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LECTURE.

Youse Gestremex—

Members of this Associstion—I address yon this evening in accordence with
the invitation of your committes; and upon a subject which you have choeen to
dictate to me. But I fear that in appearing before you without a written discourse,
I have not complied with the usages of your society, or the intention of your re-
quest, and must claim as my epology the brief time which has been allowed me
for preparation.

Permit me aleo to sny, that I am not here aa the defender, or antagonist of any
man, or set af men, nor indecd of any epecinl faith, but rather as a lecturer upona
matter of science, and the expounder of my own views; the written opinions
however, of all men are publie property, and of them [ chall speak freely s ocea-
BION MAY requiire,

Most of thia sudience deern themselves, I doubt not, in some sense phrenologists;
Il‘-lﬂl'l% a vague belief of its general truth. You believe, as you affirm, its funda-
mental principles, but its details—the minutiee of the science—the dividing of the
bend into small organs, and locating benevolence here, hope there, &e., you have
not secn satisfactorily made out. 1 eay this of you, because I henr the same remark
every where, even among the most learned and intelligent; indced phrenologists
themselves have made the same observation, as I shall prove to you, and fraukly
deelared that such men are not, and cannot by any possible construction be consid-
ered believers in the essential principles of phrenology. It will therefore not be
considered errogance in me that I attempt to show, that you do not of right belong
to this echool; but that in admiiting what you term the general principles of phre-
nology, you have only admitted whet can be as well explained without the aid of
this science as with, upen long known and established principles of Physiology;
but that the details, which you deny, constitute the very esaenee of phrenclogy.

The doetrines of plhrenclogy as taught by Gall or hia disciples, are .

1. That the mental foculties are innate, 2. That the brain is the orgen of the
mind. 3. That eize, ather things being equal, is the measure of power. 4. That
the'mind possesses distinct fucuities and that each meatal faculty is manifested
throngh a distinot cerebral organ. 5. That the size of each organ can be estima-
ted during life. 6. That each organ when predominantly setive, impresses the
body with certain uniform attitndes and movements, called its natural language.

Before we proceed to the examination of these several propositione, we will cor-
rect an impression entertained by some, that Physiognomy, or the science of facicl
expression as tanght by Lavater, is a part of Phrenology. It ia true that the long
continued and constant indulgence of any particular passion, sentiment or train of
reflection will give to the fentures of the face a stamp and fixednees of expression.
which no art or effort can conceal; the character and disposition of the individual
becomes therefore indelibly impressed npon his countenance, and we are sble to
read as in a title page, the contents of the volume. But Phrenology disclaima
all nid from this source and declares that it draws its inlormation solely from the
imgpression of the brain upon ite walls. It must be confined therefore to the region

- of the eranium alone.

The first proposition, viz. * That the mental facultics are innate,”” we admit, if

by thia ia meant that all men are born with a capacity to perceive and reason.

This ie the doctrine of Stewart, Bacon, Locke, Abercrombie, and nearly cll of the
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old schnol metaphysiciane, But if they mean that ideas are innate, which involves
the abeurdity that we could remsun, reflect, possess ideas without the aid of the

external senses, and before these began to act, we deny the proposition; it is the
do-trine of Plato, Kant and Descaries, and long since rejected as a mere ** fiction
of philosophers."’ _ ;

The second propesition, ** That the brain is the organ of the mind,” or the in-

strument through which it manifests itself, we aleo admit; reserving to ourselves
however the understanding tha: the cerebellum and medulla oblongata, although
included within the cavity of the eranium, are not portions of the cerebrum or
brain proper, and thus understood, phrenologists acknowledge that the fact hes
been long known and admitted and therefore it conatitutes no part of Gall’s diecovery.

4 Tiae brain is the organ of the mind. This is a propesition which no person of com-

mon intelligence nt the present day pretends to deny.”” *‘ Alithough this is a fun-

damental principle of phrenology, vet it was fully established in the minds of
ecientiic men before the time of Gall" Grimes phren. p. 29 and 30. * For
many centuries the brain bas been eaid to be the organ of the soul.”” Spurz.
phren. v. 1. p. 35. (Spuizheim employs the words mind and soul a8 synonymons
-nt mll times.) **The brainis the orgen of the mind. The greatest anatomiste ad-
mit th's propaition without hesitation,”” Combe's phren, p. 8. The author pro.

ueeds 10 mention as sanctioning thia opinion, Cullen, Gregory, Blumenbach, Ma-
jendie and Arnott, some of whom wrote before the time of Gall, end none of
whom we believe were diseiples to his doctrines, and were in no way indebted 1o him
for their opinions. See also Fowler & Kirk. p 10. :

We are aware that some physiologists deny that many of what the phrenologists

term affective faculties and sentiments reside in the brain; viewing them as not
properly faculties of the mind, but mere animal feelings, and having a common
residence in the whole nervous or animal system, or as tenants of specizl organs
in di.lerent parts of the body : such are mirthfulness, ideality, &ec., which seem
to depend in a great degree upon temperament or peculiar organization of the
whole system; and amativeness, alimentiveness, not to speak of chemicality and

pneumativeuess, all of which last have their appropriate organs independent of
the brain; and over whose functions although the mind may hold cognizance, yet
they are in no rational sense operations of the brain or intellect, If it is this
which phrenologists would teach us, has been *“ established” by Gall and his fol-
lowers, we will award them the credit, provided it has been established at all : of
the proof of this we shall speak presently.

We here also admit, without prejudice to our argument, the third proposition
as applied Lo the general mass of the cerebrum. That * size, other things be-
ing equal is the measure of power’”—and this we illustrate by the well known
observation, that a very small brain indicates idiocy and a full sized brain greater
intellectual power. Hereis nothing new; it is the doctrine of almost unjversal
aceptance among all writers; indeed it has seemed to us that no one ever denijed
it, thinking. Yet it is true that some (see Edin. Rev. v. 44, p. 301) bave appear-
ed to doubt the aceuracy of the statement, but rather, we thiok, from an over-
weening desire to demonstrale the fallacy of the principlesof phrenology than

from an honest wish to discover truth; a dispos.tion which is equall -
the advocate or antagonist of any ﬂu:‘zlrine. ‘ qually unbecoming

