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ENGLISH 90 - EVOLUTIONARY FICTIONS
CHARLES DARWIN

From Charles Darwin, The Origin of Species (1859), Sixth Edition
From CHAPTER 3. STRUGGLE FOR EXISTENCE

Nothing is easier than to admit in words the truth of the universal struggle for
life, or more difficult—at least I found it so—than constantly to bear this
conclusion in mind. Yet unless it be thoroughly engrained in the mind, the
whole economy of nature, with every fact on distribution, rarity, abundance,
extinction, and variation, will be dimly seen or quite misunderstood. We
behold the face of nature bright with gladness, we often see superabundance of
food; we do not see or we forget that the birds which are idly singing round us
mostly live on insects or seeds, and are thus constantly destroying life; or we
forget how largely these songsters, or their eggs, or their nestlings, are
destroyed by birds and beasts of prey; we do not always bear in mind, that,
though food may be now superabundant, it is not so at all seasons of each
recurring year.

[THE TERM, STRUGGLE FOR EXISTENCE, USED IN A LARGE SENSE.]

[ should premise that I use this term in a large and metaphorical sense,
including dependence of one being on another, and including (which is more
important) not only the life of the individual, but success in leaving progeny.
Two canine animals, in a time of dearth, may be truly said to struggle with
each other which shall get food and live. But a plant on the edge of a desert is
said to struggle for life against the drought, though more properly it should be
said to be dependent on the moisture. A plant which annually produces a
thousand seeds, of which only one of an average comes to maturity, may be
more truly said to struggle with the plants of the same and other kinds which
already clothe the ground. The mistletoe is dependent on the apple and a few
other trees, but can only in a far-fetched sense be said to struggle with these
trees, for, if too many of these parasites grow on the same tree, it languishes
and dies. But several seedling mistletoes, growing close together on the same
branch, may more truly be said to struggle with each other. As the mistletoe is
disseminated by birds, its existence depends on them; and it may
metaphorically be said to struggle with other fruit-bearing plants, in tempting
the birds to devour and thus disseminate its seeds. In these several senses,
which pass into each other, I use for convenience sake the general term of
Struggle for Existence.
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From CHAPTER 15. RECAPITULATION AND CONCLUSION

I have now recapitulated the facts and considerations which have thoroughly
convinced me that species have been modified, during a long course of descent.
This has been effected chiefly through the natural selection of numerous
successive, slight, favourable variations; aided in an important manner by the
inherited effects of the use and disuse of parts; and in an unimportant manner,
that is, in relation to adaptive structures, whether past or present, by the direct
action of external conditions, and by variations which seem to us in our
ignorance to arise spontaneously. It appears that I formerly underrated the
frequency and value of these latter forms of variation, as leading to permanent
modifications of structure independently of natural selection. But as my
conclusions have lately been much misrepresented, and it has been stated that
I attribute the modification of species exclusively to natural selection, I may be
permitted to remark that in the first edition of this work, and subsequently, I
placed in a most conspicuous position—namely, at the close of the
Introduction—the following words: "I am convinced that natural selection has
been the main but not the exclusive means of modification." This has been of
no avail. Great is the power of steady misrepresentation; but the history of
science shows that fortunately this power does not long endure.

It can hardly be supposed that a false theory would explain, in so satisfactory a
manner as does the theory of natural selection, the several large classes of
facts above specified. It has recently been objected that this is an unsafe
method of arguing; but it is a method used in judging of the common events of
life, and has often been used by the greatest natural philosophers. The
undulatory theory of light has thus been arrived at; and the belief in the
revolution of the earth on its own axis was until lately supported by hardly any
direct evidence. It is no valid objection that science as yet throws no light on
the far higher problem of the essence or origin of life. Who can explain what is
the essence of the attraction of gravity? No one now objects to following out the
results consequent on this unknown element of attraction; notwithstanding
that Leibnitz formerly accused Newton of introducing "occult qualities and
miracles into philosophy."

