinism supposes, but is orderly in even its very
aberrations from normal type. Mr. Bateson, among such instances,
describes and figures a variation which has been observed in a
saw-fly, in which the end of an antenna had taken on the form of
a perfectly well-formed foot; also a beetle, of the genus Carabus,
in which one limb was replaced by a pair of legs, each of which
was perfect and normal in the details of its structure, with a num-
ber of other similar instances. In all these cases the details of the
structures are orderly and quite different from the indefinite, for-
tuitous phenomena which we should expect to find in changes
produced by external influences on bodies not capable of self-
regulation by internal laws.

But among the mass of instances described there are some which
are altogether harmonious and symmetrical discontinuous vari-
ations.

Yet, did we know of one case which was truly and unmistaka-
bly of that kind, that alone would suffice to make it probable that
if new species arise by variation at all, such discontinuous varia-
tion is the kind of variation which has been efficient in their
production. _

One change of the kind, is that which occasionally so affects
the feathers of birds, such, ¢.g., as the moorhen, as to make them
resemble the plumage of the apteryx and the cassowary. Such
a variation amongst poultry produces the forms known as the
“ silky-fowls,” sometimes called “ emeu-fowls,” which are capa-
ble of perpetuation by breeding.

The long-haired varieties of goats, cats, and rabbits, are familiar
enough; but it is less generally known that a similar variation ex-
ists in what are called * Peruvian guinea-pigs.” Mr. Bateson
mentions the capture of a common mouse with long black, silk-
like hair, which, he adds, is specially * interesting, as showing that
such a total variation may occur as a definite phenomenon without
selection.”

On the other hand, varieties have occurred which were en-
tirely naked, but had a wrinkled condition of skin, and they pro-
duced young which were similar to their parents.

Now, in south Africa two creatures belonging to the same nat-
ural order as the mouse, are of about the size of a mouse, and
have a burrowing habit. They are normally and naturally naked,
with a wrinkled skin. If new species have arisen by variation,
why should not these African animals have arisen by a sudden
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discontinuous variation, such as that, we know, may occur in the
case of the common mouse ?

Groups of plants are often characterized by having the parts
which make up the flower in fives, or fours, or threes, as the case
may be.

The tulips belong to a group having the parts or organs of its
flower in multiples of three. Mr. Bateson gives an interesting
example of a tulip having all the parts of its flower in fours.
This variation, as he says, “is a large and decided one; but, it is
more than this; it is not only large, it is complete. The resulting
form possesses the character of division into four no less com-
pletely and perfectly than its parent possessed the character of
division into three. The change from three to four is thus per-
fected: from the form with perfect division into three is sprung a
form of perfect division into four. This is a case of a twral or
perfect variation.” Obviously, the perfection and symmetry of this
remarkable tulip could have been in no way due to ‘“ natural selec-
tion.” Why, then, should the tulips with their parts in three have
owed that condition to “ natural selection?”

One of the most curious parts of animal structure is the differ-
ence which exists between the build of all the American apes on
the one hand, and those of the old world on the other. One of
these differences is that between the number of bicuspid molars
—grinding teeth—which have milk predecessors. In man, and
all monkeys of the old world, there are only two on either side of
each jaw, but in all the monkeys of the new world there are three
such.

Mr. Bateson describes and figures the skull of an American
spider monkey, in which there are four such teeth on each side of
the upper jaw. All these are equally well formed, so that it is
" impossible ‘to say that any one of them is supernumerary rather
than another. Thus, it is demonstrated that a new and perfect
form of dentition—an emphatically discontinuous variation—may
suddenly arise.

Another most striking divergence of structure is that which
exists between beasts (such as oxen, goats, deer, llamas, swine, and
the hippopotamus), in which the number of toes used in locomo-
tion is even—two or four—and those of other beasts (such as
horses, asses, tapirs, and rhinoceroses), in which the number is
odd—one or three.

In the even-toed group, the line of symmetry passes down in
the middle between the two toes, while in the odd-toed group
it passes down along the middle of the single toe (horse and ass) or
along the middle of the middle toe of three (tapir and rhinoceros).

But a very exceptional variation is noted by Mr. Bateson. It
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is that found in the foot of a horse, in which, instead of a single
digit there are two perfectly complete ones each bearing a hoof,
while the line of symmetry tapers down betiveen them.

