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NOTE to Second Edition—This edition has
been so thoroughly revised, it 1s almost a new
work.  Admitting the hypothesis of Natural
Selection to be true; it is evident, there would
be as much, if not more, creative foresight in
the development of the Animal World through
the evolution of species; than i1f 1t had been
created as described in Genesis. Unless we
adopt the theory of chance, the Plan or design
must exist before the thing created, and the
archetypes are irrefragable evidence of a pre-
arranged plan. However some of Mr. Darwin’s
followers are beginning to see that his hypo-
thesis 1s imperfect, and suggest a new theory of
the origin of species. So that after all Creation
1s nearly as much a mystery as ever. [See the
* Fortnightly ” Sept. (886. and J. Linn. Soc.]

It 1s twenty five years since the great Anth-
ropological Society of Paris was founded, and
similar socletles have since been established
in the principal European Capitals, all actively
engaged In trying to solve the problem of primal
man: yet it is admitted. “Little has been done



towards a solution of the question; the facts we
have before us tell neither in one way or the
other.”

If man is only a developed ape, how could
he have any ideas beyond those of an animal ?
[t 1s impossible to believe the lofty sentiments
and heavenward desires of the human mind
could emanate from a mere animal—the i1dea
of another and a better world than this, could
never have originated with a mere animal

Revelation alone can account for it.

““To all that breathe the airs of heaven,

Some boon of strength has nature given.

To man she gave the flame refived,
The spark of heaven—a thinking wind !*’
Anacreon Ode xxiv.

The development of organisms, through the
evolution of species, is only a part of creation;
the greater mystery, of the origin of life, and
mental phenomena, Mr. Darwin admits is
beyond his power to explain. (v.pp.108 151 2, 188.)






- INTRODUCTION

called ‘“ The Origin of Species,”” in which he tries
to solve the mystery of Creation by the hypothesis,
that all animals, and plants, have been gradually
developed from a few primal forms, through a pro-
cess he calls, “* Natural Selection, or the Survival
of the Fittest,”” founding his argument on the
changes produced in animals, and plants, since
their domestication with man. Mankind have not
been exempted, and their descent from some of the
ape family, thought to be quite evident, !

So fascinating has this theory been to many prople:
Darwinism has become a creed: counting nuruerous
enthusiastic votaries in every land; who hail it as a
sort of revelation, the key that opens the mysterious
portals of nature. They scem almost as delighted at

NOTE

' Mr. Darwin says little about the evolution of
man from an ape, in ¢ The Origin of Species.” It
was not untill 1871, that he published his ideas
on this subject in *¢ The Descent of Man.’’ However
in the mean time Professor Huxley had discussed the
question, from a similar point of view, in his work,
named ‘Man's place in Nature:' it was also suggested
by Laxanrck in his Philosophie Zoologique. (vide p.6.)
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the discovery, as Ulysses when he, at last, sighted
the island of Ithaca after all his wanderings, and
gave vent to his feelings in the words,—

Xaip’ I3akn, ReT aentAa, LET aXyea mKEA
Acmacius Teov ouvbas (kavopat.

Which we venture to paraphrase, after Moore,'

Hail—thou portal of nature!
To seek thee we’ need no longer sigh;
Darwin, at last, has brought us nigh.

Thus launched on the vast ocean of evolution:

That dark and endless sea !

Their thoughts as boundless;

And of old notions free. :
[Apud Byron ‘¢ The Corsair.”’]

They have out-sailed their pilot, and imagine all
animal life has been evolved from ‘¢ primal atoms, or
protoplasm.’ Such as Bathybius or Protobathybius. :

NOTES

! See his ‘“ Travels of an Irish Gentleman.*’
: Terms given by M M. Heackel and Huxley to a
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The present state of the question may be summed
up in the following lines,—

Who was the father of mankind 2

Adam saith Moses:

A monkey—Darwin supposes,
Quoth his pupils don’t you see;
A Bathybius it must be !

Although the theory of evolution is generally att-
ributed to Mr. Darwin, it did not originate with him.
Several philosophers have tried to explain the mystery
of Creation on what are called scientific principles.

In 1848 a work named *‘ Vestiges of Creation
appeared, in which the author surmises that, *“all
existing forms of living beings have been produced
by the gradual modification of pre-existing species. ’

NOTE

slimy substance dredged up from the depths of the
N. Atlantic by the naturalists of the exploring ship
Porcupine, which although formless, is said to have
exhibited spontaneous movements. As the naturalists
of the Challenger expedition failed to obtain any of
this marvellonus substance its reality is doubted. See
Reports Brit. Asso.1877—9. Hwrckels His. of Crea. &e.
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The author in the appendix to his XT edition 1860,
says he ‘‘cannot see much difference between his
theory and that of Mr. Darwin, except, that he had
not tried to explain how the modification of species
occurred.”” Mr. Darwin admits,—*‘it had done good
work in preparing the ground for him.”’