I see no good reasons why the views given in this volume should shock the
religious feelings of any one. It is satisfactory, as showing how transient such
impressions are, to remember that the greatest discovery ever made by man,
namely, the law of the attraction of gravity, was also attacked by Leibnitz, "as
subversive of natural, and inferentially of revealed, religion." A celebrated
author and divine has written to me that "he has gradually learned to see that
it is just as noble a conception of the Deity to believe that He created a few
original forms capable of self- development into other and needful forms, as to
believe that He required a fresh act of creation to supply the voids caused by
the action of His laws."
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Why, it may be asked, until recently did nearly all the most eminent living
naturalists and geologists disbelieve in the mutability of species? It cannot be
asserted that organic beings in a state of nature are subject to no variation; it
cannot be proved that the amount of variation in the course of long ages is a
limited quantity; no clear distinction has been, or can be, drawn between
species and well-marked varieties. It cannot be maintained that species when
intercrossed are invariably sterile and varieties invariably fertile; or that
sterility is a special endowment and sign of creation. The belief that species
were immutable productions was almost unavoidable as long as the history of
the world was thought to be of short duration; and now that we have acquired
some idea of the lapse of time, we are too apt to assume, without proof, that
the geological record is so perfect that it would have afforded us plain evidence
of the mutation of species, if they had undergone mutation.

But the chief cause of our natural unwillingness to admit that one species has
given birth to other and distinct species, is that we are always slow in
admitting any great changes of which we do not see the steps. The difficulty is
the same as that felt by so many geologists, when Lyell first insisted that long
lines of inland cliffs had been formed, and great valleys excavated, by the
agencies which we still see at work. The mind cannot possibly grasp the full
meaning of the term of even a million years; it cannot add up and perceive the
full effects of many slight variations, accumulated during an almost infinite
number of generations.

Although I am fully convinced of the truth of the views given in this volume
under the form of an abstract, [ by no means expect to convince experienced
naturalists whose minds are stocked with a multitude of facts all viewed,
during a long course of years, from a point of view directly opposite to mine. It
is so easy to hide our ignorance under such expressions as the "plan of
creation," "unity of design," etc., and to think that we give an explanation when
we only restate a fact. Any one whose disposition leads him to attach more
weight to unexplained difficulties than to the explanation of a certain number
of facts will certainly reject the theory. A few naturalists, endowed with much
flexibility of mind, and who have already begun to doubt the immutability of
species, may be influenced by this volume; but I look with confidence to the
future, to young and rising naturalists, who will be able to view both sides of
the question with impartiality. Whoever is led to believe that species are
mutable will do good service by conscientiously expressing his conviction; for
thus only can the load of prejudice by which this subject is overwhelmed be
removed.

* * *x % % k% % % % *

In the future I see open fields for far more important researches. Psychology
will be securely based on the foundation already well laid by Mr. Herbert
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Spencer, that of the necessary acquirement of each mental power and capacity
by gradation. Much light will be thrown on the origin of man and his history.

Authors of the highest eminence seem to be fully satisfied with the view that
each species has been independently created. To my mind it accords better
with what we know of the laws impressed on matter by the Creator, that the
production and extinction of the past and present inhabitants of the world
should have been due to secondary causes, like those determining the birth
and death of the individual. When I view all beings not as special creations,
but as the lineal descendants of some few beings which lived long before the
first bed of the Cambrian system was deposited, they seem to me to become
ennobled. Judging from the past, we may safely infer that not one living
species will transmit its unaltered likeness to a distinct futurity. And of the
species now living very few will transmit progeny of any kind to a far distant
futurity; for the manner in which all organic beings are grouped, shows that
the greater number of species in each genus, and all the species in many
genera, have left no descendants, but have become utterly extinct. We can so
far take a prophetic glance into futurity as to foretell that it will be the common
and widely spread species, belonging to the larger and dominant groups within
each class, which will ultimately prevail and procreate new and dominant
species. As all the living forms of life are the lineal descendants of those which
lived long before the Cambrian epoch, we may feel certain that the ordinary
succession by generation has never once been broken, and that no cataclysm
has desolated the whole world. Hence, we may look with some confidence to a
secure future of great length. And as natural selection works solely by and for
the good of each being, all corporeal and mental endowments will tend to
progress towards perfection.

