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of pathology and surgery its proper share in the
education of the coming race. The inexorable law
of the hospital will, I fear, shortly deprive us of the
services of our Senior Physician ; but as yet I need
only allude to what all will feel as a grievous loss
to the hospital and School. Dr. Cavafy has taken
Dr. Dickinson’s place as Joint Lecturer on Medi-
cine. The management of the School has been
changed by the appointment of Dr. Owen as Dean
in Dr. Whipham’s place. We may hope that the
new officer will guide the School with the zeal and
success which was shown by his predecessor, and
for which we all give Dr. Whipham our heartiest
thanks—and we have a good omen that this will be
so in the share which Dr. Owen has taken in esta-
blishing the school of Anatomy and Physiology at
Cardiff and the University of Wales. I ought also
to mention that Mr. Ross has resigned the Demon-
stratorship of Anatomy, after long and most valu-
able services, and is succeeded by Mr. Grimsdale—
that Dr. Lee Dickinson has succeeded Dr. Rolleston
as Curator of the Museum, and is himself succeeded
by Dr. Cyril Ogle as Medical Registrar, and that
Mr. Ward has replaced Mr. Allingham as Surgical
Registrar, and is succeeded as Anmsthetist by
Dr. Davidson.

The additions to our staff afford matter for
unmixed congratulation. The appointment of a
third Assistant Physician and Surgeon having been
found necessary, the choice of the Governors fell on






INTRODUCTORY ADDRESS. 7

war experienced many wanderings and sufferings,
and who has made acquaintance with the cities and
the manners of men of many lands.®* May his ripe
experience guide his colleagues to some wiser inter-
national policy of public hygiene at this momentous
juncture.

So far my task has been an easy and a grateful
one. But now I come to the difficult, nay the almost
impossible, attempt to give you in the time allotted
to my address an adequate idea of the character and
labours of the great man whose connection with it is
the chief glory of our School.

We claim Hunter as, in an especial sense, our own ;
for though it may be true that men so great as he
become the common property of the race, as Pericles
said that “ Famous men have the whole earth for
their tomb,”* yet to have produced so great a
surgeon as Hunter is the special glory of English
surgery. And similarly his renown and his memory
are more peculiarly the individual glory of this
hospital, where he worked and where he died. Yes,
it is our peculiar glory, as it is our great responsi-
bility, to show ourselves not unworthy to follow in
his footsteps and sit in his chair. And as it has
pleased my colleagues to decorate me with the proud
title of * Hunterian Lecturer on Clinical Surgery
in this School, I could not refuse when called upon

* “Avdpa wokdrpomwor bg pdha wodkd DhdyxOn ixe Tpoing ipdy
wrokisbBpov Erepae Modddy "avlpamwy ey doria edi véoy iyvw,
Hom., Od. i.
t "Avipav imgavoy wica i rages.—Thuc, ii, 43.
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brother’s anatomical labours and continued to do so
after his House Surgeoncy; but in 1759 he was
attacked with pulmonary symptoms, of which an
elder brother had died; so he was recommended a
change of climate. He applied for a post in the
Army, was made Staff Surgeon, and went in 1761
to the Siege of Belle Isle and afterwards to the
Peninsula, returning in 1763, when he settled in
London. He was elected F.R.S. in 1767 and
Surgeon to St. George's in 1768, and in 1772
married Anne, the sister of Sir E. Home. He rose
rapidly in public estimation, was made Deputy-
Surgeon General to the Army in 1786, and Surgeon
General in 1789 ; but is said by his biographers to
have been long in obtaining a lucrative practice.
The later part of his life, from 1773, was tormented
by illness, and he had many severe fits of angina
pectoris before the one which carried him off. This
was in a dispute at the hospital about the terms
on which pupils were to be received. Something
said to him by one of his colleagues produced a fit
of violent anger, in which he expired on October
16th, 1793.

We have ample information about Hunter’s life
from the early Hunterian orators who were his
friends and pupils, from the sympathetic bio-
graphies of Home, Ottley, and others, and from

can read Mr. Holden's * Hunterian Oration” without admitting the
high probability that Hunter may have had some anatomical
instruction before joining his brother’s dissecting-room, but there
is no proof of the fact.
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Jesse Foot’s snarling, envious diatribe.* Putting
all this together, then, what does Hunter’s life
come to ?

No doubt the first thing that strikes the student
1s 1ts immense laboriousness, at least in his later
years, for in his youth he seems to have been fond
of society and pleasure. But in his maturity and
age his day began with sunrise in the summer and

long before dawn at other seasons after about four
hours in bed, and from four or five in the morning
he used to dissect till eight o’clock breakfast.t

* “Quo fit ut omnis votivii pateat veluti descripta tabellid vita
senis.”— Hor.

t+ Mr. Thomas, in his * Hunterian Oration,” 1827, says, * Upon my
first arrival in London, on presenting a letter of introduction, he
desired to see me at five the next morning! I found him in his
museum busily engaged in the dissection of insects.” Mr, Thomas
then relates how he became Hunter's dresser at St. George's, how
Hunter procured him employment as an assistant surgeon in Lord
Macartney’s embassy to China, and how, on the homeward voyage,
“ we fell in with a small merchant vessel on its course to New South
Wales. When the master came on board he was instantly assailed
on all sides with anxious inquiries for news from England. Almost
among the first public oceurrences he mentioned was the sudden
death of John Hunter. That I should, in common with most
others who heard the account, deplore the loss which science had
sustained was most natural, and that I should individually lament
the death of one for whom I entertained such sentiments of grati-
tnde and attachment; but still I was much consoled, and felt a
proud satisfaction in hearing a plain unlettered seaman, in the
midst of the Pacific Ocean, pay such a tribute of nnpremeditated
respect to the memory of departed genius and worth.”

In reference to this anecdote Sir B. Brodie remarks, *“ When Mr.
Thomas visited him at five on an October morning, and found him
already busily engaged in dissecting an insect under the light of a
lamp, he was in that state in which any sudden and violent emotion
of the mind might have endangered his life.”—* Huntevian Oration,’
1837,
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Then he saw his patients or pursued his researches
till he had to go his rounds to the hospital, or to
his office of Surgeon General, or his patients in the
city, and after his frugal dinner at four o’clock and
an hour’s sleep he resumed his labours or went to
some scientific meeting till midnight brought the
day to an end. This constant work and want of
sleep probably shortened his days, and was, in
Dr. Ridge’s opinion,* the exciting cause of the
angina which carried him off. But I have no doubt
that this method of life was for him the happiest,t
for it kept him always thinking, and thinking was
the great joy of his life. He had other joys too. As
I said, in his younger days he seems to have been
fond of company, he had some taste for the fine
arts,{ and so on; but as life wore on, and as he
saw plainly enough by repeated warnings that
it could not be a long one, with endless unsolved
questions ever rising in his mind, with his museum
ever growing and opening out into new vistas of
research as every fresh addition was made to it, and
with even his one great book—that on the Blood

* Ridge, J., ‘ Observations on the Life, Disease, and Death of
John Hunter,” 1855.

t+ “ His whole life was a series of incessant labour, or rather of
delightful occupation; for it was spent in pursuits to which he was
devoted, heart and soul. The only relaxation was that afforded by
change of employment.”—Lawrence, * Hunterian Oration.’

{ “Mr. Hunter was particularly fond of drawings and paintings,
There was no poor artist of talent in this town that he did not
befriend to the utmost of his powers.”—Abernethy, ‘ Phys. Lect.,’
p. 192.
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constant ill health, which reacted on, and was no
doubt aggravated by, a temper which all his friends
allow to have been very irritable.* This disposi-
tion kept him in constant disagreement with
his colleagues, and even with the brother whom he
so truly loved, and to whom be owed so much;
though it is pleasant to know that the difference
was made up before Willlam Hunter died. And
beyond all this, as Abernethy, who knew and loved
him well, pathetically says,t *Those who precede
others must necessarily remain alone. . . . In
such a situation stood Mr. Hunter with relation to
his contemporaries. It was a comfortless preced-
ence, for it deprived him of sympathy and social
co-operation, and he felt that his labours and merits
were not known or fairly estimated.” So also Sir
A. Cooper, speaking of Cline, his *“ beloved master,”
says, “ His high opinion of Mr. Hunter shows his
judgment, for almost all others of Mr. Hunter’s
contemporaries, although they praise him now,
abused him while he lived.”}

He had indeed few friends, yet some few he had
who clave to him with true affection, and that is as
much as most of us can expect. He was not a man
likely to conciliate everybody and to form a large
circle of so-called * friends,” but the few who

*® “ His temper was very warm and impatient, readily provoked,
and when irritated not easily soothed.”—Home's * Life,” p. lxv,

t * Hunterian Oration,” 1819,

1 * Cooper’s Life,” by Bransby Cooper, ii, 337,
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songs she wrote, “ My Mother bids me bind my
Hair,” was set to Haydn’s music, and is still a
favourite; and at his country house at Barl's
Court (of which our friend Mr. Roberts has pre-
served for us so faithful a picture) Hunter seems
to have had all that he wanted to make life pleasant.
There he could take what repose he chose to afford
himself from the constant distractions of London
practice, and that repose consisted largely in fol-
lowing out his observations in natural history,
among the numerous inhabitants of the menagerie
he kept in his house and garden; studying the
habits of bees and the functions of plants or making
series of experiments on eggs, both for embryo-
logical purposes and to illustrate his theory of life.
Partly also he enjoyed family life and a little quiet
society, and the rupture of his tendo Achillis shows
that at the age of forty he had not outlived the
Scottish taste for dancing.