In 1858 Mr. A. R. Wallace then in the Indian-
archipelago, sent home a paper on the evolution of
species; his ideas being in many respects, almost
identical with those of Mr. Darwin. This lead to
papers from both authors, being read to the Linnaan
Society in the summer of the same year, and to the
subsequent publication of the Origin of Species which
bad been deferred for some years; ‘“as the time was
not considered ripe enough for its publication.”

The Transactions of the Zoological Society Vol. iv,
contain a memoir by Professor Robert Owen, *“ On
the extinction of species through a struggle for ex-
istence,’'—which is the correlative of Mr. Darwins
proposition, that ‘¢ Extinction and natural selection
go hand in hand."’ [See also Owens Paleontology. ]

Lord Monboddo a Scotch philosophical writer at
the end of the last century, Buffon, and Lamarck,
have all propounded evolution hypothesis.

M. Lamarcks ideas and arguments are very similar
to those of Mr. Darwin. For instance Lamarck who
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imagined man is a developed orang-outang !—says in
his Philosophie Zoologique, published in 1801. ¢¢ There
can be no doubt, that if any of the quadrumana were
by any force of circumstances to cease climbing trees:
and were compelled, through a number of generations
to walk only on their feet, they would eventually, be
transformed into bimana.’’ !

A similar argument is used by Mr. Darwin to show

NOTE

! ¢¢ Effectivement, si une race queleconque de quad-
rumanes...perdoit par la nécessité des circonstauces,
ou par quelque autre cause, 1’habitude de grimper
sur les arbres,...et si les individus de cette race pen-
dant une suite de générations, étoient foreés de ne se
server de leurs pieds que pour marcher; et cessoient
d’employer leurs mains comme des pieds: il n’est pas
douteux, d'aprés les observations exposées dans le
chapitre précedents que ces quadrumanes ne fussent
a la fin transformes in bimanes.”’ Premiere partie. 349.

Lamarcks supposition, that there is no dualism in
animal and vegetable life.(p.377.)has been verified by
recent experiments: but his ¢f continued spontaneous
generation theory,”’ is rejected by science. (v.Ch.ii.)
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how short-legged dogs, could be transformed into
long-legged species. Or why the ostrich has lost the
power of flight in accordance with his theory on the
effects of use and disuse on organs.

The ideas of Lamarck created some stir among
French Naturalists of his day, and were adopted by
Geof. Saint Hillaire—but seem to have made no
permanent impression.

Cuvier in his ““ Histoire des Sciences Naturelles,’’
published in 1840, points out that Lamarcks theory,
was only, a resuscitation in the XI1X century, of the
opinions of Anaximander a Greek Philosopher who
lived 610 years before our era. He says ‘“ Nous re-
trouverons ce systéme dans les temps trés rapprochés
des niétres, et méme dans le dix-neuvieme sicele,”’

Anaximander seems to have been the first who
applied the hypothesis of evolution to account for
Creation. His works have all been lost in the general
wreck of ancient literature, but various quotations
from them by Plutarch, and others, enable us to form
some 1dea of his theory.

Anaximander imagined that the primal world was a
globular mass of mud which the suns rays fermented,
and thus engendered the first animals, such forms, as
could only swim, or move in the half liquid mass.
Eventually, when the mud had hardened into dry
land—man emerged, in a more or less, adult state
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from some fishy creature—Man he said, is so helpless
a being in his infancy, he could not originally have
existed as an infant; and must have had a different
form or nature (e£ aAAoesSwy.)!

It is a curious circumstance that the idea of
Anaximander should exist among the Basutos of South
Africa, who are said, to believe that, ‘*man originally
sprung up in a marshy place among reeds.”” :

A singular work was written in 1655, by Peyrére a
French Calvinist, to prove from the 5th Chapter of St.
Pauls Epistle to the Romans, ‘‘that there had existed
nations and races of men before Adam, and that he was

NOTE

' Avaftuavdpos ev vypt yevnbrnatr ta mpata Lua.
Plutarch De Placites Phil. v. 19. Sympos. viii. 8. 8.
Orig, Phil. ¢.6. Fusebius Enag. pro.l.c,1.8. Smith
Biog. Nouvelle Biog. Unaiv.

