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NOT MAN, BUT MAN-LIKE.

The lecture lately given by the professor of anatomy
may be taken as a fair illustration of the theory it was
meant to refute. It is now printed, and in this form differs
as widely from the second version as that differed from the
first, showing what may be done with the principle of pro-
gressive development imported into literature. At first a
rather animated sermon about monkeys, to whom nothing
was revealed, rebuking an infidel professor, and warning
certain dreamers to shake off a nightmare, or be for ever
lost, it next became a sober homily in natural theology ;
and now, in its third stirp, it has grown to be a treatise so
severely scientific as to contain little else than a meagre
catalogue of particulars, without the idea which connects
them. More properly these are the changes of afavism, for
in many things there is a falling off. There is no longer
the glowing rhetorie, the poetic verve, the apt quotation,
the keen interrogatory, the climactic declamation, the almost
prophetic strain, but merely the dry bones and Jigaments of
the question, unquickened by any nerve of its philosophy.
The lecture and the lecturer revert to their primitive types.
There is, moreover, another astounding transmutation, The
devil gives way to the Creator, but equally out of place.
The former was at work prompting the writer of a mis-
chievous book, the latter is mechanically occupied putting a
short muscle to an imaginary hand, placed at a right angle
to the bones of an equally hypothetical leg, which brings
prime agents and second causes into very odd relation,
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down to aye-aye ; whatever structure it possesses so must
they, as things equal to the same things are equal to one
another. However cautiously we may be disposed to accept
for the present the statement so unhesitatingly made by
Professor Huxley, it is surely puerile to contradiet it so
positively upon a mere assumption. The rough guess may
be a true one, but judgnent must be reserved until a gorilla
and a colugo can be dissected as well as a macaque. A
rigorously severe anatomical logician should not venture his
reputation upon a cursory glance at a stuffed specimen any
more than upon a cursory glance at its anatomy, for the one
is fully as liable to be fallacious as the other. Such a dash
at truth shows some intrepidity, but more as the valour of
temperament than the courage of judgment. It may be
marvellous if the terminal division of the hind hmb of a
gorilla does not differ as much from the foot of man as does
the terminal division of the hind limb of the macaque ; but
it may nevertheless be true for all that, the dissection of
two macaques to the contrary notwithstanding : and, what
1s more, it may yet be shown that the foot of the macaque
differs as much from the foot of those lower in the scale
than itself as it differs from those above it, to the wverifica-
tion of Huxley's assertion ; to increase the probability, of
which there is the account of the pedal modifications by
Protessor Owen, showing that in all the characters by which
the bones of the foot depart in the gorilla from the human
type, tltose of the chimpanzee recede in a greater degree.
The erudition of the professor of anatomy would appear
to be as defective as his logic is fallacious, A little mquiry
into the results of the labours of his predecessors would
have saved him from the egotism of a fancied originality.
The grandly-sounding invention of finger-foot—the fruit of
an intellectual coition between a physiologist and a philolo-
gist—a hybrid likely to be as sterile as other specific crosses,
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single glance, it is plain that they are the very counterpart
of the tibialis anficus in man. Taken together, if it must
be admitted for the sake of the argument that they are
separate muscles, they are essentially the equivalent of the
one in man—the same in origin, relations, insertions, and in
actions. This will be in a moment apparent by comparing
the description here given with that in any manual of
human anatomy. But to restrict the test to the insertions
and actions only. In the lecture we are told that the first
portion of the muscle is “inserted into the internal and
plantar aspect of the internal cuneiform bone. Its action is
to turn the sole of the foot inwards.” Of the second portion
of the muscle it is said, “its tendon passes down close to
that of the former muscle, and is inserted into the inner
side of the base of the metatarsal bone of the thumb ”—
that is, of the macaque’s hind thumb, or great toe. “The
name expresses its action.” From the lecture let us turn to
any work on anatomy, say Gray’s, because of the well-
defined diagramatic illustrations, and it will be found stated
that the tibialis anticus “is inserted into the inner side of the
mternal cuneiform bone, and base of the metatarsal bone of
the great toe.” Referring to the drawing of the bones of
the human foot, these two separate insertions are marked as
distinctly as they can be shown in any monkey. For a
similar blunder, the examiner in anatomy will reject the
first junior student who goes up before him. Furthermore,
the actions of the muscle in man are twofold. It turns
inwards the sole of the foot, and raises the metatarsal bone
of the great toe. Let any one try this upon himself, and
he will find the tendon start out before the mstep: or let
him try to balance himself upon his heels, and he will see
how the same muscle acts in maintaining the body in the
erect posture. If this character of the muscle be taken in
conjunction with what Dr. Humphray says of the variations
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every dissecting-room. Everyone who has dissected an
anthropoid ape has made the same oversight. Martin, who
gives, at p. 398 of his work, a description, with drawings,
of the dissection of the orang’s foot, makes no mention of
it : nor Owen, nor either of the writers of the Edinburgh
or Amnthropological Reviews. Then why should Huxley,
for the same oversight, alleged upon the dissection of a
different animal, have drawn down the terrible denunciation
so well remembered upon his devoted reputation? The
chivalrous burst of indignant resentment against the contu-
macious “ Opifer” may be pleaded as a set-off for the
ungenerous attack, so well was it approved of as against the
common enemy to the genus batrachophagi, indigenous in
the moral morass surrounding the Melbourne University.