All that we know of Hunter’s personal habits
seems to me to show him as a kindly, humorous man,
rough, it may be, in his language (but that was far
from peculiar in those days), rough also in his
temper, and very eager (as his brother was also) in
the defence of his rights in his discoveries, which
he prized above all other things; but a fast friend,
sympathetic and helpful to his friends in trouble,*

* A pleasant anecdote is recorded how Hunter offered his friend
Lynn a loan of £200 when he was labouring under a long illness from
syphilitic infection contracted in a post-mortem examination. Lynn

2
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purchasing the ground and building the house at
Earl’s Court ; and though it is true that he was
always in want of money, that is not remarkable
when we hear from his brother-in-law that “ as soon
a8 he had accumulated fees to the amount of ten
guineas he always purchased some addition to his
collection.”

Hunter's attachment to his wife seems to have
been lasting and sincere, yet he postponed his mar-
riage till 1771, because ““ his income was consider-
ably under £1,000 a year, and scarcely sufficed for
his own expenses.”” In other words, he would not
give up his researches to expedite his marriage.
A wise decision, and one from which the world is
still benefiting, and will always benefit. But it is
clear that Hunter must have made a fair income
from the first, and must have been looked on as a
man of mark. Another proof of this is his election
into the Royal Society as early as 1767,  before his
brother William, who had been ten years longer in
London, and certainly at this time occupied a higher
station in public opinion than he did,” says Ottley.
In spite, then, of the higher social standing of the
elder brother, there were influential persons in the
Royal Society who saw that the younger was the
greater man.

Hunter rose gradually into very lucrative practice,
though he was quite incapable of the arts of popu-
larity and though he was far from greedy of fees, and
on the death of Pott he became incontestably the
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first surgeon in London,* and his income at the time
of his death is stated at £6,000 a year. But all his
money went into his museum, to the extent, Mr.
Marshall tells us, of £70,000; and even after his
death it continued to absorb all his available re-
sources, so that his library, his country house, his
collections of works of art, all had to be sold in
order to keep the museum in saleable condition,
while Mrs. Hunter and her two children were sup-
ported by ““the King’s Bounty,” a fund analogous
to the civil list of the present day, but only available
for two years.

Another point from which we must view the life
of Hunter on this occasion is as a member of this
School. What did he do for St. George’s when alive,
and what influence has his work and his example
had on our school after his death ?

Now, it is painful to confess—still the confession
must be made—that Hunter’s career at St. George’s
was an unhappy one. He looked with scant respect
on his colleagues, and they opposed him bitterly.
I do not profess to give an opinion on the rights of
this most unfortunate disagreement. Hunter’s col-
leagues, as surgeons to St. George's, were men of
respectable abilities, and some of them, at any rate,
of distinguished position, nor did all of them take

# «Tn his riper years,” says Sir A. Carlisle (* Hunterian Oration,’
1820), ““ and when the abstract acquisitions of his study had become

blended with copions experience, he was appealed to, equally by
physicians and surgeons, as the final judge upon all unsettled ques-

tions of pathology.”
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part in the fray. Those who did so were Bromfield,
Gunning, Walker, and T. Keate.* They seem to
have regarded Hunter as more of a physiologist and
philosopher than a surgeon, and had no great re-
spect for him in those provinces. In fact, I think it
was one of them who profanely said of the Hun-
terian Museum that it was *‘ of no more use than so
many pigs’ pettitoes.”” On the other hand, Hunter
regarded them—and unfortunately did not hesitate
to speak of them in no measured terms—as routine
practitioners, hardly fit to teach surgery, because
they had never learnt it; useless and lazy in the
school, and envious of those whom they could not
appreciate.

One fact comes out, I think, clearly from the
accounts we have received of this fatal quarrel, viz.
that Hunter was a zealous and successful clinical
teacher, while his opponents were the reverse. He
is reported to have been a dull and ineffective lec-
turer, and his formal lectures were never largely

* Thomas Keate, uncle to the distinguished surgeon Robert
Keate, who was the senior member of the staff in my early student
days, is said 'in the ‘ Dictionary of Biography’ to have been *“ un-
punctual and negligent in his hospital duties.” But he seems to
have followed Hunter’s practice in aneurism, as he was the first,
according to Guthrie, to tie the subelavian for aneurism. Bromfield
also, though he wrote in depreciation of Hunter’s operation, was
present at a similar operation successfully performed by his own
B80T

Mem.—Keate's case is described summarily, and without date, by
Guthrie (* Wounds and Injuries of Arteries,” 1846, p. 40). It was a
ligature of what we should call the first part of the axillary.
Ramsden, in 1809, was the first to tie the subclavian above the
clavicle.
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attended, though * his classes,” says Paget, *in-
cluded nearly everyone who in the generation after
him had any great reputation in surgery in this
country.” But he seems to have been fond of bed-
side teaching, and the excellence of the practical
remarks scattered broadcast over his works, together
with the pithy, lucid style in which these practical
aphorisms are conveyed, show that he must have
been a clinical teacher of the highest order.* On
the other side, two utterances of his colleagues,
which Hunter quotes, leave us in no doubt of their
qualifications as teachers. One “ did not choose to
hazard his reputation by giving lectures,” which, at

* “ Hunter's writings,” says Mr. Holden (‘ Hunterian Ovation,’
p. 26), * teem with examples which show what an impressive teacher
he was, how supreme was his skill in turning all his knowledge to
account, and with what happy enthusiasm he started others on the
road to gain knowledge for themselves. To take a single instance 1
would especially point to his description of the organs of mastica-
tion and digestion. . . . When 1 first read it, it filled me with
astonishment. ‘ Would to Heaven,’ I said, ‘ that we had the whole
of anatomy described in this powerful way; we should hear fewer
complaints of its “ dryness and dulness” !’ The langunage is so Incid,
so terse, and withal so pictorial. There is an interest too and
charm in every detail, and with each fact is given some illustra-
tion, with all the text its full and proper comment.”

Mr. Holden also quotes Cline as saying, “ When only twenty-four
years of age I had the happiness of hearing the first course of
lectures which John Hunter delivered. 1 had been at that time for
some years in the profession, and was tolerably well acquainted
with the opinions held by the surgeons most distingunished for their
talents then residing in the metropolis; but having heard Mr.
Hunter's lectures on the subject of disease, I found them so far
superior to anything I had conceived or heard before that there
geemed mo comparison between the great mind of the man who
delivered them and all the individuals, whether ancient or modern,

who had gone before him.”
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least, as Hunter sarcastically says, *“ was modest of
him.” Another “did not see where the art could
be improved,” and therefore, doubtless did not see
that the Hunterian operation for popliteal aneurism
was any improvement on amputation. It is mno
wonder that, under such teachers, the number of
students was small, and that of these the great
majority wished to be Hunter’s pupils. Still, in the
precise matter leading to the fatal quarrel Hunter
seems to most men to have been in the wrong ; and
in any case it would have been better if one so far
superior to his fellows could have brought himself
to treat them with more consideration.* But,

* To my mind one of the most interesting works on Hunter is
Abernethy's ‘ Physiological Leectures,” not a regular biography nor
an exact account of Hunter’'s philosophy, but a blending of the two,
a work written by a man himself of no ordinary power of mind, and
one who knew Hunter well, respected him as a teacher, and loved
him as a friend. Howship says in his * Hunterian Oration,’ 1833,
“If you ask who was his most eloquent, most ingenious, and most
faithful commentator ¥ it will not be necessary that I should reply
—the late Mr. Abernethy.” * I was acquainted with Mr. Hunter,”
says Abernethy (p. 199), “ at a period of his life when he must have
greatly interested anyone who duly appreciated the results of his
talents and labours, or who bad any sympathy for the highly
susceptible mind of genius, rendered still more so by excess of
exertion, and the perturbed feelings incident to bodily disease. He
seemed to be conscious of his own desert, of the insufficiency and
uncertainty of his acquirements, and of his own inability readily to
communicate what he knew and thought, He felt irritated by the
opposition he met with in establishing his opinions, and still more
by finding, when he had surmounted this difficulty, that those
opinions were, by the malice of mankind, ascribed to others. All
which, I think, may be fairly inferred from a single sentence he one
day addressed to me. *1 know, I know,” said he, “1 am but a
pigmy in knowledge, yet I feel as a giant when compared with these
men,”
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who kept up the memory and the traditions of their
master till a younger generation arose, in which
we may distinguish the great name of Brodie, so
thoroughly Hunterian in his prineiples and practice,
of Babington (the uncle of T. Babington Macaulay)
who, though he did too little for surgery, yet paid
no small service to Hunter’s memory by editing his
work on the venereal disease in Palmer’s edition ; of
Rose, whose sagacious observations on syphilis * did
so much to correct some of Hunter's doetrines, and
to limit that indiscriminate use of mercury which
was one of the terrors of the older surgery; of
Palmer, who will ever receive the gratitude of the
profession as the able and judicious editor of
Hunter’s works ; and lastly of Casar Hawkins.