Censorinus a Roman naturalist, who lived in the I1I
century A.D.,wrote a work on the generation of man,
entitled ‘¢ De die Natali,”’[first printed at Bologna in
1497,] in which he mentions that, Anaximander said
fish-like animals, engendered in heated mud and
water, gave birth to human beings arrived at a state of
puberty. Lyell’s Geology. :Spencer Sociology. p.379,
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but called the first man, because the law commenced
with him."’!

This work was one of the first attempts to solve the
alleged difficulty of reconciling the Cosmogony, and
some statements of the Bible, with geological facts
and science—man and the animal creation having
evidently existed much longer than Genesis would
lead us to suppose.

It should be remembered however; that Moses does
not specify any date, for the events he records in the
first part of Genesis. He merely says, ‘‘In the begi-
nning,’’and his description implies a gradual creation
from chaos—also traditions may have existed in his
time, which have since been lost. :

The Hindus from time immemorial have stigmatised

NOTE

! Preadamite sive Exercitatio super cap. v. Epist.
Paul ad Rom. [Quoted by Moore in his Irish Gen. ]
- Moses in Genesis vi. seems to allude to two ante-
diluvian species of mankind, whose intermarriage gave
birth to ‘‘giants.”’
Moores poem,‘ The Loves of the Angels,’ is founded
on a similar idea which existed among the Persians
and Sabean Gnostics. vide D'Herbelot.
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all aboriginals as monkeys, but whether from disdain
or some glimmering idea of their descent from an ape
we are unable to say.' One can however gather from
the ancient literature of the Hindus, that its authors
belived the world has been gradually developed to its
present condition, and inhabited by a succession of
creatures, suited to its varied phasis—First there were
fishes, then came amphibia, and finally mammalia.
In the account of the creation of the world by Brahma
the Hindu Creator, in the Ordinances of Menu, it is
stated to have been at first covered with water, formless
and void. A description similar to that in Genesis.

The ‘¢ Vishnu Puranva’’ describes Vishnu *¢ The
Preserver,'’ as having visited this globe at successive
periods in the form of a fish, a tortoise, and a boar. :

These curious transformations remind one of the

NOTE

! The ““monkeys ’* under their leader Hanuman who
played an important part in Rama’s invasion of Ceylon
are supposed to have beenVeddas, or aboriginal jungle
men from Southern India. vide ‘ Ramayana & Mahab,’
A species of Presbytes (Semnopithecus entellus) found
all over India, and considered by the Hindus the most
intelligent of all apes, is called by them ‘‘Hanuman, "’

! Wilson's Purinas,
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doctrine of transmigration—which is only a species of
evolution, or metamorphosis of beings from one form
to another: each change making them more perfect.

Epicurus taught the Atomic theory, also Kapila, who
imagined the world originated in a combination of at-
oms, and hardly recognised any being superior toman.
Although this Hindu philosopher is rather a mythical
person, who is supposed to have lived about the first
century A.D.,his doctrines are, more or less, indicated
in early Sanskrit literature.[Colebroke's Hindu Phil. ]

From the previous pages it will be seen that some of
the propositions of modern evolutionists, were propou-
nded ages ago by Anaximander—His idea of the origin
of Protozoa, is identical with M. Heckels theory, that
they were spontaneously generated in the bed of the sea
by a sort of chemical process, similar to the formation
of saline chrystals in water.”’

Then the idea that man is the offspring of some fish-
like animal—is similar to Mr. Darwin's version, that
““ Quadrupeds and all the higher mammals are derived
.es o..from some fish-like ereature.”’

We know a deal more than of yore, about the earths
erust,and the nature of its former inhabitants, but it is
doubtful if we really know much more, how they were
created—Why for instance, the same ocean should de-
posit in the same place, at ove time carbonate of lime,
and at another time, quite a different substance ?
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Plutouists and Neptunists, are still disputing about
the origin of rocks,and scientific men are any thing but
agreed on many kindred subjects. See the controversy
that has been for years, about the Eozoon Canadense,
which some suppose to be the oldest of organic beings,
while otherssay it is not an animal at all!—Mr. Darwin
says, ‘forits class, it was a highly organised animal.’

Sir J. Lubbock says he believes there are many who
consider, that according to Darwin’s theory, a sheep
might turn into a cow, or a zebra into a horse.