.. Boardman remarks in his preface to Combe’s Lectures p. -
notion of this kind “ias existed for ages. The ancient s:rﬁ’p:l:: ::pri:ﬂ; |
their highly intellectual men and gods with large heads,” &e, The el
doubtless »0; and the quotaticn is important only as showing that phrenolo-
gists admit that it was acknowledged prior to the time of Gall, But 10 sriatatn
still farther our position with regard to the matter of fact, we will quole frc
IEmt eminentd and impartial physiologist, Robley Dunglison, of I"hil:mlr]phil':.ﬁl.‘..-!E
-4 Much may dependiu_p_-un education; but it may, we think, be laid down as an
- Incontrovertable position, that there isan original difference in the cerebral ore
nization of the man of genivs and of him who is less gified; and, as a ”'-F'“i
principle, that in the former the brain is much more developed than in thg!]:t!“
Whilst the brain of the man of intellect may measure from nineteen to im?i':

two inches in circumference, that of the idiot frequently does not exceed thirteen
b



B

or i3 not greater than in the child ode year old.”—Dung. Phys. v. I p. 233, See
alse a work entitled * Physical Man,” by Robert Mudie, p. 87, and Paxton’s
Anat, v, 2 p. 52. _ : _ ] :

We are also prepared to believe, with phrenologists, that there may be a dif-
ference ms lo coarseness, fineness or eompactness of fibre, in the cerebral orga-
nization of different animals, or different individuals, similar to that which we
daily notice in the texture of the skin and general system of various persons—
and that it may serve to explain the occasional exceptions which in the lower
classes ol animals, occur te the general rule that *size is the measure of power.”
“And thus delicacy of cerebral fibre maybe one of those conditions 10 which we
refer when we say that size eeferis paribusis the measure of pewer.” This
however 15 yet a mere hypothesis, and not established in our mind by any posi-

_tive evidence.

It is equaliy eertain that the form of the skull varies in different individuals,
gexes and nstions, and that these variations correspond with eertain differences of
habits, character and propensities; so that the form of the skull may beccme to
some extent the index of the general character. Yet if' I can explain these cor-
respondeiicies npon any other principle than the doctrines of phrenology, it will of
course be conceded that my admission does not affect my argument nor make me
a phrenologist.

First, a high and spacious forchead it seems to us is generally a mark of high
intellectnal capacities; and as we think because nature in her most perfect speci-
mens of architecture always preserves a symmelry of proportion; andif the fore-

" head be well turned and full, the whole npper and lateral parts of the head will

have a similar proportion. In which parts are contained the cerebrum or brain
proper, which we shall attempt to show is probably the only intellectual partof the
encephalic mass, or that only through which mind is manifested—1the cerebellum
being wholly an animal organ. Had the sides or top of the head been as con-
stantly presented to the eye of the observer, freeof the hairy covering, they might

"be made eqnaily the index of mental eapacity, for there is no doubt but that an

infrinzement of the skull upon any part of this organ (cerebrom) so asto diminish
essentially its size is a deformity, and when excessive indicates sach an originally
deficient or defective organization as must produce idiocy.

We have already given our opinion that the cerebellum or little brain, situated
below and behind, is a mere animal organ, and in no sense the organ of mental
manifestation, and of consequence, that if the individual or animal is large in
the posterior and lower part of the héad and small in the upper, he will be more

‘animal than intellectual, and also the reverse. We do not state it as a point setiled,
“but only as our conviction which needs many facts and observations to establish,

The grounds of our belief are the fullowing :—
The Phrenologists think they have establizhed their point that it is the organ of

‘amativeuess, or physieal love, and by a greater number of facts than any other
“organ; “it 1s now,” says Spurzheim in his Phrenology v. 1. p. 148, *impossi-

ble to unite a greater number of proofs in demonstration of any nataral truth,
than may be presented to determine the function of the cerebellum.” Larrey,

"‘Richerand and others seemn to favor the same view. (Yetin all the attempts made

hrenologists to show that it belonged only to those animals who * re-produce
p ¥ P

by sexual union™ they have hitherto failed.)

We will not then positively deny that it is in some way connected with the
funection of generation; and our full assent would not imply that the organ of

“the mind is multiple, (which we are yet to show is the essential feature of prenolo-
_gY,) since amnliveness is no strictly mental operation, and of course the cere-
bellum, in which prenologists have located this propensity, cannot accordirg to

their own showing, be a mental orzan. But we confess that after all the testimo-

ny in favor, we have great difficulty in conceivingany connection between parts

so remote as the cerebellum and the generative organs, ‘and between which no
nerve or medium of communication has ever been traced. And we think all the

“ faets which seem to have indicated it as the appropriste organ of this funetion

can be explained by considering it a mere animal organ, like the medulla gb-
» Tha other sdmitted conditions iu,‘:huﬁm temperament and hialth.
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Jongata, or top of the spinal marrow, which is also within the cavity of the era.
:ninfn and nf.l?niuad to have no other function than motion and sensation, and
erhaps respiration. :
3 Thg EI]JEEI:HIEHIS made by Dr. J. Budge and reported in the August No. for
1840 of the Lond. Med. Chi. Rev. p. 443, are any thing but mnﬁciunve, since
we are not told whether other parts were net similarly affected with those men-
tioned—nor is it shown that the same results would not have followed had the
cerebellum been irritated also; not to speak of the obscurily and therefore lack
of responsibility of the experimenter, and the fact also that M. Majendie and
other great experimenters, in their vivisections upon the same organ never dis-

covered any such phenomena.

Says Combe, p. 138 of his Lecture in New York—* That the cerebellum may
manifest other functions than that of amativeness is not, however, impussible.”
He also, in p. 120, declares that the “instinet of re-production’ is ** a fecling,”
and thal its organ, the cerebellum, springs from that part of the spinal marrow
which is devoled to sensation—and further on he adds,  the organs of the feei-
ing (including other orzans than amaliveness) are formed of fibres connected
principally with the sensory, but parfly with the molive tract. .