These men, and men like these, have handed
down to.us as a sacred deposit, in trust for our
successors, the memory of the greatest man that
ever adorned our hospital, the greatest man indeed
who ever practised surgery. That deposit was well
kept and that trust well fulfilled by your immediate
predecessors—the school of Hewett's time. It is
for you, gentlemen, to see that it does not suffer in
yours.

Having so far dealt with Hunter’s life, I now
turn to his works. These present themselves to us
in three kinds : his work as a surgeon, his work as

a natural philosopher, and his museum.
Huuter, as warmly returned by the latter, who would fain have kept
him in England as his assistant.

* “Med.-Chir. Trans.," vol, viii, p. 349,
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during which he was permitted to follow it, was
too short even for his genius to show a fair sample
of the results which might be obtained from 1t, and
which, after the lapse of a single century, we see in
so great a degree already attained from studying
and practising surgery as a branch of the science of
life. All Hunter'’s work was incomplete. The
work of every philosopher must be so, more or less,
But his work in practical surgery was the most
incomplete portion of the whole. Practical surgery,
in fact, was not so entirely the object of his life
us were his biological and pathological researches.
Hence, we need not be surprised that one of his
best critics, Sir J. Paget,* does not hesitate to
prefer Pott to Hunter as a practical surgeon. And
yet as a surgeon Hunter must rank very high.
Not only in the ‘Lectures,” but throughout his
works, there are abundant proofs of his sagacious
judgment and his superiority to that tyranny of
custom which binds the practice of inferior men in
the chains of an ignorant past. His great work on
the Blood, &c., laid a foundation for surgical patho-
logy which can never be shaken, and would of
itself suffice to immortalise him as a surgeon ; as
an operator he was bold (his detractors said even
to rashnesst), and seems to have been success-

he had made before that time were added to his brother's collec-
tion.”—(Preface to vol. iv of Palmer's edition, p. xxxvii.)

* Paget, ‘ Hunterian Oration,” p. 54,

t “The chief operations performed by him at this period out of
the hospital consisted in such undertakings as the judgment of able
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another cause fifteen months after the operation.)
“To each of these individuals about forty years of
life, with integrity of limb, was given by this
splendid achievement of surgery.” One of these
men died in extreme old age, and the limb operated
on was injected by Mr. Wormald and exhibited at
his ¢ Hunterian Oration’ in 1857. Hunter also,
though he had no opportunity of tying any artery
but the femoral in Hunter's canal, pointed out
(vol. i, p. 549) that many other arteries—the
carotid arteries and their branches, the subeclavian
and its branches, and the femoral where Scarpa
afterwards tied it—are available for the operation.
And T ought to add that the fame of this great
surgical triumph attracted the attention of eminent
foreign surgeons, who came to London to see what
was 8o novel to them and so admirable.* So that
the labours of Hunter raised the reputation of the
English school of surgery to a height which it
would never have obtained from those of his com-
peers, even though the latter might be equal or
even greater than he as practical surgeons.

It may seem strange that Hunter should have
commenced his authorship in surgery by a treatise
on the natural history and diseases of the teeth.t
Probably he was more easily satisfied with his re-

* Roux, ‘ Quarante Années,’ ii, 89. Assalini imported Hunter's
operation into Italy.

t The first part (physiological) was published in 1771, the

second (practical) in 1778. The treatise on the venereal disease in
1786,
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subject was evidently a favourite one for his
researches and speculations, and the work was
published and republished in his lifetime. Yet the
reader cannot but be conscious of imperfections in
it. The first thing that strikes us is the strange

terian Oration,” 1834), “ Mr. Hunter abandoned the course of pro-
ceeding which he had pursued so safely in other departments of
pathology. Instead of taking up the snbject de novo and examining
the facts for himself, he adopted the current notions respecting the
progressive and destructive nature of syphilis, and the specific
powers of mercury in arresting the disorder. He made the
influence of that remedy a test of the nature of the disease, main-
taining that affections which admit of cure without the use of mer-
cury are not venereal. Hence his treatise, instead of representing
faithfully the course of nature, is chiefly occupied in the endeavour
to make facts accord with these pre-conceived notions. As the latter
are unfounded the structure built upon them falls to the ground.
The high authority of Mr. Hunter confirmed and extended these
pernicions mistakes, giving origin to the imaginary distinction
between venereal diseases and those resembling them, to the
fanciful creation of psendo-syphilis and syphiloid diseases, by
which so much confusion, unecertainty, and embarrassment, have
been introduced into an important department of surgical pathology
and practice.”

Brodie (‘ Hunterian Oration,’ 1837) says, “ His treatise on the
‘Lnes Venerea' is a most elaborate work, and contains a great number
of interesting pathological speculations and other important matter ;
but it must, nevertheless, be acknowledged that it affords but an
imperfect representation of the long train of various symptoms
which fall under the observation of an experienced practitioner.”

And Mr. Hutchinson (* Hunterian Oration,” ‘ Lancet,’ 1891, vol. i)
says, “ Were I to venture an attempt to estimate the value of
Hunter’s work on the venereal diseases I should be compelled in
all honesty to declare that it was in many respects behind the
knowledge of the day. It abounds in sagacious thought, but yet,
on not a few matters of detail, those who had written before him
entertained opinions which to me seem more accurate. It betrays
too great confidence in the author’'s own opinions, and a want of

respect for those of others, which would come only from want of
knowledge and of facts.”
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womb of a pocky mother may be infected by her,”*
and dubious statements that * there are inflamma-
tions of the eyes which are supposed to be venereal,”
and that “ we have not seen the brain affected, the
heart, stomach, liver, kidneys, or other viscera,
although such cases are described in authors.”§

To set against these obvious defects and others
which might easily be added, if it were wise to dwell
on the errors rather than the merits of so great a
man, we have the celebrated desecription of the
Hunterian chancre, which has served for the starting-
point of all later investigations ; the judicious and
eminently practical observations on * the supposed
consequences of gonorrheea,” which is really a
treatise—though not a formally complete one—on
genito-urinary diseases, and shows that Hunter was
at home in the operative treatment of the severest
forms of stricture and retention; but, above and
beyond all, we have that ardent spirit of inquiry
which shrank from no method of investigation,
which did not spare his own body, nor the possible
ruin of his future life, and which, by dwelling
so much on the importance of inoculation, en-
couraged others to persevere in a way which could
not fail to lead to juster views than those which he
had himself attained. So then, even admitting that

* Works, p. 385.

t Ibid., p. 417.

1 Ibid, p. 396. Bo in the * Treatise on the Blood,' iii, 6, he
expresses his belief that “the vital parts are perhaps not at all
susceptible ™ of the venereal disease.

3
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made a commencement, which has since expanded
into a wide province of the art of healing, i1s sub-
cutaneous surgery. Hunter had, indeed, *a body
which did him grievous wrong.” He was persecuted
for many years with fierce pains, with strange con-
fusions of sensation, and obscurations of mental
power; and it is one of the most astonishing things
in the perusal of his works to see the curious inter-
est with which he studied his own symptoms, even
when he thought he was dying, and used the retro-
spect for the advancement of himself and his
scholars in pathological science. All readers of
Hunter will recollect the account of the seizure in
which he noticed that his pulse was imperceptible
and his breathing had stopped, and in which he
resorted to voluntary motions of respiration, since
““it struck him " that if he did not * he should have
died ’—though on reflecting afterwards on the
matter, he thinks he might not have died after all.*
Few can think, without admiring wonder, on the
courage and devotion of a man who could thus
coolly wateh his own mortal agonies and use them
for the benefit of the science which he loved. A
much lighter affliction befell Hunter when he rup-
tured his tendo Achillis in dancing. The confine-
ment necessitated by this accident he used for the
study of the process of union in tendons, and for

* This seizure is twice described: once in the ‘Treatise on the
Blood," &e., vol. iii, p. 193, and again more fully in the ‘ Lectures on
Surgery,’ vol. i, p. 344.
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us a knowledge of phlebitis and py@mia, but, what
is much more important, to anticipate their causes
and prevent them. It seems strange that so sug-
gestive and so practical a tract did not gain more
attention from Hunter’s contemporaries, and equally
strange that symptoms so marked as those of
py@®mia were not recognised by so acute an observer
as Hunter himself.

But the great service which Hunter rendered to
surgery was, no doubt, through its connection with
pathology, and on pathology he laboured, not only
more abundantly than all his contemporaries, but
in quite a different spirit, and with far higher aims,
because he regarded disease as a part of nature.*
This character is impressed peculiarly on the great
treatise on the ¢ Blood, Inflammation, and Gunshot
Wounds,” the merit of which (and I think no words
can well exaggerate its merits) consists less in its
theory of inflammation than in its method, by
which all the principles of disease and treatment
are sought to be deduced from the laws of nature in
the whole animated creation.t Yet how admirable
is Hunter’s theory of inflammation when we reflect
on the state of pathology in his time,} and on the

* Abernethy well said of him, * He discovered a vital principle in

physivlogy active in producing correct pathology. I may well call
him the first and great physionosologist.”"—(* Hunterian Oration,’
1819.)

t “He effected more by the questions that he set than by the
answers that he worked out."—(8ir W. SBavory, * Hunterian Oration,’
p. 10.)