Altogether the phenomena recorded in Mr. Bateson's book seem
to us amply sufficient, by themselves alone, to deal a death blow
to the otherwise absurd and childish theory that species owe their
origin to a process of ‘“natural selection.”

But though natural selection is the crown and culmination of
the “ naturalistic "—non-theistic theory of evolution, we think it
desirable to also say a few words respecting Mr. Darwin’s ancil-
lary theory of “ sexual selection.”

According to that notion all the special characteristics of the
male sex in each species—all that to us seems beautiful, bizarre or
revolting (strength and nimbleness apart)—have been evolved
by means of the constantly recurring exercise of the female, of her
power of choice, amongst contending suitors determined by
axsthetic considerations only.

How largely mere fancy may color not only the readings but
the very observations of some persons appears to us to be re-
markably well shown by an account given by a Mr. and Mrs.
Peckham, of their observations respecting “ sexual selection in
spiders.”

They describe the male as courting the female by dancing,
during which he displayed to her his attractive first pair of legs,
of a delicate green fringed with white, in various odd positions.
The effect was remarkable, for we are told she *“ eyed him intently,”
appearing much *interested in his performance” and finally en-
couraged him by *“ gazing in a softer mood ”; surely these spider’s
“sheep's eyes” are very noteworthy.

Yet his apparent success could not free him from all anxiety, as
she would sometimes *“ make a sudden dash at him,” a process
which (seeing that the female is always larger and more powerful
than her wooer), had a suspicious flavor of cannibalism about it.
Indeed the female spider, *“ Etiam in amoribus seva,” is but too
apt to bite and suck dry even her accepted spouse. Surely a very
remarkable “ post-nuptial ” settlement.

We find it simply impossible to believe that the brilliant local
coloration which certain old-world apes possess could have been
due to msthetic sentiments on the part of female apes and baboons,
when we call to mind what are their psychical characteristics and
what the physical powers of their would-be spouses.

To produce such effects, the females of each species must havea
taste in color as different as constant, while a multitude of remark-
able or brilliant phenomena of color are found in parts which can
never meet the eye during life.
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One of the oddest of the many odd notions set afloat was that
promulgated by Mr. Darwin himself—the notion, namely, that it
has been feminine influence which has by degrees, as century suc-
ceeded century, gradually denuded our backs of the hair with
which it was at first so copiously clothed. Now it is evident that
the primitive ladies of the Kalmuck and Persian nationalities dif-
fered widely in their sentiments as regards the beard; but never-
theless (if the theory is true), the females of every tribe and nation
of mankind—in spite of the frequent mutations of fashion—must
have unanimously and persistently agreed in abhorring hirsute
shoulders, and this though their immediate pithecoid ancestors en-
tertained a directly opposite sentiment.

But the absurdity of *‘ sexual selection ™ is now generally recog-
nized and that of “ natural selection ” as the cause' of the origin of
species, is being recognized more and more widely. The work of
Mr. Bateson and another one by Mr. Frank E. Beddard, F.R.S.?
are strong indications that the tide is turning as regards non-the-
istic evolution, that it has culminated and the process of descent
begun. Great has been the part played in the evolution of evolu-
tion by the cell-theory—a theory of great value when not pushed
to the length it has been. Mr. C. O. Whitman of the United
States now deliberately maintains and with very solid arguments,
“the inadequacy of the whole cell theory " and has shown (as we
long ago affirmed), that the difference between organisms formed
of one cell and others formed of many cells, has been enormously
exaggerated.

The popular Darwinian doctrines that the coloration of animals
is due (1) to their resemblance to their environment, or (2) to their
resemblance to some other animal dreaded on account of its dan-
gerous properties, or (3) its nauseous taste, are all carefully con-
sidered and satisfactorily disposed of by Mr. Beddard.

But a belief in non-theistic evolution can never be satisfactorily
banished by physical science alone. To effect that, it is necessary
to revive and disseminate far and wide some philosophical
conceptions, especially their bearing upon the question as to the
origin of species.