In the experiments of M. Majendie also, wounds er removal of the cerebrum,
or brain proper, did not impair immediately the mere animal fungtions of many
of the crealures experimented npon, but they continued to live several days
after the mutilation; while similar experiments upon the eerebellum affected
promptly the motions of the aninal, but had no peculiar effects upon the gener-
ative organs. The experiments of Rolando, Flourenz, Foville, Pinel-Grand-
ehamp, have also contradicted thie opinions of Gall that the cerebellum is the organ
of the amative instinct, as also those of Desmoulins and Broussais, both of whom
are prhenologists.—Dung. Phys. v. 1, p. 276. Prof. Dungiison remarks, p. 260,
% We have seen that the brain (cerebrum) alone is concerned in the intellectual
and moral manyestions; although Gall includes also the cerebellum. I has
alreally been remarked that no animal equals man in the developement of ihe
cerebral hemispheres,” &c.; and on p. 277 he adds, ** almos! all believe that this
function is restricted to the brain proper. Gall and his followers include the
cerebellum,”  Again, says Roget, in his Outlines of Physiology and Phren. p. 424
— The eerebellum, as Rudolphi has observed, is found to lessen in its propor-
tional developement as we descend the scale of organised beings, withoul any
eorresponding diminution, nnd even with an increase of the propensity which
Gall eonnects with it. How remarkakbly powerful is this instinet in birds; and
yet how small is the cerebellum in the feathered tribes compared with its tize in
mammifers, and even in the latter, when we consider the magnitude which it at-
tains in the human species 7 We observethose tribes in whieh the cerebellum near-
ly ceases to exist, oheying, nevertheless, the impulsion of instinet as blindly or
devoledly as other kinds which have the organ in question remarkably develop-
ed.” Also, C. Bell, v. 2 p. 293—*“Thete are grounds for believing, that the
Fereheﬂnm has more refecence to the strength and perfection of the bodily

1ame.

In addition to the testimony now produced, we may also convert, withont in-
curring the charge of prejudice, much of the evilence adduced by phrenologists
in favor of their opinion, to our own use ; and as corroborative of our own views.
The cerebellum is generally larger in the male than in the female; and gener-
nlly bears a greater proportion to the cerebellum in the adult than in the child.
Spurz. Phren. v, 1.p, 148, And this would seem to aecord with the greater phys-
ical strength of the male and adults, And what is still better, if mot eonclu-
sive evidence thal the cerebellum is only associated with the genernl vigor and
"!'“{F‘hd“f: the anLn::l is llr: admill:ed fact that ilgauuin: nearly or quite its full
size (and size, celeris paribus is the measure of power,) before the it
in question begins to manifest itsell. Sp. Phren. v. 1. p. 149, o il

It is fair, also, to inquire whether admitting the amative desireto be proportion-"
ed to the size of the cerebellum, (which is not at all satisfactorily shown,) the in-
erease of this organ in breadih, as well as of the whole head through the regian
of combativeness, * is not an effect rather than a cause of the amative power,

* It " (amativeness) seems to give activity to combatlveness, and i ACCoRaP ANIE .m
A LARGE SETELOPEMENT OF THAT ll-'i:uH]:"' Grimes phm.l;. i:“nl‘eninllr a
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Itis well known that the destruction of the organs of virility in early life, in man
or animals, greatly enfecbles and retards the developement of the muscular sys-
tem, while if permitted to remain as in the bnll, the animal is much stronger, as
15 indicated by the greater breadth of muscle not only in the neck, but also 1n the
back, loins, &¢.; to accommodate which greater volume of nuscle, the bones in-
to which they are inserted are every where broader and firmer ; may nat then
the greater breadth of cerebellum vver that part of the oceiput into which the
muscles of the neck are inserted and by which breadth alone we jndge of the
eize of the cerebellum, be an effect only of greater muscular developement i Cer-
tain it is that breadth of head in this region is generally accompanied with mus.
cular power, and that those animals 'who have most muscular power with san-
guine temperament have these prccrgenai::'es most aclive ; yet exceptions enough
ozcur to show that temperament, education and habits have more to do with the
function under consideration than size of cerebellum or muscle or any other one
condition. In short, we conclude, that the propensity in question is not a men-
tal operation, and therefore if it resides in the cerebelium, the cerebellum cannct
be a mefital organ, and the mind or its organ is not proved multiple ; and also
that its actunl residence in the cerebellum is not satisfactorily shown, nor in-
deed to our mind rendered probable. Many experiments and all anatomy being
opposed 10 it, while the observations ef' phrenclogisis seem only fo have shown
that there is a frequent or genernl correspondence between a sfrong muscular
#ystem and the amative prapensity. We have dwelt thas long upon this sub-
jeet because the ceretellum being seperated from the cerebrum by a strong mem-
brane, the tentorium, and being the only phrenological organ which is so situat-
8 de, plirenologists have relied upon it as one of their stropg holds, to prove the
brain a multiplex organ, And if our pesition is correct, it reduces them 1o the
necessity of proving that the cerebrium, the real organ of mental manifestations,
is multiplex, in aidof which, no dividing lines or membranes like the tentorium
can be shown.
" It is for the same reason which we have already explained, that a broad head,
or greal breadth across the region of combativeness and destructiveness, near
which the lateral muscles of the neck, are attached, is generally accompanied
with the propensity te fight or quarrel, and especially if the temperament be san-
guine, billious or choloric. Most great figliters and all carnivorous animals,
even down to the rat and mouse have similar conformations of head and body.
Mere irritability of temper, however, seems to depend less upon strength than
temperament—an illustration of' which is afforded in the little pet or whiffet dog.
" That a proportion generally exists beiween the hreadth of the head in this
rezion, and the breadth and strength of other parts ofthe frame, none will deny:
g0 1hat if exceptions occur to our explanation of the coincidence bétween large
developement of combativeness and destructiveness and great exercise of these
dispositions, {they must of course, ocenr tothe phrenclogist™s explanation—and
these exceptions do occur in most phlegmatic temperaments, in which althongh
the head may be wide and the frome and whole muscular syslem strong, yet
the person will not he disposed to fight. : ;
e Let it be observed, also, that constructiveness, or the mechanical organ, is on
4 the side of the head, and practical mechanics, are of course, laborers; and far-
ther, that acquisitiveness iz placed near combativeness; and the combative pow-
er does often encourage, if’ it does not actualiy, in some rare cases, engender the
propensity to steal. Vitaliveness, also, is located near destructiveness, comba-
tiveness, nequisitiveness, alimentiveness, &e., and what greater proof of o man’s
desire to live, than the exertise of these organs? : _

We cannot deny, also, that great breadth in the region of the orzan of alimen-
tiveness, will oceasionally indicate a great propensity in the individual or ani-
mal to eat. But not as we are tanght by phrenologists, because the brain ishere
more {ully developed, but simply because unusual breadih at this point, indicates
greater use of the temporal muscle; which is in fact, the principle muscle wiih
which we masticate foud, and will always bedeveloped in the exact ratio in
which it is exercised! In this immediate vicinity, also, Mr. Grimes has placed
pncumativeness, which is supposed to preside over the functions of respiration; we
consider the location a very fortunate one, since alarge chestand fungs aregener-
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acocmpanied with large argans of alimentation.” ngkq:;qnin,l_erml_h p. 33!.
Hdlice it mast follow thqugbrieadth or fullness in this region indicating large ali-
mentiveness, will also indicate large pneumativeness. piid s

"It is possible, that other coincidences than these now enumerated, might be
found to exist between the shape of different portions of the head, and certain
general traits of character, but whatever they may be, we have no doubt they may
be explained upon similar physiological prineiples, and without the aid of phre-
nology.