I “If any one,” says Paget, “ would see what progress Hunter
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than it has ever been in any other man’s power to
render. It is, however, difficult to fix Hunter’s
exact place in surgery, for his claims depend as much
on what he suggested and originated as on what he
actually accomplished. * It may be said that nearly
all the advances that have been made in surgery
since the time of John Hunter may be found fore-
shadowed, or suggested, or actually adopted in his
writings, experiments, and practice.”*

I must now speak as well as I can in the time at
my disposal of Hunter’s writings on natural philo-
sophy. These are contained in the fourth volume of
Palmer’s edition, as edited by Sir R. Owen. I need
not enumerate them. They are of the most varied
nature, and one at least of them ought to be classed
among the surgical. I mean the tract  On the
Recovery of Drowned Persons,” which has the great
merit, so common in Hunter’s writings, of seizing
the essential truth of the matter, which in this in-
stance is that “ in recovering persons drowned, the
principal effect depends upon air being thrown into
the lungs.”

Most of these papers have been collected and
published by their author in a book entitled * Animal
(Economy.” Many persons regard this work as the
most valuable of Hunter's writings, and the one

time of Hunter our profession has no longer been confined within
the narrow limits of a practical art; assisted by his labours it has
acquired a new character, has assumed a more elevated form, and
has expanded itself to a science.”

* Power, ‘ Hunterian Oration,’ p. 4.
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and finally palzontology, in the observations on the
fossil bones found near Bayreuth. No one knows
Hunter who has not read some of these papers, and
few who have read some will stop till they have read
all. But now I must try in a very few minutes to
give some intelligible sketch of Hunter as a writer.
In the first place it must be allowed that Hunter
was not intended for a writer at all, though no man
wrote more strenuously or more constantly than he
did. But what he was daily writing (and that
chiefly by the pens of his faithful amanuenses Clift
and Bell) was the careful deseription and registra-
tion of each specimen that he dissected—notes
which were lost to the world through his brother-
in-law’s misconduct.* Hunter was confessedly a

blooded mammal inhabiting the depths of the sea. It is in this
tract that Hunter tells the story, so characteristic of his profuse
liberality where natural research was in question, of how he
engaged a surgeon at considerable expense (£500 say his biogra-
phers) to make a voyage to Greenland in a whaler, and furnished
him with all necessaries for examining and preserving the interest-
ing parts, and with instructions for making gemeral observations,
and how all that he received for this great expense ““ was a piece of
whale’s skin with some small animals sticking on it."”

Among the vivid descriptions in this tract one more poetical and
picturesque than is common with Hunter gives a forcible picture of
the circulation in the spermaceti whale, the blood rushing with
immense velocity through an aorta of a foot in diameter under the
stroke of a heart which filled a wide tub, and threw out tem to
fifteen gallons of blood at a stroke. It may also be noticed that,
according to Sir R. Owen, “the minute, original, and accurate
account of the formation of whalebone was pirated by the editor of
the second edition of Cuvier's * Anatomie Comparée,” to eke out the
imperfection of the account given by Cuvier himself."”

* “It is,” says Sir R. Owen, “ to the zeal and industry which
induced Mr. Clift to transeribe portions of the Hunterian MSS., ata
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meaning is discoverable it is only after considerable
puzzling. He was conscious of this himself, and
writes to a friend, while the second edition of the
‘ Treatise on the Venereal Disease’ was in prepara-
tion, “ In order to render the language intelligible,
I meet a committee of three gentlemen,* to whose
correction every page is submitted.” Whether it
would have been good or bad for Hunter himself
had he spent more time in school learning may be
doubtful, but that it would have been a good thing
for his readers if he had been able to express him-
self plainly no one can question.t But even though
Hunter had to struggle with a literary incapacity
which prevented him from making clear to others
the meaning of his thoughts, and though we are
justified in believing along with some of his most.
sincere and most ardent admirers and scholars that
those thoughts were often not perfectly clear to his
own mind, yet in many cases the further progress
of science has cleared up dark places in Hunter’s

. * Babington tells us that the three were Sir G. Blane, Dr, Fordyce,
and Dr. Piteairn, to whom a Mr. Marshall was afterwards joined.
He also says that their efforts did not produce much result.

t+ Of the many discussions of this matter, none, I think, is more
lucid or more satisfactory than Sir W. Savory’s in his Hunterian
Oration, p. 26, “I confess that to me it seems the education, of
whatever kind, must indeed be a bad one, which is not better than
none at all. My conviction is that if Hunter had received a good
general education in early years he would have been all the better
for it. He would have lost nothing. His mental powers could have
been no way impaired, but, on the contrary, enhanced. He would
bave recorded the results of his labours in better order, with more
light and greater effect; and we should have had the advantage of
a clearer revelation of his thoughts.”
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regard as its cause, i.e. the natural action which
produces it, but the teleological object which he
believes the phenomenon calculated to serve.*
Much fault has been found justly enmough with
Hunter’s method for this confusion between efficient
and final causes, and many have sneered at his
teleological proclivities. This is an old battle-
ground between rival metaphysicians.t There are

# In Abernethy's words, “ His unphilosophical langnage imputes
design to unintelligent agency.”"—(‘ Phys. Lect.,’ p. 79.)

t+ Dr. W. Ogle, in his beauntiful and profoundly interesting
‘ Translation of Aristotle on the Parts of Animals’ (Introduction,
foot-note, p. ii), gives the following illustration :—* In a remarkable
passage (‘ Phys.,' ii, 8. 4.) Aristotle thus states the materialistic view.
* Why, however, it must be asked, should we look on the operations
of nature as dictated by a final cause and intended to realise some
desirable end ? Why may they not be merely the resnlts of neces.
gity, just as the rain falls of necessity, and not that the corn may
grow ? For the uprising of the watery vapour, its cooling when
thus raised, and its fall as rain when cooled, are all matters of
necessity ; and though the rain makes the corn grow, it no more
ocenrs in order to cause that growth than ashower which spoils the
farmer's crop at harvest-time occurs in order to do that mischief.
Now, why may not this which is trune of the rain be true also of the
parts of the body? Why, for instance, may not the teeth grow to
be such as they are merely of necessity, and the fitness of the front
ones with their sharp edge for the comminution of the food, and of
the hind ones with their flat surface for its mastication, be no more
than un accidental coincidence, and not the cause that has deter.
mined their development P And so with all other parts wherever
there is an appearance of final canses. In short, whenever accident
caused all the parts of the body to be developed spontaneously in
this sunitable manner, to be developed, that is, just as they wonld
have been had design presided over the formation the resulting
wholes survived; but when this was not the case they perished,
and still do perish, as Empedocles insists, when speaking of certain
monstrosities.’

“The explanation suggested in this passage will be found,”
pursues Dr. Ogle, “ recurring in after ages. A similar hypothesis,
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soon to have read Paley’s ¢ Natural Theology ’ and
would have been highly unlikely to read it had he
lived ; but if he had read it he would have agreed
heartily with its reasoning.

Hunter’s philosophy is throughout entirely
natural. He treats of every part of the system
of nature, but about things supernatural he
neither theorises nor even speaks. His works
contain nothing to show whether the biographer is
right or wrong who says that he had no feeling of
religion. At any rate he wisely saw that the
provinces of religion and natural philosophy are
perfectly distinet, and that although the works of
nature have furnished the wisest of men with
cogent evidence of the existence of something
higher, yet the operations of nature may be studied
and described thoroughly without any theories of
the supernatural.®

The philosophers of the present day are much
exercised about heredity. To judge from what
some of them say about it one would think that
the old commandment had been reversed—for now,
instead of visiting the sins of the fathers on the
children, we immediately proceed to lay all the
faults and failings of the children on their parents

® “ Hunter might with the same breath have consoled the veriest
materialist and the most anxious theologian, and have told both
that the field of nature is common ground, in which they may dig,
and dig fearlessly, together, and that it will yield according to the
seed with which it is sown.” —(8ir G. Humphry, * Hunterian Qration =~
p- 15)
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Absorption, again,* he typifies as ‘‘the natural
surgeon ”’ to whom he attributes intention and a
definite and even artistic mode of working; and so
on, in a thousand instances.

Closely connected with this tendency to personi-
fication is the use which Hunter makes of ** stimuli ”’
and “ sympathies.” Looked at philosophically, per-
haps these terms might be said to have little mean-
ing—to stand merely as more or less metaphorical
re-statements of the facts they are alleged to explain.
Yet they serve the attentive reader well. They
introduce so many pathological facts, so many
practical observations, that we could ill afford to
dispense with them. Stimulus is defined by Hunter t
a8 ‘‘ the immediate cause of action in an animal ;”
a perfect definition, yet one which might justify
his hatred of definitions,} for it certainly does not fit
into his own use of the term. Sometimes that term
figures as a veil for our ignorance of the whole
matter, as when he says that this or that is produced
by the stimulus of necessity, or of nature. Some-
times it applies more to the mind than the body, as
the stimulus of want or hunger—sometimes it seems

other is thinned for the relief of the part."—(* On the Blood, &ec.,’
vol. iii, p. 478.)

® See the ‘ Treatise on the Blood, &e.,’ part ii, chap. vi, §§ 7, 8,
pp- 451, 482,

t * Croonian Lectures,” p. 197.