It is interesting to contemplate a tangled bank, clothed with many plants of
many kinds, with birds singing on the bushes, with various insects flitting
about, and with worms crawling through the damp earth, and to reflect that
these elaborately constructed forms, so different from each other, and
dependent upon each other in so complex a manner, have all been produced by
laws acting around us. These laws, taken in the largest sense, being Growth
with reproduction; Inheritance which is almost implied by reproduction;
Variability from the indirect and direct action of the conditions of life, and from
use and disuse; a Ratio of Increase so high as to lead to a Struggle for Life, and
as a consequence to Natural Selection, entailing Divergence of Character and
the Extinction of less improved forms. Thus, from the war of nature, from
famine and death, the most exalted object which we are capable of conceiving,
namely, the production of the higher animals, directly follows. There is
grandeur in this view of life, with its several powers, having been originally
breathed by the Creator into a few forms or into one; and that, whilst this
planet has gone circling on according to the fixed law of gravity, from so simple
a beginning endless forms most beautiful and most wonderful have been, and
are being evolved.



Darwinism, p. 5

* % % % X% X% % % % *

From Charles Darwin, The Descent of Man (1871)
CHAPTER XXI.
GENERAL SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION.

A brief summary will be sufficient to recall to the reader's mind the more
salient points in this work. Many of the views which have been advanced are
highly speculative, and some no doubt will prove erroneous; but I have in every
case given the reasons which have led me to one view rather than to another.

It seemed worth while to try how far the principle of evolution would throw light
on some of the more complex problems in the natural history of man. False
facts are highly injurious to the progress of science, for they often endure long;
but false views, if supported by some evidence, do little harm, for every one
takes a salutary pleasure in proving their falseness: and when this is done,
one path towards error is closed and the road to truth is often at the same time
opened.

The main conclusion here arrived at, and now held by many naturalists who
are well competent to form a sound judgment, is that man is descended from
some less highly organised form. The grounds upon which this conclusion
rests will never be shaken, for the close similarity between man and the lower
animals in embryonic development, as well as in innumerable points of
structure and constitution, both of high and of the most trifling importance,—
the rudiments which he retains, and the abnormal reversions to which he is
occasionally liable,—are facts which cannot be disputed. They have long been
known, but until recently they told us nothing with respect to the origin of
man. Now when viewed by the light of our knowledge of the whole organic
world, their meaning is unmistakable. The great principle of evolution stands
up clear and firm, when these groups or facts are considered in connection
with others, such as the mutual affinities of the members of the same group,
their geographical distribution in past and present times, and their geological
succession. It is incredible that all these facts should speak falsely. He who is
not content to look, like a savage, at the phenomena of nature as disconnected,
cannot any longer believe that man is the work of a separate act of creation.

He will be forced to admit that the close resemblance of the embryo of man to
that, for instance, of a dog—the construction of his skull, limbs and whole
frame on the same plan with that of other mammals, independently of the uses
to which the parts may be put—the occasional re-appearance of various
structures, for instance of several muscles, which man does not normally
possess, but which are common to the Quadrumana—and a crowd of
analogous facts—all point in the plainest manner to the conclusion that man is
the co-descendant with other mammals of a common progenitor.
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We have seen that man incessantly presents individual differences in all parts
of his body and in his mental faculties. These differences or variations seem to
be induced by the same general causes, and to obey the same laws as with the
lower animals. In both cases similar laws of inheritance prevail. Man tends to
increase at a greater rate than his means of subsistence; consequently he is
occasionally subjected to a severe struggle for existence, and natural selection
will have effected whatever lies within its scope. A succession of strongly-
marked variations of a similar nature is by no means requisite; slight
fluctuating differences in the individual suffice for the work of natural
selection; not that we have any reason to suppose that in the same species, all
parts of the organisation tend to vary to the same degree. We may feel assured
that the inherited effects of the long-continued use or disuse of parts will have
done much in the same direction with natural selection. Modifications formerly
of importance, though no longer of any special use, are long-inherited. When
one part is modified, other parts change through the principle of correlation, of
which we have instances in many curious cases of correlated monstrosities.
Something may be attributed to the direct and definite action of the
surrounding conditions of life, such as abundant food, heat or moisture; and
lastly, many characters of slight physiological importance, some indeed of
considerable importance, have been gained through sexual selection.