' ioti? proposition. This constitutes, as We are now prepared to show, the very es-
gence of phrenclogy ; or that essentially which distinzuishes it fiom all other
doctrines of the mind. It is not that “the mental faculties are innate’—that
# the brain is the organ of the mind”—that * size, other things being equal is the
measure of power,” nor indeed, that the form of the skull, and of course, the
contained mass, will, to no Inconsiderable degree, prove the index of the charac-
ter and propensitics of the individuals, and even mark national differences and
difference of habiludes, &e., among animals; but it is, ¥ that the mind possesses
dislincl fuculties, and the brain (cerebrum) is composed of distinel organs, und
that each mental facully is manifested through a distinct cerebral organ. !

That this is really the ¢ vexed question,” and that alone which distinguishes
this philosophy from the philosophy of other modern achools, we have already
shown, by proving their assent to the first three propositions, while it will be
ceen that the two remaining propositions are mere dependencies upon the ene
now onder consideration. We propose to show, also, that they themselves, as well
as others declare, this to conslitute the great and leading principle ol their science.
¢ The foundatiou of this doctrine is, that the brain is not a single organ but iy
composed of as many nervous systems as there are primary and original faculties |
of the mind.” Dung. Phys, v. I. p. 262. Again, Fow. & Kirk.phr. p. 10. “The
mind consists of a plurality of innale and independent faculties.” “In the gen-
eral areument in proof of phrenology, this proposition is all important and even
fundamental. Itis indeed the test and touch-stone of the truth of the science. ~
If this proposition should be disproved, phrenology would fall like the baseless
fabric of a vision and leave not a wreck behind.” Do. p.17. These, however,
seem to be the very points to which most men of science have hesilaled 1o give
assent; and itisupon this, that Prof. Silliman  would no! hazard an opinion.”
tIn suggesting the considerations that have been presented, we do not assume
or deny that the minufe divisions of the mental, moral and animal faculties indi-
cated by phrenology, as the science is now taught, are fully made out. On this
guestion, we would not hazard an opinion.”  Silliman’s Jour. v. 39. no. i. p. 86,
To us it seems also, that James Johnson, the distinguished éditor of the Lon.

Med. Chi. Rev., occupies a similar position. On p. 225 of vol. 28 of his jour.,
he remarks, “while, however, we think that there is much conjecture and mere
fanciful speculation in many of the defails of phrenelogy, we do not hesilate
to assert that the fundamental doctrines of the system appear to us to be strictly
in accordance with the truth.” And proceeding o define what he means by fun-
damental doctrines, he declares that he refers to the great divisions into “intel
lect:uu.l""—“ the higher sentiments peculidar to man,” and the “lower feclings,
which are common to man and gnimals.” p. 226. Robley Danglison, the dis- ™ <
tinguished physiologist, appears also to take the same ground. *The views of
Gall are by no means established.” Dung. phys. vi. p. 279. ¢ The topograph-
ical division of the skull, which he has proposed, can hardly be regarded others
wise than premature, to say the least of it; and the remark, of course, applies
a fortiori to that part of Spurzheim, who enumerates thirly-five original and in-
nate faculties, Do. p. 278. We would not, of course, assume to dictate opin-
ions for these gentlemen, but as they are often guoted as favoring phrenoloey.
we have thought it righl to give their own statements; and especially as mah;-
less learned, considering such men ample authority, have, without farther exami.
nation, seen fit 1o adopl the same views. But we have observed the same, or
similar facts to those upon which they found their opinion of the mrreﬂnes; of
the ‘““general principles” of phrenology, yet do not see the necessity of their
conclusions. Indeed, we should feel ourself inconsistent to admit the grand di-
visions, whic these men call its “general principles,” but which phrenologists
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sulting bim on his left side. He commenly diecerned his' derangement and ratified
his error, but if he took a little too much wing, or had a fit of fever, he always
imagined there were voices abuging him.”

o us, these storics are incredible: books are filled with romances; and who be-
lieves them all must divest himeell of reason and common sense. And s evi-
dence that even the best authorities are often lead into the wildest opinions and
beliefs, we may refcr phrenologists to the foct that Spuizheim himeell’ was a be-
liever in the vagaries of animal magnetism, and endeavore to establizh his doctrine
of double consciousness by reference to magnetic sleep.—See Phren. v. 1 p. 79.

We canreadily believe that disease on one side or in any part of the brain, mey
produce a conlused sensation of pain, weight or noise in that part, which o maniac
or an inebriate mighr -ensily convert into the discordent howling of devils or
singing of angels. It is no uncommon occurrence that a determination of blood
to the head produces a perception of sounds; we once attended o patient with a
temporary derangement, who fancied there were three fires in his brain, “all
singing together, and each on octave above the other,”” and he was constantly
trying to catch the notes with hisown voice; which case, if allowed to prove any
thing, would locate the organ of tune in the iop of the head, for that was the seat
of thg pain. The same might occur in any particular part of the brain wkich is
diseased, and the patient be able to indicate from whenee the sounds seemed to pro-
ceed; but to eall this an intellectual operation, and to suppose that the characier of
the sounds indieated the function of that part sesms to ue highly absurd.

Admitting however the eredibility of the eaees related by Gall, Spurzheim and
others, they could only show that the two hemispheres had the same function, and
not that each organ on the same side has a distinct function—to prove thie, it muet
be shown that we are conscious of being merry with the organ of mirthiullness;
worshipping with the organ of reverance, &e. Are you conscions of any euch
thing ! You are conscious you think with your brain, and no farther.