$ “ Of all things on the face of the earth definitions are the most
cursed, for if you make a definition you may bring together under it
a thousand things that have not the least connexion with it.”"—
(* Principles of Surgery,” p. 217.)

4
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to resolve itself into a mere metaphor, as the stimulus
of imperfection.* The strange expression, ¢ the
stimulus of death,” is due to the error of regarding
the rigor mortis as a vital not a lethal change.t
And yet, when he uses the term in its natural and
true signification, what vivacity and picturesqueness
it gives to his exposition, and how plainly it brings
out the point to which his reasoning is intended to
conduce !

And so with sympathies. Much that Hunter
says about sympathy is metaphorical merely, much
18 a re-statement of facts under the guise of ex-
planation. Yet some of the most valuable sections
on general pathology are those which deal with
sympathy —notably the most interesting tenth
chapter of the °Surgical Lectures,’” the perusal
of which I should be disposed to recommend to one
who had not the time ** to steep himself ” in Hunter,
as the best sample of Hunter’s style as a writer on
surgery. But, after all, with Hunter, as with every
great author, *“‘to steep yourself in him™ 1s the
only way really to appreciate him. In these days
of *abstracts” and “extracts” we have but too

# He is speaking (chap. v of the ‘Lectures on Surgery’) of the
absorption of useless parts, and he says, “ When the part to be
absorbed is alive it must feel its own inefficacy and admit of absorp-
tion. The vessels must have the stimulus of imperfection of this
part, a8 if they were sensible that this part were unfit, therefore take
it up.”

TPGreen (* Hunterian Oration,” 1840, p. 84) has tried to defend
Hunter's use of these terms, but to my apprehension not very
successfully.
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many examples of the old story of the fool who
took a brick about as a sample when he wanted to
sell his house.

So far I seem to have spoken rather of the
weakness than the strength of Hunter’s philoso-
phical method. Yet no one can study, or ever has
carefully studied, his works without seeing that
John Hunter was the author of a completely new
method of treating physiology and surgery—a
method so strong that it launched the world on a
new path in these matters, by an impulse which,
far from slackening, has now, after the lapse of a
century, assumed the irresistible power of a law of
nature. Whence was that strength derived?
Clearly from the conception which underlies all that
Hunter wrote, all the aims of his great collection,
all the thoughts that were for ever seething in his
mind, viz. that surgery, pathology, physiology,
natural history, pal®ontology, were but different
branches—say rather different aspects—of the great
science of life; life as directing organisation, life
in all things, great and small, ancient and econtem-
porary ; lifein health and in disease. Ideas like this
are so simple that when they have become familiar
we are loth to believe in a time when they were
otherwise.* But no less is it true that Hunter was

* And it had been seen before Hunter's time that disease and
health are only parts of the same life. Thus Holden quotes from
Sydenham, “ Disease, however hostile its caunses may be to the
human body, is nothing else than nature exerting all her strength
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to enable one to form a definite opinion on each
question.”” Sir R. Owen speaks with similar wise
caution on this subject in his preface to Hunter’s
¢ Animal (Economy’ (p. iv), and in his notes to each
paper in that work. He truly says that many of
Hunter’s so-called “ discoveries” were so in the
sense that ** he doubtless did discover (the matter
in question) so far as an independent and original
research constitutes a claim to that honour,”
though similar results might, without his know-
ledge, have been arrived at independently. But
there are many which are incontestable, and they
prove that Hunter was by far the greatest physiolo-
gist of his time. Then he was much more, for his
far-reaching method dealt with life, not only in the
present, but in the past; and his researches in geo-
logy and palmontology carried him far along a road
then untrodden, but which since his time has been
opened out as one of the main avenues to a know-
ledge of the genesis of heaven and earth.* His

® Travers says, in his ‘ Hunterian Oration,’ “ Even of that sub-
lime science of these our days, which connects the history of our
planet with that of its extinet races, which has based their classifi-
cation on the anatomical correspondence and uniformity of design
manifest in the organic remains of periods remotely antecedent to
the creation of man and the existing types of mortality, it is indis-
putable that Hunter had a prophetic vision. For proof of this
I may refer not only to his rich fossil collection, including at his
decease about 1050 specimens, but to his interesting posthumous
paper in the ‘ Phil. Trans.,’ 1794, on the fossil bones found in the
caverns of the principality of Bayrenth. In this paper he compares
these specimens with their recent analogues . . . alludes to the dif.
ferent climates and localities of the globe to which animals are more
or less confined, or their geographical distribution, which, con.
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Hunter was, above all things, an experimental
philosopher. He carried his zeal for experiment on

influenced by culture. Considerable variations are produced under
such cirenmstances, of which the most frequent are changes in
colour.,' In a note he adds: ‘From the variations produced by
eulture it would appear that the animal is so susceptible of im-
pressions as to vary Nature's action, and this is even carried into
propagation’ (vol. iv, p. 277). B5till more striking is a note in which,
speaking of extreme variations as monstrous, he reflects : * Perhaps
the word monstrous is too strong or not exactly just;’ and then
he adds this remarkable passage: * It certainly may be laid down as
one of the principles or laws of Nature to deviate under certain
circumstances. It may also be observed that it is neither necessary
nor does it follow that all deviations from the original must be a
falling off; it appears just the contrary ; therefore we may suppose
that Nature is improving her works, or at least has established the
principle of improvement in the body as well as in the mind’ (vol. iv,
pp- 278, 279, note). Given the additional factor of the advantages
bestowed upon individeals by such improvements in the ‘struggle
for existence,” and Hunter would have discerned the Darwinian
doctrines of ‘modification in descent’ and ‘the survival of the
fittest.”"

Mr. Marshall then proceeds to show that Hunter discusses as
Darwin did the question of reversion to the original type, that he
alludes to the necessary adaptation of some insects to uniform and
others to variable climates, and reflects on the differences of habit
which must thus be bronght about ; that he describes those constant
and associated peculiarities and changes in an animal to which
Darwin applied the term ** Correlation,” and adds that * his paper on
the peculiarities of a hen-pheasant which had acquired the plumage
of a male, is full of reflections and suggestions conceived in the true
Darwinian spirit.” It is amusing to remember that it was just this
paper which Foot thought too absurd to waste a word on—so dan-
gerous is it to criticise what you cannot understand.

Again, Mr. Marshall remarks that, like Darwin, Hunter often
drew conclusions from the most trivial facts, that he inferred the
existence of bile in the maggot from the bitterness of a bad nut, that
he examined the excrement of fleas and caterpillars, and speculated
therefrom on their digestive powers and habits of feeding, in passages
which would bave rejoiced the heart of Aristophanes if Socrates had
written them, and of which he would have made fun for countless
generations to split their sides over. (See Arist., ' Nubes,’ 142—168,)
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to the field of battle ;* he was experimenting all day
and much of the night in his leisure at Earl’s Court,
in his study at home, in his visits at the hospital ; +
he was meditating on his experiments as he sat in
his armchair or rode in his carriage ;{ he did not
spare his own body, as I have shown you, nor did
he spare the bodies of his fellow creatures. But I
willingly avoid any reference to “ the vivisection
controversy,” and turn to the last of my topies.
We come now to the greatest of Hunter’'s works,
the great museum, which was the chief occupation
of his last thirty years to collect, at which he worked
every day and every night, to which he sacrificed every
guinea, as well as every moment that he could spare ;
which was intended to embody, to be the visible pre-
sentment of, the theory of the action of life in health
and disease, that he had formed with such infinite
labour and such indomitable perseverance. Well,
indeed, does Abernethy (* Phys. Lect.,” p 27) call it
““the great labour of his life—the prineipal record

* “Tg be still more certain of the nature of what these vesicul®
contain than was possible from the examination of bodies which had
been dead some time I took an opportunity of opening a man
immediately after his death who had been killed by a cannon-ball.”
—(*On the Glands called Vesicul® seminales,’ vol. iv, p. 21.)

+ He inferred the passage of air through animal membranes
partly from some experiments performed by him when house
surgeon at St. George’s.—(‘ Treatise on the Blood,” &e., vol. iii,
P 34} 3 %

1 I have often devised experiments by the fireside or in my
carriage, and have also conceived the result; but when I tried the
experiment the result was different, or I found that the experiment
could not be attended with all the circumstances that were sug-
gested.”—* Observations on Bees,’ vol. iv, p. 424,
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of his deeds and opinions.” To this chief object
all the other parts of his life were subordinate.
He was, as we have seen, a great surgeon, yet prac-
tice always was with him secondary to his researches.
He constantly complained of the interruption to his
studies caused by the necessity of earning the
means for carrying them on. He was a great
anatomist, but he has told us in his own simple
way how good it was for him that he never devoted
himself to anatomical teaching, “ as the necessity
I should have been under to read might have occu-
pied me too much and prevented my forming habits
or established modes of thinking.”* He was a great
pathologist, but pathology was, after all, only one
of the departments, and that one of the smaller, of
the great science of life which it was his grand aim
to found; and hence the pathological specimens,
though numerous and important, are but a small
minority of the contents of the museum.t Again,
Hunter was a great zoologist, and the bulk of his