Considerable or small gaps between the various kinds of living
creatures are manifest on all sides. The existing creation is
plainly discontinuous. The facts as to continuity and discon-
tinuity of variations, of successive forms of life and of surround-
ing conditions, are matters which demand most careful investiga-

' Of course, natural selection must exist and act. If twins are born and one of
them happens to be devoid of brain, the other must alone survive—i.e., naturally se-
lected.

* Animal Coloration, London, 1892.
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tion; and investigations of the kind, such as have here been
noticed, demand our gratitude.

But what hope is there of any student of nature arriving at the
truth as to the continuity or discontinuity of specific origins, if he
has not a clear comprehension of the great facts of discontinuity
which are, on all sides, open to his mental gaze?

There is, in the first place, the chasm which exists between
everything which lives and all that is devoid of life. Granting
that the universe may have been so formed that on the occurrence
of the preordained conditions life, previously created in potentia,
should suddenly manifest itself ““ in act,” that does not in the least
invalidate the deep significance of the fact that for all our experi-
ence no life arises save from what already lives.

Secondly, there is the chasm between everything which feels
and all that is devoid of sensation. Every one must admit that
this chasm exists—every one who is not prepared to affirm that
his paper and his pen feel each other.

Far greater, however, is the chasm which exists between every
being capable of self-consciousness and a knowledge (however im-
perfect) of truth, goodness, and beauty, and every being devoid of
self-conscious life.

The advocacy of these great truths is, at last, beginning to be
patiently listened to, which is no small gain; and a rational physi-
cal kind of agnosticism will ere long take the place of that system
which professes to understand science, but to have no knowledge
of truths without which all science is absolutely, logically impos-
sible.

The true nature of the organic world, the innate properties of
what we call “elements,” and the diverse qualities of the sub-
stances resulting from their union, alike defy explanation by a
non-theistic theory of evolution.

The origin of life, the first 'thrill of sensation, and the dawn of
conscious intelligence, as well as the first perception of good and
evil, not only remain as inscrutable as ever, but the many recent
attempts made to obtain an explanation of them have only served
to bring out more conspicuously their profound inscrutability.
The ultimate constitution of matter, the origin and nature of vi-
tality, feeling, and consciousness, as well as the intimate processes
of life, growth, and reproduction, all these causes of the origin of
species will, we believe, persistently remain quite inexplicable,
though science will ever be fruitfully employed in elucidating more
and more the means and processes of vital activity and organic
change. The mystery of instinct, in spite of all the efforts of
Darwin and his disciples, remains absolutely insoluble, and, in-
stead of being capable of explanation by any other organic ac-
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tions, vital activities—such as those of growth, repair of injuries,
reproduction of lost parts, the development of the embryo, and
new kinds of animal life—are rather to be regarded as essentially
belonging to its own category.

The repair of its broken net by the spider, the instinctive cast-
ing off by a crab of a mutilated limb just at that point whence its
renovation can take place, the arrangement by an insect of condi-
tions suitable not for its own life but for the welfare of a progeny
it will never see—each and all belong fundamentally to the same
group of activities as do processes of organic repair and embryonic
development. He who can fully understand instinct would (as
we pointed out in the pages of this REVIEW in the year 1881)
possess a key capable of unlocking all the mysteries of organic
nature.

We may now in conclusion briefly state, by way of resume,
what we deem the essential facts of the “ evolution of evolution,”
~what was the origin, development of that hypothesis, what is its
present state, and what we deem will be its fate in a more or less
distant future.

“ Evolution ” as popularly understood, the evolution of “nat-
uralism,” of Spencer and of Darwin—the non-theistic system of
evolution—was born in original sin, since its very name is a
fraud, nay, rather a robbery! Its name gives the lie to its own
conception, while it truly harmonizes with its very contradictory,
namely, that system of theistic evolution to which we are confi-
dent it will sooner or later give place. For no process of * evolu-
tion ” is possible unless there has been an antecedent process of
“involution.” The development of a germ, of a banyan tree from
a seed; of a whole from a minute ovum; of a complex political
organization from mere tribal customs; of all the asts from their
veriest rudiments, and of the perfected *“ love ” of God from initial
tremors of his “fear”; can one and all be readily accepted as
credible and reasonable because in each and every case the ulti-
mate outcome existed i potentia from the first.

But what thirst can be quenched from an empty cup? What
nourishment for mankind is to be raised from a field into which
no seed has been ever cast ?

