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Part 1.

different species; but no tramsition from those of o preceding into those of the
following epoch has ever been noticed anywhere; and the question alluded to here is
to be distinguished from that of the origin of the differences in the bulk of species
belonging to two different geological eras. The question we are now examining
involves only the fixity or mutability of species during one epoch, one era, one

period in the history of our globe.

this point from n want of knowledge of the facta,
even though they scem to reason logicully. A dis-
tinguished physicist has recently taken up this sub-
joct of the immutability of specics, and called in
question the logic of those who uphold it. T will
put his argument into ns few words as possible,
and show, I hope, that it does not touch the case.
“Changes are obscrved from one geologicnl perivd
to another; specics which do not exist at an ecarlier
poriod arc observed at a later period, while the for-
mer have disappeared ; and though ench species may
have posscssed its peculinrities unchanged for n Inpse
of time, the fact thut when long periods are con-
gidered, all those of an earlier period are replaced
by new onea at u later period, proves that species
change in the end, provided n sulliciently long period
of time is granted.” I bave nothing to object to the
statement of facts, ns far ns it goes, but I mauintnin
that the conclugion is not logieal. 1t is true that
species are limited to particular geologienl cpochs;
it is cqunlly true that, in all geological formatious,
those of successive periods are different, one from
the other. But heeause they so differ, does it fol-
low that they have changed, and not Leen exchunged
for, or replaced by others?  The length of time
taken for the operation has nothing to do with the
argument,  Grunting myrinds of years for cach pe-
riod, no watter how many or how few, the question
remaing simply this: When the clinnge tukes place,
doer it take place gpontunecously, under the uetion of
physieal ngents, necording to their Iaw, or is it pro-
duced by thoe intervention of un ngency not in that
way nt work before or aflerwnrds ?
mny explain my view wore tully.
the fine nrta visit a musemn nrranged systematically,
and in which the works of the different seliools ure
pluced in- elironological onler: ns e prases frow one
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And nothing furnishes the slightest argument in

room to another, he beholds chnnges ns great ns tiose
the palwontologist observes in passing from one sys-
tem of rocks to nnother. DBut because these works
bear a closer resemblance as they belong to one or
the other school, or to periods following one another
closely, would the critic be in any way justified
in nssuming that the carlier works have changed
into those of a later period, or to deny that they
are the works of artists living and active at the
time of their production? The question nhout the
immutubility of species is identical with this sup-
posed cuse. It is not beenuse species have lusted
for a longer or shorter time in past ages, that nat
urnliats consider them ns immutuble, but beeause in
the whole series of geological nges, taking the entire
Inpse of time which hus passed sinee the first intro-
duction of mnimnls or plants upon earth, not the
slightest evidence hus yet been produced that species
are actually transformed one into the other. W
only know that they are different at different periods,
as are worka of art of ditterent periods aml of differ-
ent schools; but ng long ns we have no other dutu to
reason upon than those geology hns furnished, to this
day, it is ns unphilosophical and illogical, beenuse
such differences exist, to nssume that species do
change, and huve changed, that is, nre transtormed,
or have been transformed, as it woull be to mnine
tain thut works of urt change in the course of fime.
We do not know how orgunized heings have or
muted, it is true; no natuendist enn e l""'l"“""l s
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