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in ever purpling course to vena cava and auricle once
more, the most enduring colley that ever resigned his
honest carcase to the vivisecting-trough would have
tacitly abandoned his passive share in the investigation
and left the investigator planté la, without any blood-
current to trace.

And in perfect accordance with these very obvious
facts is Harvey's own account of his own discovery.
I do not pretend to say that like Hunter’s history of
the popliteal operation it proceeds altogether on the
lines of philosophic argument without any trace of
empiric experiment. Quite otherwise. The cruel fal-
lacy which was the recreation of Hunter's scientific
leisure, but the trammels of which his stronger tempera-
ment flung contemptuously aside the moment they
began to hamper his practical work, was to Harvey
the one only recognized road to knowledge. For him
a physiological discovery could no more be accepted
without some at least plausible vivisectional basis,
than, when so provided, it could be submitted to his
scientific colleagues in any less scientific language than
that by aid of which their successors still invest with the
wonder-working charm of mystery their simplest pre-
scriptions of Pil. Pan. and Aq. Pumpaginis. He lays it
down as a canon of scientific enquiry that ¢ the senses ™
alone are the ultimate appeal and that though, when
sensible demonstration is impossible the enquirer must
needs be content with reason—‘‘as he who enquires
into the cause of an eclipse must be placed beyond the
moon if he would ascertain it by sense "—yet that this
gives very inferior results and ¢the example of
astronomy 1s by no means to be followed.” And so
the conclusions of his clear insight and logical thought
are resolutely held at arm’s length till they can produce
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the heart when it contracts and the shock is given, 18
emptied.”™

Of course I do not for a moment pretend to say that,
as concerns the actual physiological fact, Mr. Owen is
not right and Harvey wrong. When two such doctors
disagree so flatly, it is not for a mere outsider like
myself to take upon him the decision. Nor is the
decision one in which, from this particular point of view,
I take any very special interest. My present concern
is not with the result of the inquiry but with its
method and here the bearing of this curious little
discrepancy is the same in either event. Whether it
were the immortal Harvey who bungled his experiment
or the venerable Owen who blundered in his report,
the pit into which either giant fell was equally dug
for him by Vivisection. To Vivisection accordingly I
am enabled with much gratification to attribute at
length this one practical result; a result significant
at all events, even if not strictly satisfactory.

Significant more especially, I venture to think, of its
general influence on the whole course of the argument.
We will not waste time on admittedly unsatisfactory
experiments. Let us take, as crucial tests of the futility
or otherwise of this mode of investigation the two
experiments expressly recorded by Harvey as having
almost alone furnished a thoroughly successful result.

So bewildering, he tells us at starting, were the
movements of the heart as studied under the some-
what abnormal conditions of a dog’s thorax violently
broken open, with flayed chest and ribs notched
and snapped off one by one for the purpose, that he
‘““began to think with Frascatorius that the actions of

* Page 22.
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