ANATOMY affords no arguments in favor of phrenology, while it furnishes
gome evidence against. It is true, ns bee often been ssserted, that it is not to
Anatomy that we are to look for the principal testimony to sustain or disprove any
science of the mind—ryet it is equally true that some valid argnments may be de-
duced from a dissection of the brain, ngainst pbrenology—and still more, and, as we
think, insuperable arguments against its practical applicetion. The latier we shall
¢ newder under another branch of the subject. But we wich firstto disabuse you
of @ common error, entertained by those who hove not earefully studied the eub-
ject, and wiich many itinerant phrenologists, either from ignorance or dishonesty
have helped in. The error alluded to will be understovd from the following
quotation—*4 [t i asked whether in the brain there are aistinet lines of sep-
aralion nbservable between the organs. We answerno,  'We presume thatin the
brain such lines iat, though our present means of obeervation are too imper-
fect to detcet —Combe’s Lee. p. 127, Mr. Combe certainly docs not mean
to say that these partitions are so infinitely attenuated that a powerful microscope,
in the hands of skillul anatomists, could not deteet them—it 1s hiFhi}' absurd;
and yet the brain has been so dissected and examined by probably all the living
eminent anatomists. The presumption is wholly gratuitous, and would not be
admitted by any unprejudiced anatomist or phrenologist—nor indeed are we awnre
that it has ever been made by any other scientific phrenologist than Mr. Combe.
We hnzard nothing in saying that no such divisions will ever be found. A better re-
ply however, and one which possesses a negalive weight is, that ** the spinal mar-
row, which is also composed of three distinct sets of nerves, presents no dividing
line between its columns.”” It is therefore that we never call upon phrenologists to
demonstrate any lines of eeparation, but only deny them the use of & gratitous
assumption which if proved would become the strongest argument in favor of their
doetrines yet advanced—indeed we should deem it triumpha

Lot it be understood however that certain divigions ot the encephbalic mass, are
admitted—the division into ecrebrum—cerebellum, and - medulle oblongata
—f the cerebrum into equal balves or hemispheres—and a superficial division
of the same at the basc into lobes, which the phrenclogists thenu&lyesl.::nll 4 an
imaginary division made for corvenience in speaking of the brain.”'—Jones

Phrenology, page 27. Sec also Combe's Phrenology, page 67. But that
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of which, if well made out, would be alone sufficient to settle forever this long
disputed question. Butlest the facts may be doubted, we choose to give a suffi-
cient voucher, that such facts have really existed. ¢ Many cases, however, are
recorded, in which this mode of explanation would not avail; and where the loss
appears to be sustained by botk hemispheresand in corresponding parts; yet the
faculties have persisted.—Dung. phys. vol. 1. p. 278.

The following case was published in the ¢ American Medical Intelligencer’”
for April, 1837,—a work edited by Prof. Dunglison. Dr. G. W. Boerstler, of
Lancaster, Ohio, was the surgeon in the case, and made the post mortem exami-
nation in presence of Drs. Edwards, Ohr, and Newcomer. The manner in
which the report is drawn up is in itself sufficient evidence of his competency
to make the examination. A boy had been kicked by a horse and his skuil
fractured. “There was no compression, save by the fractured pieces, which
were readily 1emoved. The boy’s faculties were not destroyed, but there was
some intellectual confusion from the time of the injury, during the operation, and
for two hours after; from which time he recovered every facully of the mind, and
they continued vigorous for six weeks, and to within one hour of his death, which
took place on the forty-third day.” * * * & ¢ "GThe gpace of the
skull, previously occupied by the right anterior and middle lobes of the cerebrum,
presented a perfect cavily, the hollow of which was filled with some sero-puru-
lent matter—the lobes having been destroyed by suppuration : the third lobe was
much disorganized. The left hemisphere was in a state of ramollisment down
to the corpus callosum. It was so much softened that the slightest touch would
remove portions : and, with the aid of a sponge, I wiped away its substance to
near the corpus callosum, when it began te be firmer, but presented more the
appearance of a homogeneous mass than of regular organization. The chiasm
of the obtic nerves, as well as their entire tract, was so soft as to yield to a slight
touch with the handle of the sealpel, and the olfactory were in the same condi-
tion. The corpus callosum, thalami nervorum opticorum, and tubercula quadri-
gemina, presented no pathological condition. The cerebellum and medulla ob-
longata were in a physiological state. The spinal column was not examined.
This boy was remarkably intelligent. In my daily visils, I held frequent con-
versations with him, and in all my observations I could not discover the slizhtest
derangement of his intellectual faculties—no dulness of sensibility, no obtuse-
ness of perception, no impairment of judgment, no want of memory, and, so far
as mind is concerned, he gave no evidence of disease. His vision, audition, and
voice were unimpaired.”

- Prof. Mussey, of Cincinnati, related to us some years since, a case
which came under his observation. An adult had lost, in consequence of a
severe injury and consequent sloughing of the parts, most or many of the per-

| eeptive organs on éach side ; yet by examination, he learned that he retained the

' faculties peculiar to these organs as well asever. In this case, there could be

no deception; forthe frontal bone in frontof the destroyed organ, had also slough-
ed, and a deep and wide cavern was lelt into which the fingers might be intro-
duced. Weare happy to hear from Prof. Mussey, that he intends soon to give
a paper to the public on the subject of phrenology; in which we presume, the
particalars of this interesting case will be more minutely detailed. He is a dis-
tinguished scholar, and has proved himself an able antagonist of phrenology.—
‘We shall look for his article with much impatience.

- For the particulars of the following case, which we have taken the liberty
considerably te abridge, we are indebted to the politeness of Erastus Cushing,
M. D., of Cleveland, Ohio, who was himself the attending physician, and made
the post mortem examination. In the autumn of 1839, Miss E. Alkins, of Cleve-
land,—a young lady of high intellectual accomplishments,—while passing from
her chamber into the hall adjoining, made a misstep, and was preeipitated dOWn
a flight of stairs. She was taken up insensible, and died three days sfic ¢
" Twenty-four hours after death, an examination was made in the presence ‘;1
Drs. Terry, James L. Ackley, Hugchinson, Cangan, Mendenhall and Cushing, a
of Cleveland. Removing the scalp, an extensive fracture was found traversing
the left parietal bone, obliquely upwards and backwards across the sagitial su-
tare. The calvarium being next elevated, the skull was seen to be less than
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in old persons, whose brain hasdiminished in size, it sometimes happens, that the
two tables of which it consists, are separated: the inner having receded to a
great distance from the outer.” But if disease will causea wasting and sinking
of the inner plate at one time, it will equally at another; and these remarks are,
therefore, no more applicable to old age, than youth or middle age, provided we
show that during these periods certain faculties continue a suificient time in dis-
use to impair their'strength and diminish their size.