* * *x % % % % % % *

By considering the embryological structure of man,—the homologies which he
presents with the lower animals,—the rudiments which he retains,—and the
reversions to which he is liable, we can partly recall in imagination the former
condition of our early progenitors; and can approximately place them in their
proper place in the zoological series. We thus learn that man is descended
from a hairy, tailed quadruped, probably arboreal in its habits, and an
inhabitant of the Old World. This creature, if its whole structure had been
examined by a naturalist, would have been classed amongst the Quadrumana,
as surely as the still more ancient progenitor of the Old and New World
monkeys. The Quadrumana and all the higher mammals are probably derived
from an ancient marsupial animal, and this through a long line of diversified
forms, from some amphibian-like creature, and this again from some fish-like
animal. In the dim obscurity of the past we can see that the early progenitor of
all the Vertebrata must have been an aquatic animal, provided with branchiae,
with the two sexes united in the same individual, and with the most important
organs of the body (such as the brain and heart) imperfectly or not at all
developed. This animal seems to have been more like the larvae of the existing
marine Ascidians than any other known form.

The high standard of our intellectual powers and moral disposition is the
greatest difficulty which presents itself, after we have been driven to this
conclusion on the origin of man. But every one who admits the principle of
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evolution, must see that the mental powers of the higher animals, which are
the same in kind with those of man, though so different in degree, are capable
of advancement. Thus the interval between the mental powers of one of the
higher apes and of a fish, or between those of an ant and scale-insect, is
immense; yet their development does not offer any special difficulty; for with
our domesticated animals, the mental faculties are certainly variable, and the
variations are inherited. No one doubts that they are of the utmost importance
to animals in a state of nature. Therefore the conditions are favourable for
their development through natural selection. The same conclusion may be
extended to man; the intellect must have been all-important to him, even at a
very remote period, as enabling him to invent and use language, to make
weapons, tools, traps, etc., whereby with the aid of his social habits, he long
ago became the most dominant of all living creatures.

* % % % X% X% % % % *

[ am aware that the conclusions arrived at in this work will be denounced by
some as highly irreligious; but he who denounces them is bound to shew why it
is more irreligious to explain the origin of man as a distinct species by descent
from some lower form, through the laws of variation and natural selection,
than to explain the birth of the individual through the laws of ordinary
reproduction. The birth both of the species and of the individual are equally
parts of that grand sequence of events, which our minds refuse to accept as the
result of blind chance. The understanding revolts at such a conclusion,
whether or not we are able to believe that every slight variation of structure,—
the union of each pair in marriage, the dissemination of each seed,—and other
such events, have all been ordained for some special purpose.