The next muscle named is the extensor proprius. By
what feint of phraseology it derives its synonyme of secundi
internodii the most willing to follow the argument will be
at a loss to know. It isin every sense a great toe muscle,
and nothing except a jugglery of technicalities can call it
anything else ; nor is there a primi internodii to give it a
title to the comparative degree, unless it be that tendon of
the ewtensor brevis pollicis, which goes to the great toe.
But it is simply preposterous to speak of this as the corres-
ponding musele to a muscle of the forearm, and the  curious
fact that the same relation exists between the hind thwmb
of monkey and the thumb of man,” is eurious indeed in
more senses than one—curious, as the most ingenious piece
of artificial anatomy extant.

Following this there is a very specious account of the
action of the peroneus longus, one of the three muscles said
by Huxley to be characteristic of a foot. Why its adapta-
tion to the arboreal habits of its possessor should prove a
fundamental change of type from a great-toe to a thumb
surpasses ordinary comprehension, almost as much so as its
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site, or opponens pollicis, is deseribed in the Edinburgh
Rewiew, originality being here likewise forestalled.

The lumbricales muscles are now for the first time
noticed in the evolution of this remarkable lecture, so that
the lecturer seems at last alive to the fact that the fiddler’s
musecles are as much concerned in the finer movements of
the fingers, in drawing and painting and other delicate
manipulations, as the inferossei. They may, indeed, be well
and truly said to be peculiarly the muscles of the fine arts,
and yet they are common to both hand and foot. Much
stress may be laid upon this point, for a certain arrangement
of the interossei was described as completely indicative of
the hand-like character of the monkey’s foot. It was not
because the hand had inferossei and the foot none, but
simply because one of these muscles was attached to the
middle finger in the hand, and the corresponding muscle to
the second toe in the foot. They were spoken of as confer-
ring upon the fingers that nimble motion peculiar to them ;
but if they alone gave this distinctive character to the hand,
why cannot they confer the same upon the foot 2  Is it the
mere difference of attachment of one muscle or even of two—
for that must be all—that doesit ? In every other respect the
muscles are alike in hand and foot. The lumbricales, called
from their supposed uses the fidicinii, or fiddler's muscles,
have the very same relations in hand and foot to the tendons
which bend the last joints of the digits, and must have, so
far as their anatomy enables us to judge, the same function
a8 instruments for the expression of thought, for that, it
must be presumed, is the final cause meant to be indicated
by the elaborate demonstration of the 4nferossei. But if
that final cause be different in either extremity, the differ-
ence lies solely in the tendinous insertions of the second
dorsal and the first palmar interossei, and not in any - dis-
tinetive co-relation of the muscles themselves: which con-
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beautiful in its anatomy, the monkey's foot is for walking
an ungainly, useless member.” Ungainly it may be—some-
what in-toed—but useless for walking erect it is not, as any
one who ever closely watched a chimpanzee or orang in its
own habitat can well attest. Truly it is not well fashioned
for a pirouette, but then when the Bosjesman “ trips it on
the light fantastic toe,” he too has an ungainly shamble—he
pirouettes upon his heel. His foot is not so “supremely
fitted for clambering and climbing ” as is the monkey’s, yet
for such work it is better adapted than the feet of those
races of men who, possessing a firmly arched instep, excel
rather in “subliming ” an audience by standing on tiptoe, as
the professor of anatomy would say.

From this mustering of minutize, the lecturer exultingly
enunciates the grand deduction — “Surely ” (therefore)
“the intricacies of the monkey’s foot were planned, as was
also the comparative simplicity of man’s | They could never
run the one into the other, or, to use a fashionably scientific
term, be ‘ developed ’ the one from the other.” Naturalists
need no longer find any difficulty in explaining the supposed
descent of the existing 250 species of monkeys from the
single species saved from the Noachian Deluge. Darwin
says, “ We should be extremely cautious in concluding that
an organ could not have been formed by transitional grada-
tions of some kind ;” but after this “could never,” we may
mfer that Darwin simply knew too many of the facts of the
case to be able to make up his mind.

