LECTURE IIL
THE EVOLUTION THEORY.

SYLLABUS.

1. State the Evolution Theory of man’s origin, in its recent form; and show its
Relation to the Argument for God’s existence.
2. Show the Defects in the pretended Argument for this Descent of man by
Evolution.
3. Does the Theory weaken the Teleological Argument for the Existence of u
Personal God.
See *“Origin of Species” and ‘Descent of Man,” by Dr. Charles Darwin,
*Lay Sermons,” by Dr. Thos. Huxley, * Physical Basis of Life,” by Dr. Stir-
ling, Lectures (Posthumous) of Prof. Louis Agassiz, **What is Darwinism ?”
by Dr. Ch Hodge, ‘‘ Reign of Law,” by the Duke of Argyle.

IN the previous Lecture, I concluded the brief examination
of the atheistic theory, accounting for the Universe as an
Relation of Evolu- €ternal series, with these words: “Genera niay
tion to Teleological begin or end, but never transmute themselves
Argument. into other genera” We found the fatal
objections to the scheme of a self-existent, infinite series un-
caused from without, in these facts: That no immediate
antecedent was adequate cause for its immediate successor:
And thatthe previouslinks in the series could not be cause; be-
cause totally absent from the rise of the sequent effect. Thus the
utter fallacy was detected, which seeks to impose on our minds
by the vague infinitude of the series as a whole. We were
taught that no series made up solely of effects, each contingent,
can, as a whole, be self-existent. Thus perished that evasion of
the atheist.

Obviously, if there is any expedient for resuscitating it, this
must be found in the attempt to prove that the law, “ Like pro-
duces Like,” is not the whole explanation of the series. We
have demonstrated that, by that law, it is impossible the series
can be self-existent. Hence, the best hope of Atheism is, to
attempt to prove that the Like does not produce merely the Like ;
that the series contains within itself a power of differentiating
its eﬁ'ects., at least slightly. Thus materialists and atheists have
been led in our day, either by deliberate design, or by a species
of loglty:'aI instinct, to attempt the construction of an “ evolution
theory. The examination of this attempt, thus becomes

necessary in order to complete the argument for God’s existence,
on this, the last conceivable point of attack.
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The evolution hypothesis is, indeed, no novelty. It is, after
No Novelty. all its pretended modern expc?'riments, but a
revival of the “atomic theory” of the Greek
atheist, Democritus, adopted by the Epicurean school. Its ap-
plication to the descent of man from some lower animal, has
often been attempted, as by Lord Monboddo, who almost exactly
anticipated Dr. Chas. Darwin’s conclusion. In the eyes of some
modern Physicists, however, it has received new plausibility from
the more intelligent speculations of the Naturalist La Marck,
and the “ Vestiges of Creation” ascribed to Mr. Robert Cham-
bers. Butit appears in its fullest form, in the ingenious works
of Dr. Chas. Darwin, “Origin of Species,” and ‘‘ Descent of
Man.” I therefore take this as the object of our inquiry.

This Naturalist thinks that he has found the law of repro-
duction, in animated nature, that “ Like pro-
duces Like,” modified by the two laws of “nat-
ural selection” and a survival of the fittest.”
By the former, nature herself, acting unintelligently, tends in all
her reproductive processes, to select those copulations which are
most adapted to each other By the latter, she ordains, equally
without intelligence, that the fittest, or ablest progeny shall sur-
vive at the expense of the inferior. These supposed laws he
illustrates by the race-varieties (certainly very striking) which
have been produced in gezera and species whose original unity
is admitted by all, through the art of the bird-fancier and stock-
rearer, in breeding. The result of these laws, modifying the great
law of reproduction, would be a slight differentiation of succes-
sors from predecessors, in any series in animated nature. This
difference at one step might be almost infinitesimal. This cona-
tus of Nature towards evolution, being totally blind, and moving
at hap-hazard, might result in nothing through a myriad of
experiments, or instances, and only evolve something in advance
of the antecedents, in the ten thousandih case; yet, if we postu-
late a time sufficiently vast, during which the law has been
thus blindly working, the result may be the evolution of man,
the highest animal, from the lowest form of proto-plastic life.