* * *x % % % % % % *

Man scans with scrupulous care the character and pedigree of his horses,
cattle, and dogs before he matches them; but when he comes to his own
marriage he rarely, or never, takes any such care. He is impelled by nearly the
same motives as the lower animals, when they are left to their own free choice,
though he is in so far superior to them that he highly values mental charms
and virtues. On the other hand he is strongly attracted by mere wealth or
rank. Yet he might by selection do something not only for the bodily
constitution and frame of his offspring, but for their intellectual and moral
qualities. Both sexes ought to refrain from marriage if they are in any marked
degree inferior in body or mind; but such hopes are Utopian and will never be
even partially realised until the laws of inheritance are thoroughly known.
Everyone does good service, who aids towards this end. When the principles of
breeding and inheritance are better understood, we shall not hear ignorant
members of our legislature rejecting with scorn a plan for ascertaining whether
or not consanguineous marriages are injurious to man.
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The advancement of the welfare of mankind is a most intricate problem: all
ought to refrain from marriage who cannot avoid abject poverty for their
children; for poverty is not only a great evil, but tends to its own increase by
leading to recklessness in marriage. On the other hand, as Mr. Galton has
remarked, if the prudent avoid marriage, whilst the reckless marry, the inferior
members tend to supplant the better members of society. Man, like every other
animal, has no doubt advanced to his present high condition through a
struggle for existence consequent on his rapid multiplication; and if he is to
advance still higher, it is to be feared that he must remain subject to a severe
struggle. Otherwise he would sink into indolence, and the more gifted men
would not be more successful in the battle of life than the less gifted. Hence
our natural rate of increase, though leading to many and obvious evils, must
not be greatly diminished by any means. There should be open competition for
all men; and the most able should not be prevented by laws or customs from
succeeding best and rearing the largest number of offspring. Important as the
struggle for existence has been and even still is, yet as far as the highest part of
man's nature is concerned there are other agencies more important. For the
moral qualities are advanced, either directly or indirectly, much more through
the effects of habit, the reasoning powers, instruction, religion, etc., than
through natural selection; though to this latter agency may be safely attributed
the social instincts, which afforded the basis for the development of the moral
sense.

The main conclusion arrived at in this work, namely, that man is descended
from some lowly organised form, will, I regret to think, be highly distasteful to
many. But there can hardly be a doubt that we are descended from
barbarians. The astonishment which I felt on first seeing a party of Fuegians
on a wild and broken shore will never be forgotten by me, for the reflection at
once rushed into my mind—such were our ancestors. These men were
absolutely naked and bedaubed with paint, their long hair was tangled, their
mouths frothed with excitement, and their expression was wild, startled, and
distrustful. They possessed hardly any arts, and like wild animals lived on
what they could catch; they had no government, and were merciless to every
one not of their own small tribe. He who has seen a savage in his native land
will not feel much shame, if forced to acknowledge that the blood of some more
humble creature flows in his veins. For my own part I would as soon be
descended from that heroic little monkey, who braved his dreaded enemy in
order to save the life of his keeper, or from that old baboon, who descending
from the mountains, carried away in triumph his young comrade from a crowd
of astonished dogs—as from a savage who delights to torture his enemies,
offers up bloody sacrifices, practices infanticide without remorse, treats his
wives like slaves, knows no decency, and is haunted by the grossest
superstitions.

Man may be excused for feeling some pride at having risen, though not through
his own exertions, to the very summit of the organic scale; and the fact of his
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having thus risen, instead of having been aboriginally placed there, may give
him hope for a still higher destiny in the distant future. But we are not here
concerned with hopes or fears, only with the truth as far as our reason permits
us to discover it; and I have given the evidence to the best of my ability. We
must, however, acknowledge, as it seems to me, that man with all his noble
qualities, with sympathy which feels for the most debased, with benevolence
which extends not only to other men but to the humblest living creature, with
his god-like intellect which has penetrated into the movements and
constitution of the solar system—with all these exalted powers—man still bears
in his bodily frame the indelible stamp of his lowly origin.

From Leonard Huxley, The Life and Letters of Thomas Henry Huxley (1900)

The famous Oxford Meeting of 1860 was of no small importance in Huxley's
career. It was not merely that he helped to save a great cause from being stifled
under misrepresentation and ridicule—that he helped to extort for it a fair
hearing; it was now that he first made himself known in popular estimation as
a dangerous adversary in debate—a personal force in the world of science
which could not be neglected. From this moment he entered the front fighting
line in the most exposed quarter of the field.