The ascensive conclusion supposed to be reached by this
dissection of a monkey’s foot is that: “Of a certainty the
man-like apes are finger-footed equally with Macacus,” In
the face of this it would be important to inquire whether
every step of the process has been fairly gone over—whether
every ape has been examined, were it not quite well known
that nothing of the kind has been done. On the contrary,
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one writer generalises where the other goes minutely into
irrelevant particulars, each aceording to the workings of his
intellectual capacity.

It is scarcely necessary to follow out this myology much
further. No allusion is made to actions of pronation and
supination, and yet they are more distinctive of a hand from
a foot than any other character. A first and a third layer
of muscles in the sole of the foot are described as if they
in some essential thing differed from the ecorresponding
layers in the human foot. The short flexor of Huxley
dwindles in macacus to the flexor brevis indicis ; that is to
say, the muscle is in a partially rudimentary state. Whe-
ther it too is in a condition of atawvism is not however so
clear as in the other ease. The adductor pollicis is said to
" be more like the corresponding muscle of the hand than of
the foot of man, although it does not appear so from the
description, which agrees in man and monkey. In the
lecture it is said to arise from the second and third metatarsal
bones, and to be inserted along with the flexor brevis. In
the treatise of amatomy, it is described as arising in man
from the second, third, and fourth metatarsal bones, to be
inserted along with the flewor brevis. Upon comparing
these relations with the foot of both man and monkey with
the musele in the thumb of a man's hand, we find that in
the last it is described as of a triangular form, arising by its
broad base from the whole length of the metacarpal bone of
the middle finger to be inserted along with the flexor brevis
of the thumb. Whether then is the adductor of the monkey’s
great toe liker the adductor of man’s great toe than to that
of his thumb? Would a comparative anatomist stop to ask?

The absence of the peroneus tertius was on the two
former occasions mentioned as an important circumstance
forgetful that it is sometimes wanting in the human foot,
In another of his lectures, Professor Huxley observes
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of men as those of the thigh of this animal. Here was no
glutews minor, and the glutews maximus was merely ten-
dinous at its origin :” but he does not speculate upon the
possibility of its development into the full form of the
Hottentot.

Having scrutinized this production we find, among the
many absurdities and things neither new nor true, after all
some claim to originality. The statement of the arrange-
ment of the interossei ranks as a contribution to anatomical
science with the discovery of the microscopical foramen, and
the university as well as the medical society has for once
been original.

Tyson, who did not wish to lower men to the level of
brutes directly, nor indirectly by exalting monkeys, has
yet some curious remarks upon their consanguinity very
pertinent to the present discussion, and worth noticing
before concluding it. To render his disquisition useful, he,
like Huxley, but unlike Huxley’s critics, made a comparative
survey of the pygmie with a monkey, an ape, and a man,
that, “by viewing the same parts together, we may observe
nature’s gradation in the formation of animal bodies, and
the transitions made from one to another, than which no-
thing can more conduce to the attainment of true knowledge
of the structure and uses of the parts” In doing this, he
had no lrreverent motive ; for after quoting a remark of
Scaliger’s on the chain of relation from the highest to the
lowest, he devoutly remarks :— This gradation can’t but be
taken notice of by any that are curious in observing the
wonders of the creation ; and the more he observes it, the
more venerable ideas ‘twill give him of the Great Creator :
and it would be the perfection of natural history could it
be attained, to enumerate and remark all the different

species, and their gradual perfections from one to
another.”
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man can say how far thought is or ig not the result of
organization, and in respect to it we may truly say, in the
words of Agassiz, that “to decide upon the end when
advancing science is only opening the way, is to raise the
apotheosis of error.”

If articulate speech, or langunage in any definition, be
peculiar to man, that portion of the encephalon supposed to
eo-ordinate the workings of the faculty of speech should be
correspondingly developed ; and it would give more definite
results to investigate these parts, say the olivary bodies,
than any mere comparison of a hippocampus or other fanciful
and arbitrary division or section of the brain. Perhaps Mr.
Dunn’s new theory of the special functions of the transverse
convolutions may suggest some more exact method of com-
paring cerebral structure with psychical characters, than any
we have yet had.