1. The tendency of this scheme, is atheistic. Some of its
advocates may disclaim the consequence, and
declare their recognition of a God and Crea-
tor, we hope, sincerely. But the undoubted tendency of the
speculation,will be to lead its candid adherents, where Dr. Leopold
Biichner has placed himself, to blank materialism and atheism.
For the scheme is an attempt to evolve what theists call the
creation without a Creator; and as we shall see, the bearing of
the hypothesis is towards an utter obliteration of the teleolog-
ical argument. 2nd. In assigning man a brute origin, it
encourages common men to regard themselves as still brutes.
Have brutes any religion? 3d. The scheme ignores all
substantive distinction between spirit and matter, by evolving

Natural Selection
and Survivai.

Scheme Atheistic.
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the former out of the functions of mere animality. But if there
be no soul in man there is, practically, no religion for him.

2. The favorite law of “‘natural selection” involves in its very

. name a sophistical idea. Selection is an at-
Selection implies ¢rihyte of free-agency, and implies intelligent
ind. choice. Butthe “Nature” of the evolutionist
is unintelligent. The cause, if it be a cause, supposed by him in
his natural selection, acts blindly and by hap-hazard. Now,
whenever we apply the idea of selection, or any other which
expresses free-agency, to such effects: we know that we are
speaking imaccurately and by a mere trope. How much more
sophistical is it to ascribe the force of a permanent and regular
law, selecting effects, to that which is but chance? This is but
giving us metaphor, in place of induction. It is farther noted
by Agassiz, that the principle of life, or cause in animated
nature, notoriously and frequently produces the same results
under diverse conditions of action; and diverse results again,
under the same conditions. These facts prove that it is not the
species of variable cause painted by Darwin, and does not dif-
ferentiate its effects by his supposed !aw of natural selection.

3. We have seen that the vastness of the time needed for
the evolution of man from the lowest animated form, by these
laws of natural selection, working blindly and effecting at any
one movement the most minute differentiations, is not only con-
ceded, but claimed by evolutionists. Then, since the blind
cause probably hds made ten thousand nugatory experiments
for every one that was an advance, the fossil remains of all the
experiments, of the myriads of gemera of failures, as well as
the few genera that were successes, should be found in more
immense bulk. And especially fossil Natural History should
present us with the full history of both sides of the blind
process; with the remains of the degraded genera, as well as
the “fittest” and “surviving” genera.  The fossil-history of the
former ought to be ten thousand times the fullest! But in the
presence of such a history, how preposterous would a theory
of evolution appear? For, the very essence of this theory is
the idea of a continualadvancement and improvement in nature.

The evolution theory is inconsistent with the wide
geographical diffusion of species, and especially of the higher
species. If these are the results of the “survival of the fittest,”
under local conditions of existence and propagation, is it not
unaccountable that these, and especially man, the highest species
of all, should alw.ays haye been found under the most diverse
and general conditions, in contrasted climates? But if we pass
to the lower species, such as the moluscs and crustaceans, the
difficulty is as great, because they have no adequate means

of locomotion to migrate from the spots where the local con-
ditions of their development existed,
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4. But next; where improved race-varieties have actually
No Improvementby Deen developed, it may well be questioned
Selection, save undera whether the selections of the progenitors have
Rational I'rovidence.  eyer been ““ natural,” in the sense of the evo-
lutionist. The marked instances of which Darwin makes so
much use, are the result of the breeder’s art: (as the Dur-
ham cattle) that is, of a rational providence. And when
we surrender any individuals of the varieties to the domin-
ion of ‘nature,’ the uniform tendency is to degradation. What
more miserable specimens of cattle and swine are ever seen;
what individuals less calculated for “survival” in the struggle
for existence, than the neglected progeny of the marvellously
developed English live-stock, when left to take their chances
with the indigenous stock of ill-cultivated districts? Again,
many Naturalists tell us that when any incidental cause has
been applied to a given species, producing variations in some
individuals and their progeny, the difference is larger at first,
and becomes more and more minute afterwards. The inference
seems irresistible, that such variations must have fixed and
narrow limits. Naturalists are familiar with the tendency of all
varieties, artificially produced by the union of differing progeni-
tors, to revert back to the type of one or other of their ances-
tors. Thus, all breeders of live-stock recognize the tendency
of their improved breeds to “fly to pieces;” and they know that
nothing but the most artful vigilance in selecting parents pre-
vents this result. Without this watchful control, the peculiari-
ties of one or the other original varieties would re-appearin the
progeny, so exaggerated, as to break up the improved type, and
give them instead, a heterogeneous crowd, the individuals
varying violently from each other and from the desired type,
and probably inferior to either of the original varieties com-
pounded.