The irrationality of its very name presided over its birth
and origin, since it was begotten by junction of a system which
did not even aspire to anything beyond sensation and imagination,
with another absolutely suicidal, since it rejected that rational
foundation upon which alone every logical system must be based.

But though here, as at the outset of this article, we lament the
destruction of scholasticism and the advent of the sensationalism
of Locke and the follies of Bacon and Descartes, we should be
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very sorry to be taken for a mere reactionary, whether in science,
politics or religion. All attempts at restorations have invariably
been failures, and as we have thus every reason to deem them im-
possible, we may well also believe that they are contrary to God's
will.

Yet, although scholasticism can never be revived, its essential
truths may be successfully advocated after having been assimilated
by the modern mind and reproduced in modes possible for
modern acceptance, as the Constitution of the United States en-
shrines the political principles maintained by St. Thomas Aquinas.

As we have depicted, the decay of pure philosophy coinciding
with the rise of merely physical science, prepared the way for the
theory of non-theistic evolution, and rendered its conception, birth
and nutrition possible.

Culminating with the advent of Darwinism, it has now reigned
over the modern scientific world—not without noteworthy pro-
tests—for a full generation.

Its present state, however, is one of incipient decay. It is
honeycombed with doubts and difficulties, and the number of
those who recognize that our ethical intentions alone are, as we
long ago pointed out,' absolutely fatal to it, is ever on the increase.
But fresh aiscoveries in embryology, the repeated cutting down of
phylogenetic trees, new views (such as those we have referred to)
about the nature of cells and cell-structure are continually giving
rise to conceptions which, from the Darwinian point of view, are
heresies, though the heretics may be (and, as yet, generally are)
the adherents of the non-rational theory of evolution.

But physiological progress is notably forming a fresh soil suit-
able for the growth of very different philosophical views from
those which belong to “ Naturalism.” Notably, a new vitalism
has been evolved by the recognition of the essential peculiarity of
the activities of living organisms, for which mere physics and
chemistry have been shown as utterly unable to account. Simi-
larly, it is becoming more and more obvious and undeniable that
a living creature is a unity—a unity of force no less than of bodily
form. The existence of some immaterial principle of individua-
tion in each animal and plant is more and more plainly indicated,
and thus the truth of Aristotle’s doctrine on the subject (which we
believe will never be bettered) is becoming more probable and
more fully justified.

But these various influences—various in themselves, but alike
hostile to naturalism—will be far surpassed in their efforts when,
by slow degrees, the fundamental truths of philosophy—alike the

1 See “ A Limit to Evolution,” Nineteenth Century for 1894. Reprinted in our
% Essays and Criticisms.” Osgood, Mcllvaine & Co.
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prolegomena of all science and of all religion—have forced their
way into the aclive, enterprising minds of a younger generation.
Then the non-theistic theory of “evolution” (absurdly named evo- -
lution) will, by degrees, give place to a true, logical system of
evolution which will justify the name it bears.

According to that system, the whole universe was created by a
Being the prototype of all wisdom, all virtue and all beauty, who
bestowed on it the power to evolve, by His ever-present sustenta-
tion and concurrence, whatever He had involved within it at the
first moment of its creation, and had thus truly Himself created
in potentia. Thus all is order and harmony in the organic as well
as in the inorganic world—life, feeling, thought, society, ethics,
politics, art and science successively appearing with no less spon-
taneity than the various senses, instincts and habits of living but
non-rational nature. To the knowledge which is merely direct and
immediate succeeds knowledge which is more and more reflective,
self-conscious and deliberate, till, under and through Divine inter-
position—no less omnipotent because imperceptible—the highest
activities of which human nature is capable are attained. Since
the universe, as being essentially one, could never have been sub-
mitted to the action of any sort of natural selection, its power and
properties must have been due to the creative will of God, and the
results of their action (the perverse results of man’s free-will ex-
cepted) must have been likewise preordained. Our knowledge is
his gift, and our most important knowledge is that of our true
relationship to Him, and thus what is at once the most important
agent, as well as the highest end, of evolution, as rationally under-
stood, is and must be, that which reveals to us our duties and our
privileges—namely, religion. ST. GEORGE MIiVAKT.