Whether the brain originates thought, or is only the
instrument of thought, are questions undecided, further
than that it furnishes the conditions necessary for the
manifestations of mind. How or why it does so, must
be regarded as ultimate facts in science. Metaphysically,
mind may be studied as a thing apart from organization ;
but physiologically brain cannot se be regarded as an entity
apart from mind. The reviewer sees mind without brain,
and brain without mind, but he perceives not the nexus that
Joins them. But can he say that physiologists have sought
for it? «There can be no doubt,” says Professor Bennett,
“that the relation between the molecular, nuclear, and cell
elements of the hemispherical ganglion, as the instrument
of mind, must be most important,” and yet “he is not
acquainted with any one who, having qualified himself for
the task by a careful study of histology, has investigated
them.,” “ What we desiderate is a careful serutiny of the
organ.”  “The molecules in the hemispherical ganglion, so

B 2
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Demos, as he did to gentler graith, with a controlling power
beyond and above both, Inscribing his book to the Lord
Chancellor, Tyson archly observes of his pygmie that, “The
animal of which I have given the anatomy coming nearest
to mankind, seems the nexus of the animal and rational, as
your lordship and those of your high rank and order for
knowledge and wisdom, approaching nearest to that kind of
being which is next above us, connect the visible and unvi-
sible world.” In this paragon of flattering dedications, the
author adroitly conciliates a hearing for his theory by an
illustration of it. Vain man is willing to be flattered by his
improvability ; but nothing must, “with Roman severity,
admonish the eonqueror that he is but dust.” The evidences
of a progressive enlightenment are not apparent in this
direction : for, as in the Religio Medici, all are denounced
as infidels and atheists who deny the reality of witches, so
are those denounced who dare question the dogma of specific
creations. In this branding process the Kdinburgh Review
and its Melbourne namesake, as the zenith and nadir of the
literary world, hold up conspicuous lights. Their aurora,
boreal and austral, are as things intermediate between tellu-
ric coruscations and the sun, and must be typical of an
ascending scale, even among the illuminati. The president
of the Anthropological Society of London, lately alluded to
a prevalent belief upon the Continent that cultivators of
science in England are “priest-ridden, and afraid to give
utterance to their scientific opinions through fear of public
scandal” Had he been resident among us, he would not
have defended all his countrymen against this as a gross
calumny. That “the question of the origin of man, which
owing to assumed vested interests, ignorance and supersti-
tion, had long been a forbidden subject of controversy, has
now forced itself not only on the attention of men of science,
but on that of the public generally,” may truly enough be
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development of the mastoid processes, the closure of the peri-
toneal cavity at the groins, the adhesion of the per icardinm
to the diaphragm, &e. &e., might be further adduced as ad-
ditional evidences. So also the bend of the elbow, the
squareness of the thorax, the position of the scapule, all
show that the gression of the animal is not naturally upon
all fours. The usual attitude is crouching, or more or less
diagonal, a posture intermediate between the upright and
horizontal. ~ The above-named anatomical arrangeimnents,
though indicative of the erect posture, yet do not prove that
to be necessarily terrestrial ; for they would be equally co-
related to the same posture when the animal is among the
branches of trees. The animal is most truly called semi-
terrestrial,. The thighs are drawn up to the body when
sitting ; an attitude assumed so commonly by the native
traders of India that visitors to their bazaars are at
once impressed with the belief of its being the most easy
and natural to them. With the femur relatively longer than
the tibia, the ischia come nearer to a level with the heels

than in Europeans; the flatness of the instep faei]itating-
the position.

So likewise might the whole arrangement of the repro-
ductive organs be adduced as affording further evidence of
the closer resemblance in physical structure of the higher
apes to man. Anatomically and physiologically those organs
are precisely like those of the human being, and in nothing
more so than in the ventral mode of coitus, a circumstance
which is not set forth so prominently as might have been
expected in these researches for a test of distinetion between
the two races. It would greatly strengthen the affirmative
side of the argument to ascertain at which species the habit
changes. The lower apes differ in this particular ; and mon-
keys are like dogs, although the os penis is not al ways if ever
present. Many of the natural habits of the animals agTee-
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Space will not permit of further exposure of the host of
fallacies constantly uttered upon this subject, and one more
only will be alluded to. In endeavouring to refute the
assertion of ethnologists, that the lower types of mankind
and the highest apes are found indigenous within the same
geographical areas, one fact is adduced as an argument, that
in Australia, where a very “besotted” type of mankind is
aboriginal, there are none of the ape kind whatever. But
the cause of this apparent exception to an otherwise invari-
able rule has not been investigated, otherwise it would have
been shown that it is not clear that Australia has been a
genetic centre of any portion of the human race, even
according to the theory of the polygenists; while another
obvious fact is overlooked, that there are no apes, because
there is no suitable food indigenous in the country. * There
is a striking relation between the fauna and flora, the limit
of the former being oftentimes determined, so far as
terrestial animals are concerned, by the extent of the latter,”
according to Agassiz and Gould. And, more precisely, the
Professor of Geology at Oxford remarks, that “An example
of the limitation of a race to terrestial conditions is afforded
by the gorilla; that monstrous anthropoid animal of the
eastern coast of Africa, whose residence seems limited by
the forests which supply him with food.” What effect a flora,
like that of Borneo, in the tropical parts of Australia, would
have had upon the fauna, is, of course, purely a subject of
speculation, although analogy would lead to a very definite
opinion. Such is a fair specimen of the mode of reasoning
adopted by influential non-progressionists, upon whose stems
lesser minds are content to be engrafted. 2