Again: is the “ survival of the fittest ” a “ natural ” fact? I
answer; No. The natural tendency of the
violences of the strongest is, on the whole, to
increase the hardship of the conditions under
which the whole species and each individual must gain subsist-
ence. What better instance of this law needs to be sought, than
in the human species; where we always sce the savage anarchy,
produced by the violence of the stronger, reduce the whole
tribe to poverty and destitution? Why else is it, that savages
are poorer and worse provided for than civilized men? Couple
this law with another: that the most pampered individuals in
any species, are not the most prolific; and we shall see that the
natural tendency of animal life is, in the general, to the survival
of the inferior. Thus the average wild Pampa horse, or “mus-
tang " pony, is far inferior to the Andalusian steed, from which
he is descended. We thus find an emphatic confirmation of
the conclusion which Hugh Miller drew from the *testimony

Strongest donotNat-
urally Survive.
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of the rocks,” that the natural tendency of the fossil genera has
been to degradation and not to development. )

Well does Dr. Sterling remark here: ‘Natural conjecture
is always equivocal, insecure and many-sided. It may be said
that ancient warfare, for instance, giving victory always to the
personally ablest and bravest, must have resulted in the im-
provement of the race. Or, that the weakest being left at
home, the improvement was balanced by deterioration. Or,
that the ablest were necessarily most exposed to danger. And
SO according to ingenuity usque ad infinitnm. Trustworthy
conclusions are not possible to this method.”

5. I have not yet seen any reason for surrendering the rule,
hitherto held by Naturalists, that in the animat
priggementfom Hy- v or1d, hybrids, if true hybrids, are infertile.
The familiar instance is that of the mule. The
geneva asinus and equus can propagate an offspring, but that
mule offspring can propagate nothing. If there are any ex-
ceptions to this law, they are completely consistent with the
rule that hybrids cannot perpetuate their hybrid kind. If
they have any progeny, it is either absolutely infertile; or
it has itself reverted back to one of the original types. It
is strange that Dr. Huxley should himself appeal to this
as a valid law,; when its validity is destructive of his own
conclusions. In his ‘“Lay Sermons,” p. 295, when it suits
his purpose to assert that natural variation has, in a given
case, established a true species which is new, he appeals to the
fact which is claimed: that this new species propagated its kind;
which proved it a true and permanent species. Which is to say,
that hybrids cannot propagate their kind; for it is by this law
it is known that they do not form permanent species. But
now, if new varieties really arose from natural selection, to the
extent claimed by evolutionists, must they not fall under the
hybrid class too decisively, ever to propagate their type per-
manently ?
6. This process imagirlled by Dr. Darwin, if it existed, would
) ¢ purely an animal one. He makes it a result
cofl:’t°}g:‘%'i‘in‘.‘“°“‘c' of physical laws merely. Then, if there were a
) o development by such a law, it should be the
aplmal mstlpcts and bodily organs, which are developed in the
higher species. But it is not so. Man is the highest, and when
he is compared with other mammalia, he is a feebler beast. The
young infant has far less instinct and locomotion than the young
ggxlr;gthTt?lina?ns;;sesli;s instinct, less animal capacity, less
th, » than the eagle, or the elephant, and less
longevity than the goose. That which makes him a nobler
creaFur.e is .hlS superior inFelligence with the adaptation thereto
of his inferior animal instincts. He rules other animal d i
“Lord of Creation” by his mind. S and is

7. This, then, must also be explained by Dr. Darwin, as an
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evolution from instinct and animal appetites ; just as he accounts
for the evolution of the human hand, from the forepaw of an
ape; so all the wonders of consciousness, intellect, taste, con-
science, religious belief, are to be explained as the animal
outgrowth of gregarious instincts, and habitudes cultivated
through them. Toany one who has the first correct idea of
construing the facts of consciousness, this is simply monstrous.
It of course denies the existence of any substance that thinks,
distinct from animated matter. It ignores the distinction
between the instinctive and the rational motive in human
actions; thus making free-agency, moral responsibility, and
ethical science impossible. The impossibility of this geresis
is peculiarly plain in this: that it must suppose all these psycho-
logical acts and habits gradually superinduced. There is first,
in some earlier generation of men, a protoplastic responsibility,
free agency, reason, conscience, which are half, or one quarter
animal instinct still, and the rest mental! Whereas, every man who
ever interpreted his own acts of soul to himself, knows intui-
tively, that this is the characteristic of them all; that they are
contrasted with the merely animal acts, in all their stages andin
all their degrees of weakness or strength. A feeble conscience
is no nearer appetite, in its intrinsic quality, than the conscience
of a Washington or a Lee.