But how often do the inclinations, stndies and habits of men, change from in-
fancy upward ? The most conscientious child becomes often the most unprinci-
pled villain, and the pious youth changes to an open and bold infidel; while on
the other hand, the blasphemer and reviler of religion, is converted into a de-
vout christian,—the brawler and fighter into the peaceful citizen. How often
have many of whom you can speak, * turned their attention™ as it is termed, to
this or that study, pursuit or trade, each wholly dissimilar from the former ; and
s0 oflen as these changes have occurred, the inner plate of the skull must have
changed its form, while the outer retained its place. But on this point, listen to
Mr. Boardman, p. 379. “But, and mark this, though the increase or diminution
may be visible externally, itmay not be.”* How then, to-day can a phrenologist
tell the respective size of either of these phrenological organs? If he cannot,
how can he tell their power, or in any way diseriminate character. We leave
the phrenologists to get out of this difficulty as they can, and shall not trouble
ourselves to demonstrate whether the two surfaces do, or do not, correspond ;—
they may take either position. If they de correspond, then disuse does not waste
the organ, and exercise inerease it. If they do not, then phrenology can never
. be practically applied, or its principles established by experimental observa-
tion.

Second.—The frontal sinns varies greatly insize. “Iknow individuals of sed-
entary habits, who have large sinuses, and others who live much in the open air
and have none.””—Spurz. phren. vol. 1., p. 116. Baut it is objected that when it
is very large, it can be known by the more sudden swell of the external plate.
It is clear, however, that this only indicates more room in its anferior or exter-
nal half,—while we have no kind of data by whieh we can conjecture the shape
or direction of the internal plate. For ought that we can say, it may be an inch
farther in than usual ; for it is notdisputed, that here the plates are not together,
and of course, do not at all influence each other. How then, is it possible, from

the shape of the external skull, to judge of the size of the organs of individuality,
size, weight, and locality! Not to speak of caution, order, language, and event-
uality, over which the cavity not unfrequently extends, as in the skull we now
exhibit to you! It is certainly enly previous to the twelfih or fifteenth year of
life, when this sinus is not formed ; that these organs can be examined: yet with
what assurance do phrenologists daily pronounce upon them ?

Third.—The organ of form, situated in the brain,  on the two sides of, and
contiguous to, the eriste galli,” when large, the eyes are “ pushed laterally out.”
Combe’s phren. p. 361. Of this organ, it must be still more difficult to ascer-
tain the size, nay, impossible. 1st—because “in some instances the frontal si-
nus is found at the situation of this organ.>—Do. p. 3G1. 2d—because thespace
¢ between the eyes,” the breadth of which, is said to indicate large form, is not
at all on a line opposite the organ, but much below it. The point designated is
opposite the nasal passages, while individuality as it is marked on the skull, is
direetly opposite the organ in question. Now we cannot understand why the
organ of form situated upon the erista galli, entirely above the nostrils, should
“ push” (we use the words of Combe,) the eyes laterally outward, any more
than the orzan of individuality would, which is on the same plane with form, be-
ing situated immediately above the top of the nose”—and form can come no
lower, unless, forsooth, it is within the nose. But both are, in faet, entirely
above the plane of the eye ball ; and farther, is it not quite as probable that the
greater breadth of the nasal passages has separated the eyes, as this organ
of form ? Certainly il the nasal passages are wide, the eyes must be more
seperated, and that whether the organ of form in the brain be large or small.

Fourth. Language.—* A large developement of this organ is indicated by the
prominence and depression of the eyes, this appearance being produced by con-
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volutions of the brain, sitnated in the posterior and transverse part of the npper
orbitary plate, pressing the latter and with it the eyes, more or less forward,
downward or outward, according to the size of the convolutions. If the fibres
be long, they push the eye as forward as the eye brows; if they are only thick,
they push them toward the oufer angle of the orbit and downwards.'—Combe’s
Phren. p. 419.

Now we consider it a mere assumption that fhick fibres, or in other words a
greater breadth in this organ, will push the eye toward the oufer angle. It wonld
be as likely, or more so,to “ push” its neighbors in the brain, individuality, or-
der, &ec. in each direction—and then how could the * power and intensity’ of
this organ which, as we are told, depends upon the tfhicknessof fibre, be ascer-
tained 7 And indeed, how could we wel! ascertain whether * order’” was pushed
out by the thickness of its own fibres or those of language? This is a serious
difficulty, and Mr. C. seems to have attempted to evade it by assuming what 1s
to us very improbable. It does not ecertainly look like candor; for beside
the improbability of the rationale, that thickness of fibre would have this effect,
we do not believe the eye is ever pushed ont and downward towards the external
angle of the orbit; it is therefore an assumption from beginning to end. The
frontal sinus also, ofien extends between the plates against which this organ
lies, as you see in this specimen. The muscles may be more fully developed in
one than in another, and by their unusual size protrude the eye. This is not
improbable, when we observe the effects of exercise upon the muscles in other
parts of the body, and great use of the eye might effect the same, in some degree
at least. The sockef may not be so deep in one as in another, and this may
cause the difference in the prominence of the ball, and no man can determine, .
anfe morfem what its depth is.

We have seen in this respect a wide difference in the different skulls we have
examined. Either of the three other walls also than the upper may encroach
upon the orbit and protrude the eye; and who possesses the shrewdness to de-
termine which of these several causes have in any certain instance prevailed ?

Fifth. Caleulation. (* Established.”) ¢ The organ when large, fills np the
the head outside of the exterfal angle of the eye, a very little below the point
called the external angular process of the frontal bone.”—Combe’s Phren. p.
395. You see its situation here upon thisskull. Now we show that this bone
stands out like the rim of a hat, full three-fourths of an inch from the brain;
and who can tell in any given case when flesh is yet on the bones, and the space
filled up behind, how deep this rim may be, or how near the brain may come to
this external sign of theorgan ? it may be half an inch, or it may be an inch.—
% Order,” also, which is above it, labors under the same difficulty.

