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3r. Pritchard it appears armed himsell with the proper w eapons_
" of a philosophie chumpion, but unfortunately, he wns not skilled i ini
therr scientific wsage—or if so, he took care not to apply them ac-
cordly to his antagonist. In ilustration of this, he states, that he'
has had his attention directed for many years to this enquiry, and ;|
omitted no opportunity that presented itsell of gaining information’,
on this subject ; he states, also, “¢ that the Phrenolomqt need not
zo beyond the lmits of his own species, in order to estabhsh his |
doctrine on the basis of experience—that i’ a reltive amplitude ;
in a given region of the brain were always consistent with a pro-
portional display of one particular faculty, or quality of mind, the),
constant coincidence would prove a connection between the two
phenonena ; that Phrenology certainly admits of proof or disproof,
and would obtain it, if the measarement of a sufficient number of
heads, and those belonging to murked qualitics of nind, could be
accurately and indisputably known ; and, that if the testimony of
facts on a great scale shonld be found adverse 1o the alleged coin-
cidences, or to the correspondence of given mental qualities with
certain conditions of the brain, Phrenology will not ‘continue toj
make proselytes, and it will be ultimately discarded as an hypo-
_~thesis without foundation. At present mosl persons seem to be in
doubt on the subject, and to be looking out for evidence.’

The person w ho can acl\nouled«e this Baconian method of in-
vestigation will be naturally enough e.\pected to enter, in good
faith, on the course which has so properly and fairly to the inter-
ests of truth presented itself. Asan arbiter of a question of 8o
‘much consequence, we will naturally too liope to be carried by
him, from place to place, insearch of the evidence which is to con-
tirm or refute the doctrine in hand ;—we will of course have to
trace him from asylun to asilum, from prison to prison, penctrat-
ing (o penitentiaries,—until he has searched the kingdom, and from
all quarters collected, arranged, and with scientific acumen set,
the [acts, in that order and form, as that he who runs may read
them. But the scicnce of observation and experiment has lost its
power in the hands of Dr. Pritchard, TFor while lic urges the la-
bour of it on the disciples of Phrenology, he reserves an easior
method for his own use, and suitable for himself in his own closet
—the Doctor works in kis slippers, not in his walking shoes. - He
sits down at his ease and then takes every opportunity that occurs
to him in his closet to make the necessary enquiry ! In pursnance
of this method, he enquires of others what their expericnce on the
subject has been ; but it is very extraordinary that though he wrote
to persons who had great fields of obser\auog-\'mhm their reach,
that Le happened only to consult thase who were on his own side
of the question. e was thus satisfied with the experience, not to
say anything of the experiment, of others ; and with a new Novum
Organon in his eye, trusted to a sortof hear-say evidence, a hear-
say observation of facts, to constitute what may be called his
hear-say method of investigating the laws of nature. Is this the
course that Bacon recommended: or, even that Dr. Pritchard
himself has proposed ? Did Gall sit in his closet and trust to the
authority of correspondents when his own eyes and hands were to
be cmployed > The justice which a court of law would aftord
would be extremely mecagre, if the advocate, the witnesses, the
evidence, and the judge himself, were all on one side. Yet Dr.
Pritchard consulted only those who were hostile to Phrenology ;
whilst he entirely omitted those medica! gentlemen attached to lu-
natic asylums who were favourable to it, and who bad made ac-
tua) observation and experiment their guide. Could he believe that
his mere dictum, supported by a few references ta what may be
termed hostile experience, would prevail over the testimony of
cther nen of very high standing as medical attendanis of lunatic
asylums? And when he might have consulted such men as <*Mr.
Hlare of the Retreat for the Tnsane at Leeds, Dr. James Scott of;
the Royal Naval Lunatic Asylum, Sir William Eflis of the Lunatic
Asylum at Hanwell, Dr. Disney Alexander of the Wakefield Asy-
lam, Mr. Brown of the Montrose Asylum, Mr. Galbraith of the
Asylum at Glasgow?’---all -medical ‘practitioners who have given
the most ample testimony of ‘the success of Phrenological treat-
ment in their several seminaries. And yet Dr. Pritehard, from the
nsulation of his closet, declures that he does not remember one

t : .
whe could say that his own observations had aflorded any evidence

ﬁosc: of scicnce does not stop here, for whilst he took care to cor-!!

by Dr. Gall.”