In a word: Consciousness has her facts, as truly as
physicks. These facts show that man belongs to a certain
genus spiritually, more even than corporeally. And that genus
is consciously separated by a great gulf, from all mere animal
nature. Itcannotbe developed thence.

8. The utmost which can possibly be made of the evolution

theory, is that it may be a hypothesis possibly
at{i‘;‘."" not proved e even afterall the arguments of its friends

are granted to be valid. Infact, the scheme is
far short of this. The careful reader of these works will find,
amidst extensive knowledge of curious facts, and abundance of
fanciful ingenuity, many.yawning chasms between asserted facts
and inductions; and many a substitution of the “must be’' for
the “ may be.” But when we waive this, we still find the theory
unverified, and incapable of verification. One need desire no
juster statement of the necessity of actual verification, in order
to mature a hypothesis into a demonstration, than is given and
happily illustrated by Dr. Huxley. * Lay Sermons,” pp. 85, 6.
Until either actual experiment or actual observation has veri-
fied the expectation of the hypothesis; and verified it in such
away as to make it clear to the mind, that the expected result
followed the antecedent as a propter koc and not a mere post
hoc , that hypothesis, however plausible, and seemingly satisfy-
ing, is not demonstrated. But has Dr. Darwin's theory been
verified in any actual case? Has any one seen the marsupial ape
breed the man, in fact? The author of the scheme himself
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knows that verification is, in the nature of the case, impossible.
The dates at which he supposes the evolutions took place, pre-
cede the earliest rational experience of man, acco.rdmg to his
own scheme, by vastages. The differentiations which gradually
wrought it were, according to him, too slight and gradual to be
contained in the memory of one dispensation of man’s history,
The connecting links of the processare forever lost. Hence the
utmost which these Naturalists could possibly make of their
hypothesis, were all their assumptions granted, would be the
concession that it contained a curious possibility.

These speculations are mischievous in that they present
to minds already degraded, and in love with
their own degradation,a pretext for their mate-
rialism, godlessness and sensuality. The scheme can never
prevail generally among mankind. The self-respect, the con-
science, and the consciousness of men will usually present a
sufficient protest and refutation. The world will not permaently
tolerate the libel and absurdity, that this wondrous creature,
man, “so noble in reason, so infinite in faculties, in form and
moving so express and admirable, in action so like an angel, in
apprehension so like a God,” is but the descendant, at long re-
moves, of a mollusc or a tadpole!

The worthlessness of mere plausibilities concerning the

Circumstantial evi- OTigin of the universe, is yet plainer when set
dence refuted by pa- in contrast with that inspired testimony upon
role. the subject, to which Revealed Theology wilt
soon introduce us. Hypothetical evidence, even at its best
estate, comes under the class of circumstantial evidence. Ju-
dicial science, stimulated to accuracy and fidelity by the prime
interests of society in the rights and the life of its members, has
correctly ascertained the relation between circumstantial proof
and competent parole testimony. In order to rebut the word
of such a witness, the circumstantatial evidence must be an ex-
clusive demonstration: it must not only satisfy the reason that
the criminal act might have been committed in the supposed
way, by the supposed persons; but that it was impossible, it
could have been committed in any other way. In the absence
of parole testimony, every enlightened judge would instruct his
jury. that the defence is entitled to try the hypothesis of the ac-
cuser by this test: If any other hypothesis can be invented,
that is even pure.ly imaginary, to which the facts granted in the
circumstantial e.v1.den.ce can be reconciled by the defence, that
is proof of invalidity in the accusing hypothesis,. Let us sup-
pose a cnime committed without known eye-witnesses. The
prosecutors examine every attendant circumstance minutely,
and study them profoundly. They construct of them a sup-
position that the crime was committed in secret by A, They
show that this supposition of his guilt satisfies every fact, so
faras known. They reason with such ingenuity, that every