Sixth. Constructiveness, acquisitiveness, secretiveness, tune, ideality, cau.
tiousness, alimentiveness, all lie more or less under the femporal muscle—so
also love of the sublime and pneumativeness, lately discovered. This muscle
varies greatly in thickness. In one instance related by Dr. Henry A. DeForest
of this city, and examined by himself in New Haven, the soft parts, including
the muscle, actually measured just above the zygoma one inch and a half, and the
muscles expanded until they nearly met opposite the sagittal suture, covering the
greater portion of the head; while the integuments &c. covering the top of the
head measured onc inch in thickness; yet it was not known prior to his decease,
even to skilful phrenologists who had examined his head while in prison. With
regard to the organ of * tune” we wish further to remark that this is no more
covered by the temporal muscle than several of the others mentioned, nor as
much, yet it is seldom that we have heard an itinerant phrenologist venture an
opinion upon the development of this orzan ; when asked in reference 1o a man
under examination, “How is his tune ?* they almost universally reply,  of this
organ we cannot well judge, for it 1s covered by the femporal muscle.” Combe
has complained of the difficulty of observing this faculty successfully—p. 410—
which he aseribes in part to the fact that the convolutions which eompose this
organ are not always the same in form and direction. Permit us how-
ever to suggest that the cause of their difficulties may lie in the simple fact, that
this is a quality or faculty which most men know positively whether they possess
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or not, and therefore when a phrenologist guesses wrong, it is at on ;
while with many or waost other faculties the case is widei‘;r different, o

Seventh. We may again, under this head, allude to the fact that the organs do

net correspond on ite sides— i ; i e

Y respo opposite sides—as a seriousdifficully in the way of ascertaining
the position of any cerebral organ under the skull—for if we determine the loca-
tion of a cerlain organ on one side, there are no possible means by which we
Can ascertain its position on the opposite side—it may be one or two inches far-
ther back. Indeed its practical application is thereby rendered impossible.
£ Eighth. The convolutions do not all come to the surface; a large number are

ound on the base and many between the hemispheres—a true ferra incoguita, the
functions of which have never been determined or even suggested—in fact they
can have no function, since all the facullies of the mind have already found a
habitation in the superficial convolutions. If these numerous remaining organs
are ever supplied with functions, it must be by discovering new faculties. In
addition to these anatomical difficulties in the way of the practical application or
test of phrenology—and which taken together are not small—they are insupera-
ble—we will mention others stated by phrenologists : .
_Ist. One organ may erowd upon and dislocate its neighbor, instead of pushing
g::::::lr out, and then the external protuberance can be no sign of the size of the

. 2d. ﬂ?mpactnm, strength and tone of an orzan’s fibres are qualities’ which
give “aptitude for ready, certain and energetic action ;" but of this we have “ no
cranial indications whatever.””—Boardman, p. 379.

3d. Many phrenologists speak of the different qualities of various brains; thus
the brain of Byron and Sir Walter Scolt are said to have been of fine quality, and
l-l!li 1s stated by Mr. Jones, for instance, in his Practical Phren. p. 214, ““to be a
different consideration to temperament; of this difference of quality there are
no well aseertained external signs.”’—Ib. p. 379.

4th. * There is aquality, called by Mr. Combe refentiveness of memory, (p. 289)
which differs greally in different individuals; for this we have no exlernal
gign.”—ib. p. 379.

Sth. Facts, lately observed, render it probable ¢ that the cineritious portion
(the grey external coat,) of the brain is in reality the organ of the mind; and
though we may conclude @ priori that there will be an inlimate correspondence
between the generator and transmitter of mental action ; it is indubitable that
the thickuess of the cineritions matter differs greatly in different brains of the
same general bulk ; of this difference we have not, and it seems impossible that
we ever should have any external indications.”—ib.p, 379, The above opinion is
sustained by Fowler and Kirk—*1It is supposed that the portion of an organ
which is nearest the skull, is chiefly used in the exercise of the mental func-
tions,”—p. 41; also by many others. :

If this view be correct then can we never possess any external sign of
the size of the organ ; nor indeed would the rules given to measure from the base
of the brain to ils periphery, to ascertain the size of each organ be of any ser-
vice—because if the cineritious matter is the “organ of the mind”"—and ils
thickness does * differ greally in different brains of the same general bulk,” then
what mark of size in the organs of the mind can we possess ? Certainly none—
and the practical test or application of phrenology is at an end. And afler all
these diffienlties—* temperament”—* health”—* intensity of external influen-
ces”’—¢ relative as well as absolute size,” and the effect of the * combinations
of the different organs,” are, we are frankly told, to be taken into accourt;—
truly, to be an expert phrenologist, is a labor and anaccomplishment, of no ordi-
nary character

We shall now offer a few, from the many, objections to their innate, primordial
facullies—we have not time to discuss the whole. If their rules (Spurz. v. 1, p.
132) for the formation of a faculty be adopted, then instead of 35 or 40, we
should have 4000, or indeed as many as Charles Bonnett gave us, who regard-
ed  each fibre of the brain asa particular organ of the soul.” Thus one man
ean judze of weight better than another, and therefore it is a primordial faculty;
(for their other six rules will be equally applicable,) and for the same reason
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ceives color and eolor only. Mr. Combe’s reply to this argument, which was
first advanced by Jefrey, is surely but an evasion. e

We object also to their present location of the organs, granting the doctrines of
phrenclogy to be true; on the ground of their inconsistency with fact and observa-
tien. We have seen many casesin which expert phrenologists have given charac-
ters whelly at variance with truth—and even phrenclogists themselvves are fre-
quently eiling to us exceptions; and if we should collect all the marked failures
i this city, and with them proceed to Geneva and collect such as might there be
found, and from thence to Utica, from thence to N. York, &e., as do the teacliers of
phrenalogy, we could accumulate as many exceptions in a few months travel, as
they have gathered confirmations—we were ahout to say, from the whole world ;
for they have already compassed land and sea, and visited almost every lown
and hamlet in the Union, as well as in other parts of the globe. Bur why is it
not then done? Because, we reply, you will not permit a tax of twelve sih:i!:n_gg
a head to be levied upon you for every anti-phrenclogical leeturer who shall itin-
erate the country! We have no maps to sell or curious doctrines to teach, by
which our expenses might be paid svhile thus employed. But fortunately, these
gentlemen have themselves furnished us with all the fucts we_need ; and these
we prefer, because they come to us upon unquestionable authority—an anthority
no less than the great masters and founders of the science. And for proof of
this assertion, we refer you to their numerous maps of the skull, among all of
which no two agree; and this disagreement is not merely in the nomenclature,
division, number and relative arrangement of the organs—but in the absolute lc-
cation of the same organs—the places oceupied by certain faculties in one map, be-
ing actually and entirely occupied by certain other unlike and opposite faculties in
other maps. Intestimony of which we quote again from Mr. Boardman, (RRec. Sec.
fo Phren. Society in New York) and particalarly because his work was examined
and approved by Mr. Combe.  Dr. ERiotson, (to whom we are ‘:jln&ehled for
his early, gealous and wnremitting advocacy of Phren. in Eng]qnd ) has, ]1'{}1‘3'-
ever, been assaled for stating what is indubitably true, rcgqrdmg ﬁpurzhe:ms
altering the situation of the organs on the bust. The allerations which he mea-
tions, and some others, I pointed out three years ago to the New York Phren-
ological Society, and to my friends many times since. And also, in November
last, to a distinguished phrenologist, who wrote to Mr: Capen, the pfugrnpher of
Spurzheim, to ascertain whether the chart publiShed in the last edition al‘{_jipur-
zhein’s Phrenology, and the bust purporting to be his, and sold by Marsh, a;;den
& Lyon, were authorized by Spurzheim. The answer was that they were m 1}
“ according to his directions before his sickness.” Believing that the cnusedn
truth cannot be injured by rectifying error, any more than that metal can be de-
preciated by refining away its dross, in December _I exposed these discrepancies,
in print, and showed that Spurcheim was at striking and irreconcilable variance,
In print, an . ith hi mer selfy and with nature. The
not only with other phrenologists, but with his for s ki ’
London Phrenological Journal notices the article, and approves nht_le’m;m: u;
sions drawn from its facts and statements ; namely, that Dr. Spurz ;Jm 3\ “]':_‘,!j
bust was probably marked according to some funcied propriety, and that the 46
inburgh bust should be used in preference. ¢ Again, Dr. Elliotson says,—To
prove Dr. Spl]rzhl:im’ﬁ specm’u.!we spirit, &c¢.—p. ﬂ-‘ \ A

