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leaders. The doctrine has.mightily taken here amongstus; it has
afforded asweet salve touneasy consciences, and furnished a ground most
acceptable to many for believing themselves elevated by science to a
superiority over the superstitions of the past. It bas fermed the basis
upon which the Patriareh of the Princess Theatre, Mr. Bright, hasnot
ceased to claim_ a standing amongst that glorious brotherhood of il
treated scientists that began with SBocrates and ends—not, however,
by the survival of the fittest,—with Mr. Bradlaugh; and it bids
fair to infinence the policy of the legislature under the protection of
its patron, Mr. Btout. We have, therefore, vauch pleasure in submit-
ing to our * dewi-monde of science” certain nuts whiely, if we mistake
not, it will somewhat puzzle them to crack, and which they must
acknowledge to be worthy of their consideration since they have been
put forward by one of the most eminent scientific men of the age. We
submit them to_those who hiave forsaken whatever form of the Chris-
tian religion they professed in order to indunec them to reflecl as to
whether they have not staked momentous Issues on very precavions
anthority ; to Mr, Bright in order to snggest to him that he is, perhaps,
acting on the principle that # fools rush in where angelsfear to tread” in
teaching his favourite dogma, and to onr honourable Atterncy-(eneral
in ovder to point out to him that on competent authority evelution is
stated to threaten the well-being of society rather than tend to the
prometion of its progress.  Without further preamble or comment
then, we give the following passages, which we have taken from an
article in the Quaréerly Review of Janvary last, and which article is
entitled “Beientific’ Lectures—their Use and Abuse,” :—The name of
Professor Virohow iz at the present day, and must always remain, one of
the most distingnished in the history of pathological research. He is
Profeasor of Pathology in the University of Berlin ; and he has also
played a prominent part in public Yife,  For his present veputation
in Germany it will be snfficient to quote the deseription given of him
the other day by the Berlin correspondent of the Times in reference
to the speech now in question :—* The declaration contained in it,”
said this correspondent, coming from such & man as Professor Virchow,
made no little noise in German Iands. The great pathologist being
considered & luminary in nabural science, opposed to every
species of orthodoxy and altogether inmocent of faith, the
cautions distinetion he drew between fact and conjectuie
went far fo convince the uninitiated that the preduction of man in
the chyniist's vetort was not likely to be recorded amongst the
Qiscoveries of the age!” The speeck, in Fact, was delivered on the
oceasion of the fiftieth annual gathering of Gexman Natural Philoso-
phers and Physicians at Munich, (Bept. 22, 1877) and was elicited
by some statements from some other German Professors, who in the
recklessness of their speculations have distanced even Professor Tyn-
dell,  The most advanced advocate of the Darwinian theory abroad
is probably Professor Taeckel of Jena, and this gentleman avowed
his conviction not only that man had been developed out of the lower
animals, but that organie life itself was a mere natural developement
of inorgaric ; and that, as Professor Virchow put it * Carbon, Oxygen,
and Co, had at some time or other separated themselves from common
earhon, and under special cireumstances produced the first elements
of an organic cell, and at the present day continue to produce them.”
+ + « . % There are,” he (Virchow) says, *at present few students
of nature who ave not of opinion that man stands in some connection
with the rest of the animal world, and that such 2 connection may be
discovered, if not with the apes, yet possibly at some other point. T
freely acknowledged that thisis a desideratem in science. Iam quite
prepared for such a result; and I should neither be surprised nor
astonished if proof were forthcoming that man had ancestors among
other Vertebrates.  You are aware that I am now specially pursning
the study of anthropology. Bué I wm bound to declors that every
positice adeance e have made in the provinee of preiistoric antlro-
palogy has actually removed us fuvther from the proof af this conseetion,
Anthropology is at this moment studlying the yucstion of fossil men.

