THE DESCENT OF MAN.

This question, the interest in which has been
fresbly stimulated by Mr. Darwin’s recont work,
was made the subject of o lecture deliverad last
night by the Rev. Kennedy Moore, in St. Georgu's
Presbyterion Church. 1be text was Acts xvii, 23,
“ For we algo sre bis offspring.” These words, it
wag remarked, which occur in St. Paul’s speech to
the Athenians, were quoted by him from the
Greek poet Aratus. Thoy expressed the natural
éonviciton of nfen that they bad derived thoir
being from God. In what manner, however, thoy
bad been formed, remained a further question,
Science and Scripture were the two parties called
to give evidence. The witness of Scripture claimed
to be direct ; the evidence of science was circum-
stantiol, The weight of Scripture testimony rested
on the proof we hud for its Divine suthority,
which would not be argued out, but taken for

-gronted meanwhile, A further point, however,
wasthe true intarpretation of Scripture statoments,
We might have anticipated that on some points’
revelation would be very clear, and on others
very obscure. This was the case with the world,
and would noturally be so with the Word if
they proceeded from the sameauthor. The reasod
wns obvious in _both instances. It was that man
might be stimulated to constant study, and never
find Nature or the Book sntiquated and worn out.
Hence it wos to be admitted that the progress of
hngwledge migkt bring nower and truer interpre-
tations to the written record. Religion had nothinyg
to fear from any truth whatsoaver, and time would
bring reconcilement even to what appeared for the

resent infurmountable contradictions. So much

or Scripture. As for science, our other witness,
we bad to distinguish between facts and theories—
between actual gbservations and hypothetical con-
jectures. Soi people seemed to think that
nobody but eciéntific men hed o right to express
any opinion on scientific theories. Now, it was
true that the specinl facls of geology were to be
received from tho geologist, and of anatomy from
the anatomist. Butwe were by no means bound to
receive opinions ag well ag facts, The intelligent
publicwae called on to decide foritself how farthese
opinicns were supported bi? suflicient proof, just nsa

court of law recoived professional evidencs from a
medical man, but reserved to itself the power of
deciding how far this bore on & priconers guilt.
In Mr. Darwin's case, the world was much obliged
for his eminent services ss = naturalist fora store
of facts he had carefully observed and deseribed,
But his special theory “of the origin of species at
once reiced the question how far his facts hore
out his own conclusions, Ilisidea was that the
multiplicity of species had arisen by gradual
divergénce from some primal living organism of
gimple structure. The process of modification had
been extremely slow, and had bLeen ruled by the
law of ¢ the survival of the fittest.” Any slight
-peculinrity in theehape orgize of any orgen which
gave its fortunate possessor an advantsge in “the
stiuggle for life,” by enabling it more easily to
appropriate food or eseape dangar, would be sure
to reappear in its progeny, and be slowly developad
through succeeding generations, Other paculiari-
ties were due to o fixed preference in the mating
of animals. These principles applied to all livin;
creatures, and to man himeelf, who waa descende:
from some species of ape. Such in brief was
Mr. Darwin’s theory. It was a repulsive one to the
ordinary mind. We recognised a certain unity
between o man and his progenitors, which lay at
the fm!ndulion of ancestral nnd fomily feeling; and
as the idea of deccont implied that of transmission
of qu‘!_llilie.B,A our natural instinct revolted a&niust-
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of qualities, our natural instinct revolted acainst
the thought of recognising our ancestor in u?ilth
baboon or chattering ape. Yet, on the other hand,
there was a wondérful fuscination about the theory.
It seemed to raise the veil on one of the most
obgorbing of mysteries; it scemed further to
explain naturally the astonishing similarity in the-
inward structure of animals, and the links by
which all orders of creatures were bound togethar.
It was not at all surprising, therefore, that it
should bave been so warmly welcomed. W'fm,
then, was its valus in the light of Scripture and
science ? If it could be proved true on the latter
ground, it could ensily be shown that it did not
neceesarily contradict the former in regard to tha .
origin of man’s bodily frame.  God made man of
the dust of the earth”—that is, of ite appropriate
inorganie constituonts; but it was not necessarily
implied that the processwasinstantaneous, It might
have been developed through the slow lapse of
untold centuries. The guestion was then narrowed
to this—Could Mr, Darwin’s theory be established
by iyl scientific proof? Considering how the
ecientific world were themselves divide ,it did not
seem presumptuous to assert that it had:not yot
at least been g0 established. An immense mass of
facts bad been arrayed to show what singular and
numerous varieties had been produced by domesti-
cation. But it was to be borne in mind that thess
referred only to o very few animals, and that, even
in these, the tendency was to return to the original
type, especially when allowed to go wild. Nonew
species bond ever been produced. In the foasil
treasures of the earth’s crust we could not find
the npeedful links in tho chnin of development ;.
and some species could bo traced not only through
historical but through long geoclogical ages, exactly
the same ne they were now. As for tho principlo |
of “eexual selection,” as held by Mr, Darwin, it
seemed very much of a mere assumption, Mr,
Darwin himself secmed to have ocensional glimpsea
of the ineufficioncy of his explanations, and with
estimablo candour referred cortuin phonomens to
“gome unknown cause.,” Qur verdict might, then,
safely be ¢ not proved.” So far for man’s physical
structure. But the theory was furthor applied to
his mind and soul. It was nsserted that his
intellect and conecience had also been simply de-
veloped from the qualities of the lower animals,
Mz, Darwin here overstepped the field in which he
was o strong, and his reasoning became confused
and pointlese, His very conception of the ques-
tions in moral science was cloudy and incorrect.

- To show this by entering into tho whola theory of

consciencg would yoquire more time than was
availoble. This application of Mr. Darvin's prin-
ciplos was to be wholly rejected, There wero two
ports in man—the body snd the soul. Tha body
might possibly have been prepared by God
through gradual development, though this had not
yet been proved. But the soul was a peculiar gift,
which came diract from God. It was this whiclh
put 20 wide a guif between men and the lowor
creatures, They .were animalg, and so was he;
hut they ware unimals -merely, while he, on the
contrary, was much ‘more a moral and spivitual
being. “Science could-not look be ond the tomb,
Hor torch was quenched in the ashes of the grave,
But the Seripturs, which taught us our true

- original in God, gave us elso the hope of immor-

tality with him, The mission of science was groat
and noble, but, then, noblest when sho became tho
faithful handmald to religion, The fruits of know-
ledge might be good, but-life nnd immortality
were brought to light by the gospel,