If this map published by Marsh, Capen & }}ynn, in Spurzheim’s fourth a
last edition, was made by authority of Spurzkeim before his sickness, aud when

g =2 i jor . Boardman to sappose tha
::"5 mlgd't}t:s;? :?;L:;n::;sw:ﬁﬁfi:;::u:;isnf tro some * fancied [ipﬁzpﬁe!yd?”a
e : o indi i haracter, we have little dou
Were Spurzheim yet liviag to vindicate his Wﬂ i it was made from no fancied
but that he would at least attempt to show, that1 T oheerr iR
sense of propriety, but only as the result of Iat;r gmiiwglsn;& € b o
Or must we admit with Dr. Elliotson that Spurzheim spe ok o
o his testimony, at least, in relation to the organs in "~l]|'~"'i‘s ’
a"'uﬁi!‘ﬂm:f; the urraxz-;ement of several organs in Spurzheim’s work, does not
1= e 5 - i
::;-.l:l; cu;respund with Combe’s, and are at “striliing and irreconcilable varincs

with other phrenologists.”
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Let us now examine a few of these discrepancies, to which Mr. Boardman
probably alludes. 2 s

Firmness is bounded on Spurzheim’s map, laterally by fwe organs exactly,—
hope and conzeientiousness,—on Combe’s by one only,—conscientionsness. Ven-
eration is bounded laterally, on Spurzheim’s map by marvellonsness,—on Combe’s
by hope and part of imitation. So that hope, which in Spurzheim is against firm-
ness, is in Combe against veneration,—and marvellousness, which in Spurzheim
covers exactly one side of venerafion, in Combe is mostly opposite benevo-
lence, and does not approach within one inch of veneration, the whole of imita-
tion being in Combe’s interposed between it and marvellousness. Time also,
which in Spurzheim is bounded below, by calculation, order, color and part of
weight, in Combe, is bounded on the same side, by only calculation and order.
And time, which in Spurzheim is against weight, is in Combe against color.—
The relative location of time, color, order, &c., differ also in the front and side
views of Spurzheim’s plates on the same page. Eventuality, also, which in
Combe, is in elose juxtaposition to time, has, in Spurzheim, loecality interposed.
Here, then, and in still other instances which we might mention, you see organs
changing seats with each, and often forced from the elosest relationship to ocen-
py positions from one to two inches apart. But granting that one or the other of
these men is proved to have been a mere speculator, and therefore not entitled
to credit in any of their facis.”” How shall we dispose of the respective follow-
ers of the lwo. Some having adopted g:s near as any lwo phrenologists ever
have followed each other,) the map of Spurzheim published by Marsh, Capen
and Lyon, and others of equnal, though no better authority, that of Combe.

To be convinced of this, you have only to place a map of Fowler and Kirk-
ham as given in their work on phrenology, opposite the maps of Mr. Grimes,
Jones, &c., and you will see that, as in Spurzheim, firmness is bounded by con-
scientiousness and hope, so itis in Fowler and Kirkham. And as in Combe, the
same organ is bounded by conscientiousness only; so it is in Grimes, Jones, &ec.;
and so also with most ef the other organs. Now which sehool will you adopt ?
You must adhere to the one or the other; both cannot be right,—their facts be-
ing at “striking and irreconcilable variance with each other.” But whichever
you adopt, you will divide the facfs about equally; and we shall have as many
against you, as you have in your own faver. It is of no use to plead that the
science is not perfect; for these discrepencies indicate not imperfection merely,
but that a coincidence between a bump, and any certain trait of character may
be found in one part of the head as well as another; and that phrenology has
not yet taken its first step toward perfection,—sinee to this day, the phrenolo-
gists practice these opposite modes, and are in fact, diverging farther and farther
from each; and no one can say which of them all is most successful,

To speak of all their discrepencies, would be an almost endless labor, and we
ean only stay to notice a few others. Sir Everard Home, a phrenologist, placed
concupiscence, or the amalive propensity, in the fop and forepart of the head.
Gall placed it befiind and below, in the cerebellum, while M. Bouillaud, quoted
as an eminent phrenologist, denies that the propensity in question, has any con-
nection with the aerghellum, but thinks the cerebellum has the same function
with the organ of weight,  to regulate the equilibrium,” which other phrenolo-
gists place in front,—Lon. Med. Chi. Rev. v. 28, p. 228,

In Gall’s map of the skull, self-esteem is just above, or rests upon philoprogen-
itiveness. In Spurzheim, inhabitiveness is pushed between sell-esteem and phi-
loprogenitiveness; and in Combe’s, inhabitiveness is thrown out entirely, and
concentrativeness is again placed between selfesteem and philnpmgeniliw;lm;
and thus three tenants are made to oceupy in succession the same spot. Mr,
Combe, however, thinks that Spurzheim erred because in his (Spurz’s) head
concentrativeness was small, and he coukl not, therefore, judge as well as him:
self of its manifestation, in whom it was large! Batit is not singular that
Spurzheim complained of this explanation of their differences, as unsatisfactory.
Spurz. phren., vol. 1., p. 175. Fowler and Kirkham give us both concentra-
tiveness and inhabitiveness ; and in their map, concentrativeness is above in-
habitiveness, while in Combe by Boardman, they are exactly reversed,

The discrepencies, also, between Mr. Jones’ (an approved author,) map, and
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