favourable to this doctrice. .
But the Doctor’s new mode of collecting evidence for the pur-

respond with those only whom he knew adverse to Phrenology,
he had some show of truth in declaring the results of his inquiry :
e however adopted another artifice not altogether so manageable,
m his hands, by quoting persons favourable to Phrenology and:
aetmrr a false interpretation on - their arguments, as if, thev too
afforded him no evidence favourable to the doctrine. e thus
irefers to M. Georgetand to M. Voissin—pupils of Esquxrol---lhe
latter writes in the very book from which he n akes his extracts
i we shall add that M. Esquirol having made a numerous collec-
tion of skulls and busts of deranged persons will one day be able
'to publish valunble information on the relations between the form
ofthc head and the different disorders of intellect, and thus illus-
!'trate many poiuts of the Phrenological doctrine of the brain, tanght
Yet this man would guide your opinions on P hre-
nolom —would be an authority for the public in estimating the
truth or falschood of one of the most important scienes wlm-h mo-
dem times have discovered. TFalret, Terrus, Broussais---Vimnont,
are all French authorities of the highest reputation in this matter,
yet are not referred to, or, are misrepresented,---whilst Rudolphi,
whowm Gall hitnsel has most elaborately refuted, indeed, it is al-
most tiresome to read the minuteness with which he does so, . is
amply quoted as an authority in the estimation of Dr. Piitehard.
Dr. Andrew Comhe justly complains in his able reply to Dr.
Pritchard that he overlooks the opinions expressed by Phrenolo-
aists in the Phrenological jowrnal---a work which hag repeatedly
challenged him to make good his statements, but which he has
hitherto found convenient not to notice. )

Where truth is concerned, and where the 1nleresls of munlund
are deeply involved jn the establishment of - lhut lru\l], it is im-
possnb]e to pass from the hostile 1ubours of Dr. Pritchard without
some {eeling, that one knowing as well as he, lhaw to,point outithe
way, should so openly. in the fuce of hie own . directions.have
erred from ihe straight paﬂl, and for the sake, perbaps of a fittle
duy of cphemeral frame, seek to recommend himself by proceed-
ings ns disgraceful to him as a man of Philosophical investigation
as to his reputation as a lover of truth and justice.

You may perhaps imagine that such an instance of m'llevolent
criticism is peculiar to Dr. Pritchard. DBut he has got a confrere
in his Philosophy---and one too who hag a fellow feeling for him
in his hostility to Phrenology. . This is the author of the article,
Phrenology, in the Encyclopedeia Britannica, the new edition of]
which too, it seems, promises *“ (o correct and expunge ali things
impeifect or antiquated for the substitution of more instructive
matter and more. complete inquiring, that those arts and sciences
which were not treated in the supplement, or which have assum-
ed a new aspect, either from the progress of discovery, or.accu-
mulation of facts, or improved systems of classification will be
considered anew.”” The person selected for these excellent pur-
poses with regard to Phrenology is Dr, Roget.

It appears tho Doctor wrote, long ago, the article, Crnmoscope,
in the Encyclopedia ; and consequently, to improve the matter, he
undertakes ahout twenty years afterwards, to farnish the publish-
ers of this work with ull subsequeut improvements and progress
of Phrenology. To do this according to the pnnc:ples of the new
edition he must have been selected in consequence of his capacity
to expound the principles of the new Philosophy. TIn his reading,
knowledge, and experience, he onght to be quasified above ordi-
nary men in this department. It is not for the ecritic but the ex-
pounder of science that we look in an Encyclopedm Whatever a
man’s particular predilections may be, they are not required of
him in conveying the information which we look for in such a
public work. We want to read the science as it is-—-and not as it
it may happen to be in the mind of a hired 2nd hostile critic. The
Geolomst, or, Mineralogist, alone, is allowed to treat of these sub-
Jects. Is it too much to ask for Phreno]ogy the same privilege ?
would not Mr. Combe have written this article therefore better
than Dr. Roget ? Then why prefer the unqualified, to the quali-
fied wnf:er> Because, it appears that there is patronage in science
as well as in other aff'ulrs and because MacVay Nupier promlsed
to his ‘readers what he has not performed, and thereby T rendered
his new edition in thisi instance, at least, a mere vehicle of eriticism
and neither correcting or expunging ** all 1hings imperfect or anti-
quated for the substltuuon of more instructive matter and more

complete i mqnxry '
Dr. Roget .overlooking perhaps this promise of hia publishers,

Y. . . .
{improved title of Phrenology. Reason for doing this was no

doubt in the mind of Dr. Roget, because he hud no substitution of
““more instructive matter” to ofter. 'That is a paper. written
‘twenty years ago is made suitable to a science thaf hns beea  tho
means of drawing forth as much, if not more, Philosophical dis-
‘cussion, carcful investigation, and intellectual talent, thun any

other in the last half century. DBut according to Dr.'Roget the

science must have stood still during all this time. In 1818 the
L"I reat originator of the science had not completed his work---how