Dangerous to Morals.
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mind tends to the convictionthat A. must be verily guilty. But
now there comes forward an honest man, who declares that he
was eye-witness of the crime; and, that, of his certain knowl-
edge, it was done by B., and not by A. On inquiry, it appears
that B. was, at that time, naturally capable of the act. Then,
unless the prosecutors can attack the credibility of this witness,
before his word their case utterly breaks down. The ingenuity,
the plausibility of their argument, is now naught. They had
shown that, so far as known facts had gone, the act might have
been done by A.  But the witness proves that in fact it was
done by B. The plausibility of the hypothesis and the ingen-
uity of the lawyers are no less: but they are utterly super-
seded by direct testimony of an eye-witness. I take this pains
to illustrate to you this principle of evidence, because it is
usually so utterly ignored by Naturalists, and so neglected even
by Theologians. I assert that the analogy is perfect between
the case supposed and the pretended evolution argument.
Does Revelation bring in the testimony of the divine Eye-wit-
ness, because actual Agent, of the genesis of the universe? Is
Revelation sustained as a credible witness by its literary, its in-
ternal, its moral, its prophetical, its miraculous evidences? Then
even though the evolution hypothesis were scientifically prob-
able, in the light of all known and physical tacts and laws, it
must yield before this competent witness. Does that theory
claim that, naturally speaking, organisms might have been thus
produced? God, the Agent, tells us that, in point of fact, they
were otherwise produced. As Omnipotence is an agency con-
fessedly competent to any effect whatsoever, if the witness is
credible, the debate is ended.

I shall conclude this Lecture by adverting to a consequence
which many of Dr. Darwin’s followers draw
from his scheme ; which is really the most im-
portant feature connected withit. Dr. Huxley
declares that the “Origin of Species” gives the death-blow to that
great teleological argument for the existence of God, which has
commanded the assent of all the common-sense and all the
true philosophy of the human race. He quotes Prof. Kolliker,
of Germany, as saying that though Darwin retains the teleolog-
ical conception, it is shown by his own researches to be a mis-
taken one. Says the German savant, ‘“Varieties arise irre-
spectively of the notion of purpose of utilty, according to the
general laws of nature; and may be either useful or hurtful, or
indifferent.” It must be admitted these men interpret the bear-
ings of the evolution theory aright; [and that it does bear
against the impregnable evidences of design in God’s creation,
is a clear proof of its falsehood]. According to this scheme
physical causation is blind; but it hits a lucky adapta-
tion here and there, without knowing or meaning it, by mere
chance, and in virtue of such an infinity of hap-hazard trials

Is our Teleological
argument lost.
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that it is impossible to miss all the time. Such is the imme-
diate, though blind, result of Nature’s tendency to ceaseless
variations of structure. Now, when (rarely) she happens to hit
a favorable variation, the better adaptation of that organism to
the conditions of existence enables it to survive and to prop-
agate its type more numerously, where others perish, Where
now is the proof of intelligence and design in such a fortuitous
adaptation? Mr. Herbert Spencer argues that it is mere “an-
thropomorphism,” for us to undertake to interpret nature teleo-
logically. When we adapt anything to an end, we, of course,
design and contrive. But when we therefore assume that the
Great Unknowable works by suchthoughts,we are as absurd as
though the watch [in the well-known illustration of Dr. Paley]
becoming somewhat endowed with consciousness, should con-
clude that the consciousness of its Unknown Cause must con-
sist of a set of ticking and motions of springs and cogs, because
such only are its own functions. Some of these writers dwell
much upon the supposed error of our mixing the question of
“final causes” with that of efficient causes, in our investigation
of nature. They claim that Lord Bacon, in his De Augmentis,
sustains this condemnation. This is erroneous. He does disap-
prove the mixing of the question of final cause with the search
after the physical cause. He points out that the former be-
longs to Metaphysics, the latter to Physics. Let the ques-
tion be, for instance: “Why do hairs grow around the eye-
brows?” There are two meanings in this “Why.” If it asks
the final cause, the answer is: “For the protection of the
precious and tender organ beneath the brow.” If it asks the
physical cause, Lord Bacon’s answer is: that a follicular struc-
ture of that patch of skin “breedeth a pilous growth.” He
clearly asserts, in his Metaphysic, that inquiries after the final
cause are proper; and he was emphatically a believer in the
teleological argument, as was Newton, with every other great
mind of those ages.
Let us clear the way for the exposure of the sophisms
Is ourargument sus-  Stated above, by looking at Spencer's ob-
piciousl;]gc%useanthro- jection to the anthropomorphism of our Nat-
pomorpiue: . ural Theology. He would have us believe
that it is all vicious, because founded on the groundless pos-
tulate that our thought and contrivance are the model for the
mind of God. He would illustrate this, as we saw, by suppos-
ing the watch, in Paley’s illustration, “to have a consciousness,”
ete. 'I:hlS sm'.ule betrays his sophism at once. The suppos,i-
oo e! M the watch could have a conscousness,
then there would be liomacb mf::l,' but a ratlona} spirit 3 and
ing its own rational consci pbu What§ver in its liken-
When compration 1ousness to that of its rational cause.
plaint is made that all our Natural Theology is “an-
thropomorphic,” what is this but a complaint that our knowl-
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edge is human? If I am to have any knowledge, it must be my
knowledge : that is, the knowledge of me, a man; and so, knowl-
edge, according to the forms of human intelligence. Allknowl-
edge must then be anthropomorphic,in order to be humanknowl-
edge. To complain of any branch of man’'s knowledge on this
score, is to demand that he shall know nothing! This, indeed, is
verified by Mr. Herbert Spencer, who teaches, on the above
ground, that God is only to be conceived of and honored as “The
Unknowable ;” and who forbids us to ascribe any definite attri-
bute, or offer any specific service to Him, lest we should insult
Him by making Him altogether such an one as ourselves. I may
remark, in passing, that this is equally preposterous in logic,
and practically atheistic. The mind only knows substance from
properties: if the essentia of an object of thought be abso-
lutely unknown, its esse will certainly be more unknown. And
how can one be more completely * without God in the world,”
than he who only knows of a divine Being, to whom he dares not
ascribe any attribute, towards whom he dares not entertain any
definite feeling, and to whom he dares not offer any service?