Most unluckily, no contemporary account of his own exists of the encounter.
Indeed, the same cause which prevented his writing home the story of the day's
work nearly led to his absence from the scene. It was known that Bishop
Wilberforce, whose first class in mathematics gave him, in popular estimation,
a right to treat on scientific matters, intended to "smash Darwin"; and, Huxley,
expecting that the promised debate would be merely an appeal to prejudice in a
mixed audience, before which the scientific arguments of the Bishop's
opponents would be at the utmost disadvantage, intended to leave Oxford that
very morning and join his wife at Hardwicke, near Reading, where she was
staying with her sister. But in a letter, quoted below, he tells how, on the
Friday afternoon, he chanced to meet Robert Chambers, the reputed author of
the "Vestiges of Creation,"” who begged him "not to desert them." Accordingly he
postponed his departure; but seeing his wife next morning, had no occasion to
write a letter.

* % % % X% X% % % % *

It was the merest chance, as I have already said, that Huxley attended the
meeting of the section that morning. Dr. Draper of New York was to read a
paper on the "Intellectual Development of Europe considered with reference to
the views of Mr. Darwin." "l can still hear," writes one who was present, "the
American accents of Dr. Draper's opening address when he asked 'Air we a
fortuitous concourse of atoms?'" However, it was not to hear him, but the
eloquence of the Bishop, that the members of the Association crowded in such
numbers into the Lecture Room of the Museum, that this, the appointed
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meeting-place of the section, had to be abandoned for the long west room,
since cut in two by a partition for the purposes of the library. It was not term
time, nor were the general public admitted; nevertheless the room was crowded
to suffocation long before the protagonists appeared on the scene, 700 persons
or more managing to find places. The very windows by which the room was
lighted down the length of its west side were packed with ladies, whose white
handkerchiefs, waving and fluttering in the air at the end of the Bishop's
speech, were an unforgettable factor in the acclamation of the crowd.

On the east side between the two doors was the platform. Professor Henslow,
the President of the section, took his seat in the centre; upon his right was the
Bishop, and beyond him again Dr. Draper; on his extreme left was Mr. Dingle,
a clergyman from Lanchester, near Durham, with Sir J. Hooker and Sir J.
Lubbock in front of him, and nearer the centre, Professor Beale of King's
College, London, and Huxley.

The clergy, who shouted lustily for the Bishop, were massed in the middle of
the room; behind them in the north-west corner a knot of undergraduates (one
of these was T.H. Green, who listened but took no part in the cheering) had
gathered together beside Professor Brodie, ready to lift their voices, poor
minority though they were, for the opposite party. Close to them stood one of
the few men among the audience already in Holy orders, who joined in—and
indeed led—the cheers for the Darwinians.

So "Dr. Draper droned out his paper, turning first to the right hand and then to
the left, of course bringing in a reference to the Origin of Species which set the
ball rolling."

An hour or more that paper lasted, and then discussion began. The President
"wisely announced in limine! that none who had not valid arguments to bring
forward on one side or the other would be allowed to address the meeting; a
caution that proved necessary, for no fewer than four combatants had their
utterances burked? by him, because of their

indulgence in vague declamation."

First spoke . . . a layman from Brompton, who gave his name as being one of
the Committee of the (newly formed) Economic section of the Association. He,
in a stentorian voice, let off his theological venom. Then jumped up Richard
Greswell with a thin voice, saying much the same, but speaking as a scholar;
but we did not merely want any theological discussion, so we shouted them
down. Then a Mr. Dingle got up and tried to show that Darwin would have
done much better if he had taken him into consultation. He used the
blackboard and began a mathematical demonstration on the question—"Let

! Latin: from the start.
2 “Burked” means suppressed.
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this point A be man, and let that point B be the mawnkey." He got no further;
he was shouted down with cries of "mawnkey." None of these had spoken more
than three minutes. It was when these were shouted down that Henslow said
he must demand that the discussion should rest on scientific grounds only.

Then there were calls for the Bishop, but he rose and said he understood his
friend Professor Beale had something to say first. Beale, who was an excellent
histologist, spoke to the effect that the new theory ought to meet with fair
discussion, but added, with great modesty, that he himself had not sufficient
knowledge to discuss the subject adequately. Then the Bishop spoke the
speech that you know, and the question about his mother being an ape, or his
grandmother.

