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son of moral with physical diseases. It
is perfectly natural that a highly sympa-
thetic and kind-hearted man, engaged for
many years in the study and practice of
the healing art, should not only represent
moral depravity as a disease, but that he
should carry his iliustration farther than
minds unbiassed in this direction can fol-
low him. = For the invariable tendency of
medical practice is to prevent a physician
altogether from considering the notion of
responsibility in connection with the dis-
ease of his patient.  He accepts this ab-
normal condition simply as a physical fact,
He treats
the wounds of a murderer as carefully and

and not at all as a moral one.

with as little aversion or reluctance as
It is an
article of his professional code not to al-
low the notion of desert to influence his
treatment in the slightest degree. His
duty, as he considers it, is to restore the
patient without regard to the moral ante-
cedents of the case,

those of the murderer’s victims.

Thus it comes that
Dr. Hohmes does not give due weight to
the fact that as physical disease is very
often the result of the patient’s own folly
and negligence, so also moral diseases are
frequently incurred.
‘ Men often bhecome vicious against the
mfluences of lleredity and enviromnent.
They wilfully change a moral environ-
ment for an immaoral one. They reach
the vicious state not at once, but by n
long series of acts, more or less immoral,
and too often consciously and willingly
performed.  The fact that sin and crime
follow the law of cause aud effect does
not at all touch the responsibility of the
agent who himself creates these causes.
We object strongly to another senti-
ment that pervades these books. Oliver
Wendell Holmes is generally spoken of
A8 an exceedingly genial and kindly man,
an(} perhaps in the main this is a true
ffst;mmte of him. But there are many
indications that this kindliness is ex-
tended for the most part only to the

limited class of which he himself is a fair
r(*pl‘esmntuti\'e -.an aristoeracy in fact, not
indeed of wealth or title, hut of intellect
and ¢ family.”

Instead of kindly sympathy with the
aspirations of the humble, our author too
often displays egotistic ridicule and con-
temptuous disregard.  Their weak and
hampered efforts at hetterment arve sim-
ply ludicrous to him, and fair subjects of
heartless burlesque.  He sees nothing
commendable, nothing pathetie, in it at
all.  Intelligently liberal as he is on most
topics, his perverse inconsistency vn the
matter of social canons and distinetions
is most surprising.  To him these arbi-
trary and fluctunting conventions are ab-
solutely right, and cternadly tixed and
unalterable.  He speaks oracularly of
“the natural Hnes of cleavage in asociety
whiclt has erystallized according to its own
true laws.” (The Autoerat)) * Natural,”
“tpue,” indeed ! But what is natural ?
and what is truel were very pertinent
questions heve.  These words are so ex-
ceedingly ambiguous that they often are
used as the only support of a weak argu-
They are good words to conjure
For has not all

ment.
with when reasons fail.
social progress consisted in the overthrow
of a state of things which was previously
considered by the ignorant to be perfectly
natural? Witches, for example, were once
supposed to be a natural clement of so-
ciety. Doubtless if Dr. Holmes had been
living in those days, it would have been
natural for him to help to drown them.

It may further be natural, and it may
be according to his view of the true laws
of society, hut it is not therefore admnir-
able, for him to make so many sneering
allusions to “heings that ate with knives
and said ‘ Haow,”” the “Poor Relation,”
the “rural districts,” the *large-handed
bumpkins,” and so on.

How exceedingly foolish our author
could be at times is evident from this
passage in “The Autocrat”:—