If then, we study the carliest indisputable specimens of fossil men—
who in the course of descent, or rather aseent, must stand neaver to
our original ancesiors—we invariably find a man, just such as men
are Now, The old Troglodytes, the dweliers in pile-villages,
and others, prove to be an exceedingly respectable society., . . .
Ou the whole we must in reality acknowledge that there is an absence
of any fossil type of a lower human development. Nay, if we take the
sum of all the known fossil men and compare them with man as he
now cxists, we ean positively assert that among living men there is a
far greater number of relatively inferior individuals than among the
fossils which are as yet known. Whether none but the highest
geniuses of the Quaternary Period have had the good Iuck to be pre-
served to us, T will not venture to surmise. Ordinarily we conclude
from the character of a single fossil object to the general character of
those which are not found. This, however, T will not do. I will
not assnme that the whole race was as good as the few skulls which
hove been preserved. But I must say that not a single skull either of
an ape or of an anthropoid ape has yet been discovered, which could
really have belonged to a human being. Every increase in our pos-
session of the objects which furnish materials for discussion has re-
moved us further from the hypothesis propounded.” The Professor
proceeds to admit, of course, that it is possible the missing link in the
evidence may yet be discovered ; but he concludes :—* Only, as a
mutter of fact, we must positively recognise that as yet there always
exists a sharp line of demareation between the man and the ape. We
eannot teaeh, we cannot pronounceit to et conguest of seienes, that man
deseends from an ape or fram any other animal, We can only indicate
it as a hypothesis, however probable it may seern, and however obviows
a solution it may appear.” The speech by Professor Virchow
is throughout a protest, in the name and in the interests of science,
against such reckless dogmatising as that of Professor Tyndall. It
was elicited, as we have explained, by two speeches, the one by D,
Haeckel, the other by Dr. Naegeli, which agserted in the most posi-
tive form the extremest modern theories of development, . , .

He (Virchow) takes ogeasion to observe that by a large portion of
the public, any general theory advanced by seientific men is sure to
e carried still further “ with a thousandfold greater confidence.” He
1ells an amusing story of the exagoerated fnr}n in whm]:g one of his
own discoveries came back to him from Amcrica @ and “ imagine,” ho
says, “in what formn the Evolution theory presents itself alrendy in
the mind of a socialist.” “Yes, gentlemen,” he procecds,
“ guch a popular cxaggeration of seientific iheories may to some ap-
pear ludicrous ; but it has a very serlons bearing, and I will only hope
that the deseent theory may not entail all the alarm among ourselves
which similar theorics have actually produced in the neighbouring
country. Undoubtedly this theovy, if it be rigorousty carried out,
Das an uncontmonly serious side ; and it will probably not have es-
caped you that Socialism has established & sympathy with it This
is a fact which we must clearly recognise.” . . . “Thut,” he says,
“which is my accomplishment as a man of science, 13 preciscly the
knowledge of my ignorance. In chemistry, for instance—a seience of
which, though a proficient in it, he confesses he has not full mp.sl:?ry
~the chivk thing is, that T know what I do not know.” © To abtain,” he
agnin says, “ such a clear view of tue prineiples of the natural sciences,
and such an cxact a~guaintance with the gaps in yonr own knowledge
as to be able to say to yourself whenever yon come npon such o gap,
¢ Now you are entering an unknown land *—this is what we onght to
attain. If we were all sufficiently clear on this point, there ie many
& one among ws whoe wonld smite on Fis In-r'a-st,‘ and cont:ess _tha.t it iz a
very serious matter to draw universal conclusions respecting the de-
velopment of things in general, while a man is not even mastor c.::c' the
whole material out of which sach conclusions have to be drawn.” . .
We cannot follow Professor Virchew into the various illustrations he
quotes ; bubone of them ofiers so clos_e a parallel to the present
position of the Darwinian doctrine, that it may possess a gpecinl in-
terast for our readers. The Professor is admitting that _there is con-
siderable attractiveness to the scieutific mind in the notion of & con-
tinuous growth of all organie life, nnd ifs natuval development from
inorganie. ¢ It corresponds to that tendency towards generalisation
which is so natural to man, that in all iimes, even up to the ‘mos'i’:
ancient period, it has found a place in the speculations of mankind.