* ‘Lectures on Surgery,’ p. 210. He used anatomy as anatomy
ought to be used, as the handmaid of physiology. * When,” says
Abernethy (* Phys. Leet.,’ p. 58), “ he met with an animal he had
never dissected he cared little by what name it was called, to what
family it belonged, with what others it was associated, either by
natoral or artificial ties, He chiefly wished to know how its food
was digested, how its blood cireulated, how it respired, what were
its feelings, instinets, and habits, how it secured or defended itself
from injury, how the multiplication of its species was effected and
insured.”

t In fact, there were 1084 pathological preparations in spirit, and
625 dry preparations, out of 14,000. The preparations of fossils
were, as we shall see, far more numerous (vide foot-note, p. 64).
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preparations are in the Department of Comparative
Anatomy, but comparative anatomy was used by him
only to illustrate, or rather to form part of the founda-
tion of, biology, the science of life in its widest sense
and in its most extended relations, the philosophy of
the whole of animated nature.* What preparation he
made for this stupendous task—a task which in its
perfect accomplishment is literally superhuman—
may be judged of by the fact that his collection em-
braced some 14,000 specimens, accompanied by ten
folio volumes of MS. notes, by catalogues of certain
portions of the physiological department, and a
deseription of the pathological specimens of diseases
of the bones, besides an immense number of draw-

* Bir W. Bavory says of the physiological part of the musenm :—
“ Above all, it introduces us, in the happiest way, to the study of
comparative physiology. It demonstrates the great law of progress
from the general to the special; the law of evolution from the
simple to the complex ; the principle of elaboration and advancement
of function by division of labour, Or, again, as Sir W. Flower
puts it, it throws ‘light upon one of the great biological problems,
classification, which, when rightly interpreted, means nothing more
or less than a statement of the order in which living beings have
been evolved from one another,” 1 know not, indeed, whether
Hunter ever formulated this idea. . . . But then hasty gene-
ralisation was no habit of his mind. . . . When his labour
ceased he was working out the great idea. But by such glimpses
as we thus obtain of the character of his mind and the method of
his inquiry, of the way of his genius to begin the search for the
truths he sought at the furthest outposts, and from thence, so to
gpeak, to work inward and npward—I cannot regard the possession
of any facts and illustrations, which he was enabled to collect, but
had not time to place, as wanton or purposeless, or even merely
curious. To me, it 18 wonderful, but withal most suggestive, that
the great mind of Hunter was not only far in advance of his
own age, but is hardly overtaken by this.” (* Hunterian Orvation,’

pp. 8, 9.)
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ings, chiefly by William Bell. Sir R. Owen tells us
that Hunter left original records of the dissection
of 315 different species of animals, and preparations
of nearly 200 others, so that he had dissected
animals of over 500 different speecies, besides his
preparations in human anatomy and pathology, those
which illustrate health and disease in plants,* and
his geological and palmontological specimens. We
may safely say that no man since the world began
has ever left so splendid a monument of well-directed
and skilful labour. For Huunter was no bungler and
no dilettante. He was a most accomplished dis-
gector,t and as a natural philosopher he knew, as few
men have ever known, the aim, the central point of
his theories, and therefore, to what end his labour
should be directed, and from that he never swerved.
That point was to show how life worked in all ani-
mated nature, how it had worked in times past in
building up this universe, how it was affected by
cosmical conditions, by injury, and by disease.

It almost makes one shudder to think how easily
the great result of all this genius and labour might
have perished. Had Hunter's museum been dissi-
pated among the few anatomists and surgeons who
might have chosen to purchase the more striking

* For an interesting résumé of Hunter's researches in the vege-
table kingdom see Abernethy, ‘ Phys. Lect.," pp. 62 ef seq.

t Mr. Power says in his * Hunterian Oration,' “ The musenm
proves that he possessed dexterity of manipulation in perfection,
and such specimens as those I now show might be pitted for
delicacy of dissection against those of any other anatomist.”
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provide. We must recollect also that the value of
the collection was so far from obvious to statesmen
that even so distinguished a naturalist and so warm
a friend of Hunter as Banks thought of it as not
““an object of importance to the general study of
natural history, or indeed to any branch of science
except that of medicine.”” * Had it not been for
Lord Auckland’s powerful advocacy there is no
doubt that the transaction would have fallen
through—and that advocacy was based of course on
personal friendship, not on any knowledge of the
treasure thus secured to the nation. How differ-
ently do we now view the Hunterian museum. It
is, indeed, thanks to the liberal and wise manage-
ment of it by the College, in a very different condi-
tion from that in which its great author left it.
And this 1s one of Hunter’s great glories. Rich as
are the treasures of wisdom and knowledge which
he himself gave to men, they are poor in comparison
with the method which he initiated, and by following
which his successors have endowed the world with

* Ottley’s * Life," p. 141. So again, Abernethy says that Cuvier
““declared that he knew not that there was such a collection as the
Hunterian museum.” It was perhaps better known to Hunter's
own professional friends, for we are told by Sir R. Owen that in
1787, * when he had brought his museum to an approximate degree of
perfection, he then set apart certain days in which he exhibited and
explained to some chosen minds, which could respond to the concep.
tions of his own, his great scheme, embracing the demonstration of
all the leading modifications of every organ of the animal body,
and of the different stages which each organ undergoes in its deve-
lopment to fulfil the functions it is required to perform in the
highest organisms.”—(Preface, p. xxxviii.)
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great proportions in our day, was commenced by
Hunter when * he collected the heads of persons of
different nations,* and this collection of ecrania
was merely one step in working out the general
problem of the proportion of the eranium to the
face in the descending scale of animal intelligence

rigidly adhered to in every detail, and his own specimens still out-
numbering the additions of a century.”

It is possible that this statement (made a dozen years ago) may
now require some modification. It is impossible to give an accurate
account of the total number of preparations in a museum which
receives daily additions, but Prof. Stewart has been so kind as to
furnish me with the following summaries of the original collection
of Hunter, and of the museum as it existed at the College in 1887,
In comparing these two collections it should be recollected that a
large number of Hunter's original specimens have by the lapse of
time become spoiled, and have been replaced under the direction of
the Museum Committee by other similar ones, known as “ Hunterian
Substitutes.” [t should also be added that in place of Hunter's
215 microscopical preparations (of course of a very simple character)
the College museum now contains many thousands, which are not
reckoned in the annexed summary ; that the collection of caleuli has
been supplemented by the gift of 1000 preparations from one dis-
tinguished surgeon, and that the regular yearly additions to the
museum may be taken at not less than 250. The pathological
specimens, it will be seen, are more than quintupled.

I shounld also add that the Hunterian specimens (1968 in number)
which are classed as * zoological,” and which show only the outward
forms of animals, though they still exist at Lincoln's Inn Fields,
are no longer exhibited, since the present museum is strictly ana-
tomical, and the grand zoological collection of the British Musenm
renders it unnecessary now to display them. This fact accounts
for Mr. Holden's statement as to the stuffed birds.

I cannot account for Travers's statement, quoted on p. 53, that the
collection of fossils included at Hunter's death about 1050 speci-
mens, except by supposing that he was misinformed, and did not
verify the statement given bim. Table A is taken from the College
Calendar, and would give the number of fossil specimens as 3709 ;
yet this again appears erroneous, and the real numbers appeared

* Abernethy, ‘ Phys. Lect.,’ p. 83.
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thinks for himself."” No man certainly ever more
thoroughly deserved that praise.

Well, gentlemen, I have exhausted my time and
I fear your patience, yet I have given you a most
imperfect sketch of my subject, and have left quite
untouched one of the most interesting parts of my
theme. Ihad hoped, following Green and his master,
Coleridge, to have tried to show how Hunter’s phi-
losophy of nature may be connected with that higher
philosophy which treats of man’s place in nature and
his relations to the great origin of nature who is
‘“to us invisible or dimly seen in these His lowest
works.” But this I must leave aside.* My task will
have been well accomplished, and your time not ill
spent, if [ have persuaded some of you not to rest
content with the vague acquaintance with Hunter
which 1s all that most possess, but to know for your-
selves what manner of man he was who laid the
foundation of scientific surgery and who was the
founder of the school of surgery here. Still better
would it be if that study should lead you to imitate
him in his single love of truth, his simple and sublime
disregard of worldly rewards, his determination to
base all his opinions and all his practice on honest
and patient observation of nature. If you do this,
each one of you, far as he may be from Hunter’s
piercing intuition or his unwearied energy, will have
earned the praise of having been a good son of St.
George's and a worthy follower of John Hunter.

* Bee, however, the annexed Appendix.
5]
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Arrer the delivery of the preceding address I was asked to
muke an attempt to complete the task which in its closing words
I had excused myself from taking up, viz. to discuss the higher
aspects of Hunter’s philosophy, and the opinions on this subject
entertained by Green and Coleridge. I could not refuse, for the
subject is otherwise left incomplete, and although I have not
myself the technical knowledge which a man ought to possess
who aspires to follow the reasoning of such eminent meta-
physicians, still they (or at least Green, if not his master) wrote
for men like ourselves—students of Hunter and of nature—
rather than metaphysicians; and what they professed to derive
from Hunter’s philosophy was intended to be intelligible to
ordinary men, and to lead them towards truths of universal
application. However much, then, I may myself bungle in
trying to explain the higher relations of Hunter's philosophy of
life, T trust I may set some more acute minds thinking on the
subject, and may obtain the reader’s indulgence if he cannot give
me his approbation.