It may seem ridiculous to him, but it would be a
natural inference to draw, by the uninitiated in the
mysteries of natural selection, who do not know that
it can only work within certain lines,

Mr.Darwin very fairly states many of the difficulties
in his theory, that have oceurred to himself or have
been urged by others. He never displays the zeal bor-
dering on intolerance, shown by some of his disciples,
who seem to think, they, the High Priests of Darwin,
are alone entitled to give an opinion on the subject.
Acting on Cicero's principle, who says ‘‘when religion
is in question, I do not consider what is the opinion
thereon of Zeno, Cleanthes, or Chrysippus, but what
the Chief Pontiffs say of it.’’ (De Nat. Deorum lib. 8.)

The following lists of rocks, and divisions of
the Animal Kingdom are given for reference.
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The earths history is divided geologically, into
three chief periods—The Primal or Palmozoic, the
Secondary or Mesozoic, and Tertiary. These are sub-
divided into minor periods, called Cambrian, Silurian,
Jurassic, Carboniferous &e.

Some of the terms are Greek. Pal@ozoic being from
malatws ancient, and wa life. Megozoic means middle
life, a term equivalent to the ‘middle ages’ of history.

The sub-divisions of the Tertiary period were named
by Sir Charles Lyell. The first being called Eocene
from, nws or dawn, to indicate the dawn of existing
Testaceous fauna. Miocene, is from petov less recent,
and Pliocene, from wAeiov more recent. The fourth
division is variously termed Pleistocene, Glacial post-
Tertiary. &c,

New names originating with Professsor Dana and
American geologists, have lately been applied to the
chief periods, which they call Primordial, Archen,
and Kainzoie, from kaivos new. Some say there is no
evidence of a pre-Silurian, age or any identity between
British pre-Cambrian, and any American group.

Rocks are divided into two classes, the Igneous
and Aqueous, or sedimentary. The igneous such as
granite, which form the inner crust, are due to heat
and are unstratified. The aqueous which are owing to
the action of water, are all stratified ¢.e. in layers.

The paleeozoic period commences with the lowest of
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the stratified rocks, no sign of life having been dete-
cted in the igneous, or metamorphic rocks as they
are called by Sir C. Lyell.

Tertiary

Mesozoie

Paleozaoie

Table showing the order in which rocks occur.

Post-Tertiary. Glacial deposits, caves, peat moss.
Pliocene, Lacustrine depostts.

Miocene. Lignites, Silwalik beds of India.
Eocene. London clay, gypsum.

Cretaceous, Chall cliff's, green sand stone.
Jurassic. Jura lime stone, Portland stone.
Trias, New red sand stone, marl.

Permian.

Magmesian-lime-stone, and marl.
Carboniferous. Coal fields.

Devonian. Old red sand stone,

Silurian. Lime stone, flags.

Cambrian, State rocks.

Lower-Cambrian, equivalent to Huron of
Canada, eighteen thousand feet thick.
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Table showing the order in which fossils occur.

Mankind s g Post-Tertiary
Sirena Dugongs Manatees Pliocene
Quadrumana Macaques Hylobates Miocene
Carnivoria Bears Hyenas Eocene
Cetaceans Whales  Dolphins '
Snakes (sea) Paleophis ’9
Cheiroptera Bats Pteropus .
Rodents Marsupials  Deer o
Saurians Crocodiles Lacertina Cretaceous
Pterodactyles s e i
Birds Archeopteryx Jurassic
Mammals various and numerous .
Ichthyosaurians fish-lizards Lias
Plesiosaurians .
Dinosaurians bird-lizards Trias
Marsupials (small) a5
Chelonia Turtles Permian
Labyrinthodons Carboniferous
Insects Bees Flies moths Devonian
Fish Dog & mud-fish B
Shell-fish Nautilus bivalves Silurian
Crustacea Cray-fish Cambrian
Zoophytes Corallines .

Protozoa Foraminefera .

fiamr)aa, g,

|  orozosapy
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Divisions of the Animal Kingdom

The Animal World, comprises two primary sections,
The Vertebrates and Invertebrates, divided into six
SUB KINGDOMS, which are again divided into classes.

INVERTEBRATES

I SUB KINGDOM.
Protozoa.

Animalcules, such as Rhizopoda and Foraminefera.
II SUB KINGDOM.

Celenterata.
Zoophytes, Corallines, Jelly-fish, Lubbers &ec.

I1I SUB KINGDOM,

Annuloida.
Star-fish, Liver fluke, Sea-urchins, Thread worms.

IV SUB KINGDOM.

Articulata.
Crustaces, Leeches, Flies, Locusts, Spiders, Beetles, &c.