But why should our knowledge of a higher spiritual being be
suspected, as untrustworthy, because it is anthropomorphic ? It
<an only be, because it is suspected that this knowledge is trans-
formed, in becoming ours. But now, letit be supposed that
the great First Cause created our spirits ““in his likeness,
after his image,” and the ground of suspicion is removed. Then
it follows that in thinking “anthropomorphically,” we are thinking
like God : because God formed us to think like himself. Our
conceptions of the divine will then be only limited, not trans-
formed, in passing into our kindred, but finite, minds: they re-
main valid, as far as they reach. Butit may be said: This is
the very question: whether a Creator did form our spirits after
the likeness of His own? The theists must not assume it at the
onset as proved. Very true; and their opponents shall not be
allowed to assume the opposite as proved—they shall not “ beg
the question” any more than we do. But when our inquiries in
Natural Theology lead us to the conclusion that in this respect
“we are God’s offspring,” then He isno longer the “Unknown
God.” And especially when Revealed Theology presents us
the *Ewmdv ob Beob opdrov in the “man Christ Jesus,” the diffi-
culty is completely solved.

To support the teleological argument farther against this

philosophy of blind chance, I remark, first:
dec.h‘“‘c"“n""‘e""l" that it is in no sense less unreasonable than
-design. .
the old pagan theory, which referred all the