Let us first inquire how Hunter’s theory was accepted by his
own scholars, This, I think, may be seen from Chevalier's
Oration (1821), of which Paget (in his own ‘ Hunterian Oration”)
says, “ I think that the clearest statement of his doctrine by any
of his own pupils is that by Chevalier.”

Tts most important parts are as follows :—* He soon felt the
necessity of studying living actions in themselves. He saw that
all other known powers were incompetent to account either for the
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subsistence or the agencies of a living body; that a more
accurate cognisance onght to be taken of that principle or
power which, as he expresses it, ‘ preserves the body from
dissolution with or without action, and is the cause of all its
actions” . . . . His eye was continually directed, undazzled
by hypotheses of any description, to vital operations. This, he
says, was ‘always his favourite business and amusement’
(* Obs. on the An. (Economy ). :

“I think it is to be regretted, when tlm 1den Mr. Hunter has
given of the prineiple of life is objected to as metaphysical. If
we take for metaphysics that art of subtilising abstracted and
gratuitous distinetions in which the schoolmen indulged,

. . then nothing can less deserve to be called meta-
phj'nml than Mr. Hunter's statements. Indeed he does not
seem to have possessed an excursive imagination.® . .

“The organisation was first completed, and life u.ftarwa.rda
bestowed as a power or principle, by which the original indi-
viduals should be, for a time, preserved in their destined states
of action; and which should ensure a succession of races of
beings of like form and nature to themselves, and to be pro-
duaced by them, each engendering its own kind only. =
It depends on no particular quantity of matter, but is as entire
and unconfused in the minutest animalcule as in an elephant
or whale. It is in all cases intended to constitute and to main-
tain individuality of kind in the mass which it occupies, and
when it is rendered incompetent to this end it is always
evanescent, and soon leaves the matter over which it has
exercised its dominion open to the decompounding operation of
surrounding agents, from which, pending that dominion, it
afforded a competent protection. . . . . The attractions
of cohesion, gravitation, and chemical affinity, electricity
and the mechanical powers, may be distinctly recognised as
taking part in its operations, but all as coadjutors only,

* “His mind was naturally formed for investigation, and that turn
displayed itself on the most trivial occasions and always with mathe.
matical exactness. What is curious, it fatigued him to be long in a
mixed company which did not admit of eonnected conversation,

more particularly during the last ten years of his life.”"—(Sir E,
Homwe, * Life of Hunter,' p. Ixv.)
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ties, progressions, and terminations of inflammation. He then
felt himself authorised to apply the same principles, and the
line of conduct suggested by them, to inflammation as it oceurs
in adjunction to other injuries and diseases and operations.

.« . He entered largely into the subject of irritability,
hoth natural and morbid, pointing out the distinction between
this property and power. He noted the different sympathies
and orders of pnrta, and their respective shares in the functions
of health and in the transmission of disease. . .

“ His observation of the unputrescent state of agg:u in the
advanced stages of successful incubation first led him to
discriminate betwixt life, as a power, and organisation, as the
mere mechanism by which it operates.”—(Chevalier, * Hunterian
Oration,” 1821.)

Hunter's work, then, was interpreted by one of his scholars
as an attempt to exhibit life, or “the living principle " as he
called it, in action. Life, as he justly and profoundly says, is
not only not the same thing as organisation, but it is independ-
ent of and prior to organisation, which indeed must be sus-
tained and repaired by it. Its existence is ordained and
allotted by creative power. But Hunter was too cautious a
philosopher to attempt the impossible task of constructing a
theory of life. * Life,” he says,® “is a property we do not
understand ; we can only see the necessary steps leading to it.”
His aim was not to theorise about the essential nature of life,
but to exhibit life in action, and to theorise about its processes
so far as he had facts on which to build theory ; for Hunter,
though the most speculative of men, always tried to base his
speculations on observation. It is true that sometimes his
vivid intuition would anticipate the conclusions which ought to
have been matter of induction, and that Babington + had some
reason for saying that sometimes at least “he sought to arrive
at the general laws of nature at once by conjecture, rather than
by a close and detailed study of her inferior operations, to ascend
step by step, through a slow and gradual induction, to those
laws which govern her gemeral procedure.” The criticism is
just if applied to portions, and those I think exceptional por-

* ‘ The Blood,’ p. 117.
t Preface to * Hunter on Venereal Disease,” Works, ii, 129,
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conclusions or assumed them as self evident—but these latter
were the exceptions, not the rule. It was just these very * infe-
rior operations” of nature which he spent long years in inves-
tigating. I may refer to Sir J. Paget’s * account of the way in
which he studied the development of the young bird within the
egg, night and day, hour by hour, for parts of fifteen years.
“ Surely,” says Paget, * one might suppose this was the great
work of his life. Yet it seems to have been rather a casual by-
the-way pursuit.”” *“In his experiments on bees, he says, he
killed several hives and examined every single bee, to assure
himself that no male was left after the fertilisation of the
queen bee had been effected. Now the number of labourers
in a hive amounts to at least 4,000, so that he must have
examined twelve or fifteen thousand bees one by one, to deter-
mine this point alone.”+ So in his experiments on such a
minute matter as the motions of the leaves of sensitive plants
we read: 1 “To have the greatest part of the day before me 1
began my experiments at eight in the morning, while the
leaves were in full expansion, and I continued them till four in
the afternoon, as longer than this would not have been just, for
they begin to collapse of themselves between five and six o’clock.”
And bLe brought the same thoroughness into all his work. Read
the ‘ Treatise on the Blood " and see how carefully he builds up
his theory of the life of the blood from the minutest observation
of its structure and of its behaviour in life and death, in health

fermentation, and so far there can be no doubt he is right. * No
chemist on earth,” as he truly says, ** can make out of the earth a
piece of sugar, but a vegetable can do it.” But from this perfectly
correct premise he goes on to exclude fermentation (which he defines
very inaccurately) and chemical action from the operations of
life, This, no doubt, is a gross inaceuracy, in excuse for which,
however, we must recollect, as Cmsar Hawkins says (‘ Hunterian
Oration,” p. 11), that Hunter was here combating the extravagances
of the chemical and mechanical physiology of the day. But this
and most of the errors we meet with in his theories are in specula-
tive matters. Had he followed them into practice he would have
found that they led him wrong, and would have abandoned them.

* Paget, ‘ Hunterian Oration,” p. 11.

t Power, * Hunterian Oration,” p. 28,

1 ‘ Croonian Lecture on Muscular Motion,’ iv, 205,
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and disease.* Take the surgical lectures and see how he intro-
duces the subject of surgery with a profound study of the
properties not only of animated but of unanimated nature.
And it is thus that he made not surgery only but the whole
medical art scientific, and rescued it out of the hands of the
ordinary practical men, who would have left it for ever a mere
empirical and traditionary calling. It was just on account of

* Much has been said and written about Hunter’s theory of the blood
having life ; some appear even to think that the opinion is an original
one of Hunter. But whether Hunter knew or did not know what had
been written before (and he certainly does not refer to it), everyone now
knows that Harvey asserts the doctrine of the living principle of the
blood as plainly as Hunter himself, and professes to be only following
Aristotle (see the passages quoted in Palmer’s edition, vol. iii, foot-
note, p. 105), while the doctrine in its popular form that the blood is
the life of the body is as old as the book of Genesis. Harvey, however,
did not pursue his researches further. * Hunter, on the contrary,”
says Sir R. Owen (Owen’s preface, p. xii), “ carries a series of calm
and philosophical investigations on the vital properties of the blood
to an extent which has never been surpassed; he examines it under
every condition, both in the vessels and out of the vessels, during
circulation and at rest, in health and in disease. He aims to esta-
blish the period in ite formation at which it manifests the vital
properties; and he fully details the changes which it undergoes,
and the phenomena which supervene in the rest of the organism
when these properties are lost. Lastly he tells us how the blood,
by means of its vital properties, assists in the restoration of parts
when injured or diseased.”

But though not new the doctrine was of the greatest importance
to Hunter's theory of life. “ That the blood has life,” he says,
(* Treatise on the Blood,” &e., part 1, chapter 1, § 6), is an opinion I
havestarted for above thirty years,and have tanght it for nearly twenty
of that time in my lectures.” And it seems certain that the general
opinion in that day attributed life only to what they called  the
solids " (regardless of the fact that in living beings the most solid-
looking parts are in great measure composed of fluid), while Hunter
gaw clearly that life was altogether independent of, and anterior to,
organisation, and that the living principle would enable the yolk
and white of incubated eggs, which could not even be regarded as
definitely organised, to resist putrefaction (see the section above
quoted. Also Abernethy’s ‘ Phys. Lect.,” p. 239).
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this laborious study of nature that surgery in Hunter’'s hands
touches on so many branches of natural philosophy, or perhaps
I should not say * surgery " but “ physic "—the great healing
art, of which surgery is but one branch. Traverssays:* “ When
I claim him as the father of modern surgery I am far from
meaning to imply that our brethren the physicians have no part
or lot in him, . . . *‘Pardon me,’ says one of the most
enlightened of their body, Dr. Latham, *if I hold that Hunter
was only nominally a surgeon—he belonged to no isolated
district of our profession.”” This is, no doubt, true, for though,
happily for surgery, Hunter’s practice was confined to that one
branch, his principles were laid deep in nature, and were there-
fore peculiarly adapted to serve as the foundation of that noble
art which, by a happy and exceptional use of language, we
English, alone of civilised nations, call * physic."”