But, on the other hand, he says we must emphasize the fact “that all
real scientific knowledge respecting vital processes has proceeded in
precisely the contrary way.” That is, it has proceeded hy the et
taplishment of ezceptions tn hypotbeses which wore ab one time
deemed universal in their applieation. For instance, says Professar
Virchow, we date the commencement of onr real knowledge of the
development of the higher brganizations Irom tke day when Harvey
12dd down the law gmne vivum ex gvo, every Hving thing springs from
an egg. o would be the greatest ingratitude not to recognise that
this theory constituted an immense advenoce, and was of the highest
value for practical purposes. Bub it has been proved nct to be umi-
versally true. Bince Harvey's time a great series of new forms o_f life
have been observed, in which the multiplication of the kind is by
several various methods, Even if the Darwinian theory were 'm:,‘tter
established than it is, it would be liable to similar exceptions, of
course,” says Professar Virchow, “if a man 18 determined to have &
theory of the universe, and equally determined not to accept any
theory which supposes a creator, be is forced to surrender himself to
& thorough-going theory of development. There is no escape from
the alternative ; while at the same time it remains a bqunde% duaty
to acknowledge that uo proof of the theory has been furnished.” Bub
theories positively asserted and afterwards disproved have recoiled
upon science to its diseredit ; and the Professor extracts from, tht_ase
illugtrations the very necessary warning that “If we wish to maia-
tain our claim upon general attention, we must resist the temptation
1o thrust ony own surrmises, onr own mere theoretical and speculative
edifices, into the foreground, as though we 1ptende,t;'1, by means ?f
therm, to construct a complete theory of theuniverse.” . . . * e
must strictly distingnish between that which we wish to teach and
that after which we are only enquiring. . Every attempt to
transform our hypotheses info dogmas, to introduce cur surmises as
the bases of instruction—above ail, the attempt 'sunply to dispossess
the Church and supplant its dogmas forthwith by a religion of
evolution—believe me, gentlemen, such an attempt must be wrecked,

and in its wreek will involve the preatest damages to the general
position of seience, Whoever speaks or writes for the publie
ought, in my opinion, to examine with double scenracy how much
of what he thinks and says is cbjectively true. He ouglt to be a8
careful as possible that all his purely indnetive genetalisations, all
his genernl conclusions accovding to the Jaws of analogy, however
probable they may seem, should be printed in small letters under the
text, and that in the text he should plac_e nothing bmsr that which is
really objective truth.  Bacon of old said truly that ¢ _Knowlec'lge is
power,”  But the knowledge he meant wasnot speculative knowledge,
not the knowledge of mere hypotheses, but objective and actual
knowledge, Gentlemen, I think we shonld misuse our power—we
ghould imperil our power—if in teaching we do not confine ourselves
to this thovoughly legitimate, thorougbly secure, and unassailable
provinee,” '

OvUR contemporary the Dadly Fimss occasionally honours s with
its notice. According to its humour it handles us differently ; some-
times the perusal of oneof its articles makes us feel as if our nose bad
been tweaked, or a sonnd enff administered to either side of our face ;
sometimes we are “taken up tenderly,” and in the present instance
e are almost reminded of our grandmother chiding her dear boy for
telling fibs. Our contewporary has ere now accused us of being igno.
rant and we did not deny the charge. On the contrary we confess
our ignorance ; we are very conscious of it. 8o much so indeed, 'that
weinvariably refrain from making arbitrary or ill-grovwnded assertions,
and never commit oursclves to a statement unless we are prov%ded.
with a competent anthority on which to fall back when we are called
to gecount. 'We do not exactly emulate Montaigne, who tells us that
he made quotations without acknowledging them, in order that he
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