skillful adjustments of creation to a “fortuitious concourse of
atoms.” This is indeed the same wretched philosophy:
re-vamped and re-furbished, which excited the sarcasm and
scorn of Socrates, and was contemptuously discarded by the
educated pagan mind. It is imposible to persuade the
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common sense of mankind, that blind chance, whose_ sole
attribute is chaotic disorder, is the source of the admirable
order of this universal xoopoc. Something does not come out
of nothing. Our opponents would ask us; since blind chance
may, amidst its infinite multitudes of experiments, happen
upon any result whatsoever, why may it not sometimes happen
upon some results wearing the aspect of orderly adaptation?
My answer is, that the question puts the case falsely. _Some-
times! No! Always. The fact to be accounted for is; that
Nature’s results always have an orderly adaptation. I press again
this crushing question: How is it that in every one of Na-
ture’s results, in every organ of every organized creature which
is extant, either in living or in fossil natural History, if the struc-
ture is comprehended by us, we see some orderly adaptation?
Where are Nature's failures? Where the vast remains of the in-
finity of her hap-hazard, orderless resultss On the evolution
theory, they should be a myriad times as numerous as
those which possessed orderly adaptation. But in fact, none are
found, save a few which are apparent exceptions, because, and
only because, we have not yet knowledge enough to compre-
hend them. Through every grade of fossil life, if we are able
at all to understand the creature whose remains we inspect,
we perceive an admirable adjustment to the conditions of its
existence. This is as true of the least developed, as of the
most perfect. The genus may be now totally extinct: because
the appropriate conditions of its existence have wholly passed
away in the progress of changes upon the earth’s surface; but
while those conditions existed, they were beautifully appropriate
to the genus. So, if there is any structure in any existing crea-
ture, whose orderly adaptation to an end is not seen, it is only
because we do not yet understand enough. Such is the con-
clusion of true science. Anatomists before Dr. Harvey saw
the Valvular membranes in the arteries and veins, opening oppo-
site ways. That great man assumed, in the spirit of true
science, that they must have their orderly adaptation; and this
postulate led him to the grand discovery of the circulation of
the blood. Such is the postulate of true, modest science still,
as to every structure: it is the pole-star of sound induction. And
once more: Contrivance to an end is not limited to organic
life reproducing after its kind—the department where the evo-
lutionist finds his pretext of “natural selection.” The perma-
nent inorganic masses also disclose the teleological argument,just
as clearly as the organic. Sun, moon and stars do not propagate
any day! .Contrivance is as obvious in the planetary motions
and the tides of ocean, as in the eye of the animal. “The un-
devout Astronomer is mad”. Commodore Maury, in his im-
mortal works, has shown us as beautiful a system of adaptations
in the wastes of the atmosphere and its currents, as the Nat-
ural Historian finds in the realms of life.
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Second: I remark that if the theory of the evolutionist
were all conceded, the argument from de-
signed adaptation would not be abolished,
but only removed one step backward. If
we are mistaken in believing that God made every living
creature_that moveth after its kind: if the higher kinds were
in fact all developed from the lowest; then the question
recurs: ‘Who planned and adjusted these wondrous powers
of development? Who endowed the cell-organs of the first
living protoplasm with all this fitness for evolution into
the numerous and varied wonders of animal life and function,
so diversified, yet all orderly adaptations? There is a wonder
of creative wisdom and power, at least equal to that of the
Mosaic genesis. That this point is justly taken, appears
thus: Those philosophers who concede (as I conceive, very
unphilosophically and unnecessarily) the theory of “crea-
tion by law,” do not deem that they have thereby weakened
the teleological argument in the least. It appears again, in the
language of evolutionists themselves: When they unfold what
they suppose to be the results of this system, they utter the
words “beautiful contrivance of nature,” “wise adjustment” and
such like, involuntarily. This is the testimony of their own rea-
son, uttered in spite of a perverse and shallow theory.

In fine; when we examine any of these pretended results
of fortuity, we always find that the chance-accident was only
the occasion, and not the efficient cause, of that result. Says one
of the evolutionists: a hurricane may transplant a tree so as to
secure its growth. The wind may happen to drop a sapling,
which the torrent had torn up, with its roots downward, (they
forming the heavier end) into a chasm in the earth, which the
same hurricane makes by uprooting a forest tree. But I ask:
Who ordains the atmospheric laws which move hurricanes! Who
regulated the law of gravity? Who endued the roots of that
sapling, as its twigs are not endued, with the power of drawing
nutriment from the moist earth? Did the blind hurricane do all
this? Whenever they thus attempt to account for a result by
natural selection, they tacitly avail themselves of a selected
adaptation which is, in every case, a priori to the physical results.
Who conferred that prior adaptation and power? “If they had
not ploughed with our heifer, they had not found out our riddle.”

You may be inclined to ask, why it is that I, who assuredly
believe this speculation of recent evolutionists will prove as
short-lived as it is shallow, introduce a discussion of itinto this
venerable and stable science of theology? My reply is: that
“Darwinism” happens just now to be the current manifestation,
which the fashion of the day gives to the permanent anti-theis-
tic tendency in sinful man. As longas mendo not like toretain
God in their knowledge, the objection to the argument for His
existence will re-appear in some form. And the forms will all

Who designed the
susceptibility to evolve?
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be found cognate. This recent evolution theory verges every
year nearer to the pagan atomic theory. In discussing it under
its existing aspect, I seek to give you guidance which you
will find ad rem, in your dealing with the unbelieving minds of
our own day. But I have also given you, in substance, prin-
ciples which will be applicable to any phase of the anti-theistic
argument.