'then in reference to him, not to mention a dozen of -other 1writers
on the subject since then, -is. this article  to fulfil tho object of tlie
publishers of the Encyclopedia ? We tarn to this cmporium of
science and we find Dr. Rogot referring us to the writers on Phren-
ology--but to whom? Will it be believed, that omitting every
wriler subsequent to 1818, he only.refers us to those who had
wrilten previously to that period. It is not necessary that I should
occupy your time by mentioning all the names---I mean celebrated
names, that have written on Phrenology since the period alluded
to—bcutch—-Lnuhsh—Amelxcan—l‘lench—Dnmsh-—Germm and
Htalian. Tt is enough to say that Gall himsell regarding some of
‘them writes thus before his death,  <“They who read English, and
are interested in the Physiology of the brain will be readily con-
vinced how much those inen have contributed to ils perfoclion."”
Yet the Encyclopedia, hecause of the ignorance, or invidiousness
of Dr. Roget, can afford us no account whatever of anything that

this host of able men have ndded to Phrenology. And let in¢ here
make a digression. that nava read, Gall’'s work, and lately

that of Vimont, Broussais, Combe, Simpson, &e., and were my
convictions otherwise respecting-Phrenology than what they are
and have been, T would still think as others do, that wonks of
greater interest—wider range df information—address in-the col-,
lection, arrrangement; and " application .of facts.to.their, ]eadug
priociples, isnot'to be found in an equal number of works on any’
other subjecl of science. If you desire valuable and enlortmmng
worls as a Fecreation amidst the labours and cares of daily ocoupa-
tion, it is to these of’.lll other that I would most assuredly dirget”
yourattentlon For thounh % Mimont has many peculiarilies and
pretensions on (le science of Gall, not sufficiently authentic, and
with some flattering personifications of himself in the third person
(** selon moi,”’) yet, the prodigious lubour of his work—for he
presented to one of the Institutions of Paris a collection of twu
thousand five Liundred specimons of the heads of animals—the half
of which he was himsell personally faumiliar with, the remarkable
aceuracy and beauty of his drawings---(for his work was published .
atthe great priceof £30.—By thus insuring the best masters-;-
some of the druwings I have taken the pains to compare Wltll
specimens in my own' possession all” of which aﬂ"o:ded me ‘the.
most satisfuctory testimony of his nccurncy) lhe fuct that uII ﬂns
was the product of a man {00, at ﬁrs., hosule 1o Gall S vwws,»and
commenced for the purpose of refut,mg the originator of Phreno]ogy

rise’in.a body of evidénce against his own predllecnons, aud
finally convince and convert him,—1 aay, under what c;rcun)-
stances soever we view his work, whether as to its immense bod}
of facts and- ewdence—lls influence over the fate of Phrcnology—
the style of its execution,--the contenls of the" letter press,---lt
every. whele commands our nttentxon and ments our prmsaund
admiration. Bat for all this, such a splendid work, nnd well Imowu
t0o, and heard .of, ov er Europe, is refused a plnce in Dr. Ro«et’
consideration ! )

Broussais, another excellent writer, on this subject whose. work
Thave had an opportunity nlso of reading, meets,with nsnmlhnr
tredatment from the ambiguously informed Dr, Roget. %The con-
sequence of all this is that the Doctor only wntes o(' Phrenology
previous to 1818 ;=to a period loo, that he cerlalnly hudinoji p éw
Joast idea of it as a science ; or, that, it shonld conunue o 103 k
a month after his article was published.’, )

‘Both the Combes have ably- answered 'hnn,---and furl}lgr, %J
challenged ‘him to support” his. assertions, '-l--but it wouldmpp ar
that he has a very convenuent snde both fo: heaung gng seemg, ‘
for they have heard or seen nothmg from hx%;riespectm, €80
challenges to this hour. Yet g0 comp]etely 18, hg lst the, con-
sistency. of an analyucal critic that m{ﬁplte of hlmself, when he
:hought he could pounce upon some vulnerab}e pomt of his ad-
versanes he'unconsciously refers o some 9{' the worlss. subsequent
to lSlB---showmg that he does wﬂf‘ully stppregs the whole in
lS

arucle g :
But Jet us tarn from this gilly and blupltedm chamc&er

proceeds to réprint his former article on Cradiosope, under the

Rogat,.and consuler what may be viewed as some of " his oper
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by facts and facts only ;—but that ﬂley, as he proceeded, should
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