V SUB KINGDOM.
Mollusca

All kinds of shells, Octopus, Nautilus &g¢
VERTEBRATES.

V1 SUB KINGDOM.
Fishes, Reptiles, Birds, and Mammals.

PR
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CHAPTER 1.

HOW WAS THE ANIMAL WORLD CREATED

WE indeed, should be undoubted sages,

If all about Dame Nature’s early days,
we only knew.

But alas |—the hoary mist of ages;

Hopelessly obscures that distant horizon
from our view.

PALZEONTOLOGY seems to prove that existing
animals, are in great measure, modifications of
pre-existing species; a vast number of strange
creatures having vanished from this earth.

The question then arises,—How was the
animal world created ?

Few naturalists now adhere to the old idea of
creation; the Evolutionists have it all their own
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way; evolution in some form, being generally
accepted, * although many refuse to carry the
theory to the length of making mankind the
offspring of an ape.

Mr. Darwin’s hypothesis 1s, that animals and
plants, have not been created separately, but
evolved from one or more primal forms.

It 1s in reality of no consequence, how the
animal world came into existence, whether ind-
ividually or through evolution of species; we can
in either case, recognise the hand of a Creator
in the work, which M. Darwin’s theory ignores.

* We cannot refrain from quoting here the follow-
ing witty passage in the Earl of BEACONSFIELD'S
““ Tancred,”’ referring to the theory of the author of
“‘ Vestiges of Creation.”” ““ You know all is develop-
ement. The Principle is perpetually going on. First
there was mnothing, then there was something—I
forget the next, I think there were shells, then fishes
then, we came. Let me see, did we come next? never
mind that; we came at last. And the next change
there will be something very superior to us—some-
thing with wings. Ah! that’sit; we were fishes, and
I believe we shall be crows! "’ Mr. A. Wilson says
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His theory amounts to this. Many hundred
millions of years since, a low form of life
appeared somehow, on the earth then void.
After a time, as the conditions of existence
changed, some of these protozoa changed their
nature, and their offspring have continued to
change, more or less, ever since—while the
REST remained unchanged to this day.

Why ALL the protozoa did not alter 1s a
mystery, unless we conclude the developement
was regulated by a Supreme Will

We are not prepared to say, there has been
no evolution of species. Even according to
Genesis all the varied races of existing men
are the offspring of one man, and there is no-
thing in the Mosaic record to exclude the idea
that existing animals have been formed from
pre-existing fauna—Dbut without some Supreme
Control directing its operations—the theory of

““ The grandeur of the creative work as demonstrated

by evolution, is only paralelled by the mewer, and
higher conceptions which that theory instils of the
wisdom marking Infinite Mind.”’
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evolution is quite as incredible, as the old idea
of creation 1s alleged to be.*

It seems very probable that evolution has
done its work, and died out. This supposition,
would clear up many difficulties in the theory.
How else can the immutability of all existing
species be explained ?

Itis said “Transformism remains in possess-
ion of the field, the only alternative being the
supposition that animals have been fabricated
separately.” [ Huxley “The Crayfish.” p. 346.]

If animals have not been formed separately,in
thousands of cases, the development of species
has been arrested at certain stages, where a
line has been drawn, beyond which they have
not passed from the most remote period, which

¥ Professor Nicholson of Toronto, says Paleontology
points in the main,to the existence of some general law
of evolution, whereby later forms have been developed
from older ones. That this law has acted along with,
and sometimes been counteracted by some other, and
as yet obscure law, regulating the appearance of new
types, seems equally certain...We find unmistakable
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is equivalent to a separate creation—Who drew
-these lines 7—Can they be accidental ?
One thing is certain, Natural Selection can-
not develope vast numbers of species beyond
-well defined limits.
If every animal has not been “separately fa-
_bricated,” the archetypes are distinct creations,
and the evolution of species is limited to these
lines, which is quite inconsistent with a theory
of uncontrolled developement, which would
make fixity of type impossible, as there would
be a constant, and universal modification of
forms, and archetypes going on.
There is an essential difference in the arche-

-evidence of the operation of some law of evolution,
while we find ourselves confronted with phenomena.
which in the present state of our knowledge, appear
irreconcilable with its universal, or exclnsive action. It
will not do to adopt some hard and fast theory on this
subject, bringing forward prominently all the facts
favouring the theory, and keeping in abeyance facts
pointing in other directions.”” He thinks however that
‘‘evolution in the shape presented by the master mind
of Darwin is an indispensable working hypothesis,”’
























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