I do not know that we can state the case better than Green
has done. * Invaluable as his researches were, and most happy
as their effects have been in the especial improvement and
increased light, power, and courage of surgery, may we not
rather say that he achieved the more important service of
bringing the whole art of healing into an immediate connection
with the sciences which have nature for their object, by exhibit-
ing its requisite foundation on an enlightened physiology.” +

One of the most philosophic minds which bave ever applied
themselves to the study of our profession was that of Joseph
Henry Green, the friend and disciple of Coleridge. He has
pointed outf that the Hunterian Museum may be looked on in
an even higher light than as u guide to the study of the works
of nature: that the splendid demonstration which it furnishes of
the stages of evolution, or, as Green puts it, *“ that every organic
whole, from the polype up to man, indicates a higher and more
effective principle of unity,” and the striking witness which it
bears “ that every organic whole is the result of an antecedent
principle or power"” lead to the almost irresistible conclusion
that “npature must not only feel, she must know, her own
being ; that is, mind must be superadded to life.” And be

*  Hunterian Oration,” 1838,
t Green, * Hunterian Oration,’ 1840, p. 44,
1 * Hunterian Oration,” 1840, pp. 37 ef seq.
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of that magnificent commentary on his system—the Hunterian
Museum. The Hunterian idea of a life or vital principle
independent of the organisation, yet in each organ working
instinctively towards its preservation . . . is a genuine
philosophic idea. . . .

“Is not the progressive enlargement, the boldness without
temerity of chirurgical views and chirurgical practice since
Hunter's time to the present day, attributable in almost every
instance to his substitution of what may perhaps be called
experimental dynamics for the mechaunical notions or the less
injurious traditional empiricism of his predecessors.”

And besides these two eminent writers, we may be sure that
as all reverent and sincere study of nature has always connected
itself with the origin of nature, so Hunter's philosophy has
stimulated many of his hearers and readers in their search after
truths higher than those which can be reached by the scalpel and
the microscope. But the question remains how far these infer-
ences from Hunter's philosophy are justified by what he himself
has written.

Now, it must be at once admitted that in Hunter’s own hands
the investigation of nature was directed to natural phenomena
only. He speaks of “ mind” and “ will,” but never speculates
on their origin, and what he has left as to their nature is not
very easy to understand. He teaches plainly enough that life is
a principle superadded to matter, of the exact nature of which
prineiple we know nothing, but which gives to matter its power
of organisation, of resistance to disintegration, of motion, and of
self-reproduction,* and the degree in which this vital principle
is contained in any part, or in other words, the force which the
part exercises to resist disintegration, is called by him the

* See vol. iii, pp. 115—117; also footnote, pp. 120 ef seq. Chap. iv
of the ‘Burgical Lectures,’ vol. i, pp. 241—246, may be referred to
as a very plain exposition of Hunter’s teaching as to the difference
between organisation and life, and the independence of the former
and its priority in time, though life is prior in causation. Life is
compounded with every part of the animal machine, and gives to
every part its inherent power of preserving itself and performing
its own actions. These actions when not regarding the separate
parts merely “ are of whole parts, as the stomach, heart, organs of
respiration, organs of sensation, mind, and will,”
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by influencing the will, becomes the cause of the voluntary
actions ; and by this connection all these principles” (that is,
the passive impressions received by the brain from the body, the
passions of the mind excited by such sensations, and the bodily
actions originated by the brain) * can affect one another. Now
the brain appears to be capable of two modes of action, and out
of these arises every property of the brain. We may call the
actions of the brain, mind : objects shall affect our senses so as
form a peculiar state of mind; this, I call mental impression.
Again, the mind can reason and exercise volition respecting
objects. The former is involuntary, and belongs to brutes, the
latter is voluntary. For instance, I am challenged to fight a duel,
volition and reason determine me to go to it; but, when at the
place my joints tremble, my stomach turns sicks; this is the
effect of mental impression, or feelings of the mind. The two
operations are very different; and, in general, the feelings of
the mind, if strong, will prevent all reasoning.”

In this passage we have a clear distinction between the
“mental impressions,” which brutes also have, and the “ reason
and volition " which are peculiar to man. Reason and volition,
then, cannot be functions of the body, sinee the body is nearly
or quite as perfect in the brute as in man.

In the section also of the ‘Lectures on Surgery’ (p. 359—
361) which treats of * the effects of mind on diseases,” we have
the independence of the mind strongly asserted and illustrated by
striking examples. Yet, we cannot but admit that several of
the expressions quoted above would, if they stood alone, coun-
tenance the merely materialistic view that what we call mind and
will are only phenomena produced somehow or other by molecular
changes in the matter of the brain. This, however, seems to me
quite inconsistent with the result of Hunter's teaching, looked
at as a whole. That teaching dwells strongly on the intrinsie
difference between matter and life, and between the properties
of unorganised matter (dynamical, chemical, electrical, and other
forces) and the vital actions produced in such matter when life
has been added to it. And hardly less strongly does it bring
out the essential difference between the corporeal actions which
are produced by the various stimuli and sympathies, of which
Hunter is never tired of speaking, and those mental and voli-
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tional actions which, as he shows so clearly, can suspend or even
reverse the natural actions of the body. Though Hunter, there-
fore, never speaks (in fact, I believe deliberately avoids speaking)
!:-f any supernatural agency, his whole teaching appears utterly
inconsistent with materialism. That doctrine, as Dr. Lionel
Beale has recently remarked,* “may be traced to the primary
belief in the assumption that the living and non-living are one,
backed by ingenious speculations, invented for the purpose of
convincing people that the facts of life, as well as those of
nature, living and non-living, have been explained by physics
and chemistry.” No theory could be more formally in opposi-
tion than this to the teaching of the man who wrote: “No
chemist on earth can make out of the earth a picce of sugar,
but a vegetable can do it.”” So far, then, it seems to me that
Green and Coleridge are right in claiming John Hunter's
teaching as supporting their view that life is a supernatural
endowment.

Another point in which they seem to me correct is in the
praise which they bestow on Hunter's philosophy as one of ideas
and not merely of forces, that is to say, as teaching that behind
the forces by which the visible actions are produced is a purpose
directing those forces to a foreseen end.+ We have got lately to

*  Lancet,” Oct. Tth, 1893, p. 865.

t+ The whole of Green’s Oration, 1840, entitled ‘ Vital Dynamics,’
is occupied with this contention. The following passage may be
quoted : “In the world do we not see everywhere evidences of a
unity, which the component parts are so far from explaining that
they necessarily presuppose the unity as the cause and condition of
their existing at all? Every whole of parts, be it the minutest
crystal, a plant, an animal, the globe which sustains us, the solar
system of which it is a part, or the universe itself, in the infinitude
of which that system is less than a mote, every whole of parts
demands for its intelligibility a canse or principle of each union, a
power and unity antecedent in the order of efficiency, and remaining
present as the sustaining and conservative emergy; it implies a
legislative act, predetermining the result, compelling implicit obedi-
ence, and excluding all contingeney. . . . Refleet on the exqui-
gite harmony of all surrounding things and the coherence of all
to the kéopoc, to the order and beauty of the world! How else conld
a whole, a system of manifold agencies, result in sequence invari-
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tolerate at any rate, if not to embrace, a theory which, starting
from the general acceptance of the doctrines of evolution, wishes
to persuade us that everything has come to be as it is by a sort
of blind necessity. The hypothesisisa very old one. It excited
the ridicule of Aristophanes,* and inspired the beautiful poem of
Lucretius. But it has received new life from the ultra-Dar-
winians who do not seem to see that if evolution has really pro-
duced such brilliant results from such obscure beginnings, it
furnishes still stronger evidence of a purpose lyiug behind a
process which involves such continuous and wonderful progress
from the imperfect towards perfection. If Paley was right in
saying that the traces of design which were revealed to the dis-
coverer of the watch would be much strengthened if the watch
contained mechanism which enabled it to produce another watch
like itself, surely be would be entitled to argue that the presump-
tion would be raised near to certainty if the original machine
contained the germ and potency of machines rising in endless
complexity and constantly adapting themselves to ever pew uses.

Now Hunter's works are full of the strongest possible state-
ments of teleological views, so full as to dispense entirely with
any necessity for quotation. He goes even so far as to speak of
the body as ““ conscious of the use™ of various processes, and
defends his language, ** because I have not a word for expressing
the canse of those actions which take place in the body as if it
was conscious that such and such things were going to take place.
There are actions of the body which come the nearest to con-
sciousness of the mind of anything I can conceive, and, there-
fore, I make use of this word.”+ And as to evolution, T have
shown in the text (p. 54) how near he came to the conception
at any rate of its leading idea, and how plainly he taught that
“we may suppose that nature is improving her works, or at
least has established the principle of improvement in the body

able, in connection necessary, in order permanent, in co-operation
harmonious, in government immutable, unless by a will manifested
in acts cansative and intelligential, predetermining the final pur-
pose, and providing the means to the ultimate aim, already con.
templated in the antecedent unity of the legislative act #” (p, 18.)

* Aivog Baciheber rov Al ilknghaxdg, Nub., 1471,

t Vol. i, p. 236.


