From the scientific point of view, the speech was of small value. It was evident
from his mode of handling the subject that he had been "crammed up to the
throat," and knew nothing at first hand; he used no argument beyond those to
be found in his "Quarterly" article, which appeared a few days later, and is now
admitted to have been inspired by Owen. "He ridiculed Darwin badly and
Huxley savagely; but," confesses one of his strongest opponents, "all in such
dulcet tones, so persuasive a manner, and in such well turned periods, that I
who had been inclined to blame the President for allowing a discussion that
could serve no scientific purpose, now forgave him from the bottom of my
heart."

The Bishop spoke thus "for full half an hour with inimitable spirit, emptiness
and unfairness." "In a light, scoffing tone, florid and fluent, he assured us
there was nothing in the idea of evolution; rock-pigeons were what rock-
pigeons had always been. Then, turning to his antagonist with a smiling
insolence, he begged to know, was it through his grandfather or his
grandmother that he claimed his descent from a monkey?" . . . .

This was the fatal mistake of his speech. Huxley instantly grasped the tactical
advantage which the descent to personalities gave him. He turned to Sir
Benjamin Brodie, who was sitting beside him, and emphatically striking his
hand upon his knee, exclaimed, "The Lord hath delivered him into mine
hands." The bearing of the exclamation did not dawn upon Sir Benjamin until
after Huxley had completed his "forcible and eloquent" answer to the scientific
part of the Bishop's argument, and proceeded to make his famous retort. . . .

On this (continues the writer in "Macmillan's Magazine") Mr. Huxley slowly and
deliberately arose. A slight tall figure, stern and pale, very quiet and very grave,
he stood before us and spoke those tremendous words—words which no one
seems sure of now, nor, I think, could remember just after they were spoken,
for their meaning took away our breath, though it left us in no doubt as to
what it was. He was not ashamed to have a monkey for his ancestor; but he
would be ashamed to be connected with a man who used great gifts to obscure
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the truth. No one doubted his meaning, and the effect was tremendous. One
lady fainted and had to be carried out; I, for one, jumped out of my seat.

The fullest and probably most accurate account of these concluding words is
the following, from a letter of the late John Richard Green, then an
undergraduate, to his friend, afterwards Professor Boyd Dawkins:

I asserted—and I repeat—that a man has no reason to be ashamed of having
an ape for his grandfather. If there were an ancestor whom I should feel shame
in recalling it would rather be a man—a man of restless and versatile intellect—
who, not content with an equivocal success in his own sphere of activity,
plunges into scientific questions with which he has no real acquaintance, only
to obscure them by an aimless rhetoric, and distract the attention of his
hearers from the real point at issue by eloquent digressions and skilled appeals
to religious prejudice. . . .

The result of this encounter, though a check to the other side, cannot, of
course, be represented as an immediate and complete triumph for evolutionary
doctrine. This was precluded by the character and temper of the audience,
most of whom were less capable of being convinced by the arguments than
shocked by the boldness of the retort, although, being gentlefolk, as Professor
Farrar remarks, they were disposed to admit on reflection that the Bishop had
erred on the score of taste and good manners. Nevertheless, it was a noticeable
feature of the occasion, Sir M. Foster tells me, that when Huxley rose he was
received coldly, just a cheer of encouragement from his friends, the audience as
a whole not joining in it. But as he made his points the applause grew and
widened, until, when he sat down, the cheering was not very much less than
that given to the Bishop. To that extent he carried an unwilling audience with
him by the force of his speech. The debate on the ape question, however, was
continued elsewhere during the next two years, and the evidence was
completed by the unanswerable demonstrations of Sir W.H. Flower at the
Cambridge meeting of the Association in 1862.

The importance of the Oxford meeting lay in the open resistance that was made
to authority, at a moment when even a drawn battle was hardly less effectual
than acknowledged victory. Instead of being crushed under ridicule, the new
theories secured a hearing, all the wider, indeed, for the startling nature of
their defence.