The continual liability of writers like Huxley to have
their words garbled and their true opinions misrepresented,
no matter how prominently and plainly they may state
them, is not the least wonderful psychological development,
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be the canon of criticism whenever veligion is defended
against the so-fancied inroads of science.

But some advocates of the same views are more favoured
than others in obtaining a hearing. They have a greater
facility in making the necessary concessions to prejudice.
Mr. Page can speak of man as a sub-creative power and new
modifying agent, without endangering his orthodoxy.
“ Whatever may be the operating causes in the scheme of
vital evolution ” the governing mind has “ co-adapted and
co-adjusted all the forces and progressive conditions, whether
displayed in a succession of creative acts, or in a series of
secondary causations,” Such expressions coming from
Huxley, or Darwin, or from “The Vestiges,” or any other
progressionist, would be denounced as heretical ; while they
are accepted from Page as verifications of another Record.
The same “flunkeyism ” prevented Englishmen from having
a faithful translation of the great “ Cosmos,” and constrained
the venerable Owen to suppress an opinion when addressing
the members of a university.

Under these circumstances, every one who is contented
to form secondhand opinions upon such books, and such
topics, from eritics and reviewers, should especially remember
the words placed at the beginning of this paper. As for
Professor Huxley, and the late attack upon him, he may
well borrow an answer from the same source and reply,
“If I choose puny adversaries—writers of no estima-
tion or authority—then you will justly blame me. T shall
take no notice of any author who is not in estimation with
those whose opinions he supports.” Nor would any one in
his name descend to every hostile opinion; but when a
lecturer comes forward who, although individually unknown,
is backed by all the adventitious authority which the pomp
and circumstance of a university can give, he cannot be
dismissed with the forbearance observed towards amateur






TO THE EDITOR OF THE ARGUS.

Sir,—What Bacon said of medical science may truly be said of
the comparative anatomy of monkeys—it is more laboured than ad-
vanced. It is growing more and more every day the “question of
questions,” but getting none the nearer to a solution. It seems,
however, like all other kindred topics, to have the ome typical
quality—of setting disputants by the ears. ~ What they lack in
physiology, they make up in ethics. These things were all pretty
well exemplified in the lecture by the professor of anatomy to-day at
the University. He mnot only showed Professor Huxley to have
been wrong, and to have promulgated false doctrines to a popular
audience, but even to have published them with a guilty suppres-
sion of facts in a * book which might well have been written by a
devil.” If this be not strictly scientific language, it will do very
well for anathema, and therefore very suitable for a university.

The English professor, it seems, has tried, in the book alluded to,
to prove monkeys not, as according to old notions, four-handed, but
truly two-handed and two-footed ; the modification of the foot
giving rise to the old name being merely a secondary affair, and not
a fundamental difference of structure. The Melbourne professor, on
the other hand, essays to demonstrate by actual dissection that the
difference 7s fundamental. Has he succeeded ? I decidedly think not.
Full one half of the terminal part of the leg, or lower extremity, or
hind limb, or whatever we may conventionally or scientifically
agree to name it, is admitted to correspond in man and apes; but
the digits differ—they are not toes but fingers. The alleged proofs
were certain alterations in length, mobility, latitude of motion, &c.,
but chiefly in muscular arrangements. To the smaller differences I
shall not now allude, but as Professor Huxley was deliberately
accused of wilfully avoiding mention of the muscle called extensor
0ssis metacarpe pollicis, as existing in the hind limb of the monkey,
although peculiar to the thumb in man, I would suggest that the
tibvalis anticus, a musele peculiar to the foot, was to-day mistalken for
it. At least, if the ape has the latter, as it ought to have, and the
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