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ator frcm which the gases therein manufactured are led 
away in pipes to the heating-place. The generator, t: e. 
the HOLLANDretort is at  the heating-place, in the fire- 
box of thelocomotive, and the full effect of the carbon 
combustion is therefore obtained in both cases, whether 
the disscciation of the steam takes place to furnish oxy- 
gen for the first stage of this combustion only cr 
whether the dissociation is accomplished so as  to burn 
up the carbon completely with oxygen derived from the 
dissociated water-vapor. But there is this great differ-
ence : If the carbon derives all the oxygen necessary for ! 
its complete conversion into carbonic acid from the dis- 
sociation 01 the  steam, there will be twice as  much hy-
drogen liberated as  against its conve~.sion into carbonic 
oxide only, a s  will be seen from the following statement 
of the two cases by DAHLERUS : 

"When  watery vapor burns carbon to carbonic oxide, 
there are formed from two volumes of watery vapor and 
one volume of carbon two volumes of carbonic oxide and 
two volumes of hydrogen ; furlher, when carbon is 
burned by watery vapor to carbonic acid, there are 
formed from one volume of carbon and four volumes of 
watery vapor, two volumes of carbonic acid and four vol I 

umes of hydrogen. Consequently the volume of hy-
drogen in the gases is equal to the volume of carbonic 
oxide and double that of the volume of carbonic acid." 

In connection with these important relations I must, 
in conclusion, refer to the results of numerous esyeri- ' 

ments, made with the HOLLAXD process, which can 
only be fully and satisfactorily explained in the light of 
the previous discussion. he^ are certainly a most 
remarkable series of experiments, never before equalled 
or excelled ; the results accomplished by the Kaphtha and 
water process have startled all experts and scientists who 
have witnessed them, while those who have not seen their 
actual performance reluctantly admit their genuine-
ness. Yet they are absolute facts, and the possibilities 
w h ~ c h  they have in store are greater than anything 
that has as  yet been reported. 

In starting the fire under the boiler of this locomotive, 
it must be stated, there is first lighted a small tank filled 
with naphtha, which is placed under one of the retorcs 
in the fire-box. A s  soon as  this retort is thereby suf- 
ficiently heated to gasify the naphtha, naphtha-gas is 
burned under all the retorts, and water admitted into 
them to be converted into steam. \Vhen both naphtha 
and water are thus gasified, their gases are jointly ad- 
mitted to all the burners under he whole length ot the 
boiler, and the generation of steam noxv begins in earnest. 
As  soon a s  feasible, steam from the boiler is introduced 
into the retorts instead of water, so that after th's period 
the naphtha only has to be gasified in the retorts. 

I now give one of Mr. CONANT'S tables in full, containing 
the results of an experiment he witnessed on April 29th : 

GA A T  1 C : l i .LIGHTED A T  1O:Oj 4. M. STARLED 
- ~ -~ ~ - -

.... ..... ~ --- - . ---

Ti,ne, Naptha, Kaptha. Naptha.  
Steam, Per  1,b. Per hlin - - -

Pounds  11. Gall,I ~ 
C a l l  G a l  H,  hl,1 

Engine ctarted out-safety -valve blowlng-oil disturbed and no record. 

.- --.- --- - -

Pop valve blowing av. 33 sec., with 32 sec, intervals. No right of way 
and no run. 

T h e  puzzling fact that the higher the temperature 
and the steam-pressure rise, the  iess naphtha is burned, 
~vould  be absolutely inexplicable if it was not for the 
relations alluded to  in the foregoing observations. Up
to 60 or 70 pounds of steam-precsure in the boiler the 
consumption of naphtha averages 2.14 gals. for every 
ten pounds of pressure added, while abcve these figures, 
it averages only 1.07 gals.-just one-half of the former 
quantity-for every additional ro pounds. I\-e know 
what that means. It means that  there is an  evident 
supplanting of the naphtha by some other much more 
powerful heating agen t ;  the r,aphtha in this process Iln- 
mistakably plays a subordinate role, as  far as the  
heating is concerned, W e  knoxv its task. It dissociates 
the water and thereby liberates its hydrcgen; it is the 
latter that furnishes the bulk of the caloric energy de- 
veloped. During the earlier stages, when the steam-
pressure is yet comparatively low, the quantity of steam 
introduced into the retorts is limited and the carbon 
therefore is burned up to carbonic oxide only by d~ssc -  
ciattd oxygen ; a s  soon, however, a s  the steam-pressure 
rises above a certain point the quantity of steam intro- 
duced is Ye]?; soon sufficient to  furnish all the oxygen 
necessary for the complete combustion of the carbon of 
the naphtha to carbonic acid. Thus,  we are enabled by 
a correct interpretation cf Nature's laws to explain fully 
and satisfactorily the paradoxical fact that the greater 
the heat, the less the consumption cf oil. \Ye know 
that instead of two volumes of hydrogen in the first, we 
must have four in the second case. 

There is one other point ~vhich  I may probably feel 
called upon to treat of, viz.: the utter invisibility of this 
tremendous fire. For the present the above will suffice. 

DR. CUNTHERS ICHTRYOLOGY.* 

Less than a century ago the last edition of the Sys 
tema Na tu rz  of L in rzus ,  published in 1766, u a s  taken 
a s  the basis and text of essentially a cew com~ilalion by 
Johann Fr~edr ich  Gmclin, ant1 amcng the 5pecies atl- 
mitted by L in rzus  were intercalated thcse subseq~~ent ly  
added by others to the system. There were very many 
duplications arising from the imperfect acquaintance 
of the compiler with his subject, but nevertheless, all 
told, only 826 species of fishes were named. There are 
now known, in round numbers, nearly ten thousand spe- 
cies. In the interval between the co~npilations of Gmelin 
and the present were published works of a like nature, 
by \Valbaum, LacPpbde, Bloch, Schneider, and Shaw. 
These were all finished before 1804, and were all of very 
little value. For  considerably more than half a century 
no other descrip!ive general enumeration of fishes was  
completed. Meanwhile, from 1828 to 1849, Cuvier and 
Valenciennes gave to Ichthyolcgy 22 volumes of a work 
designed to be a general natural history of fishes, but 
this was  never finished. Xt last, in 1859, was commenced 
and in 1870 brought to an end, a work purporting to enu- 
merate all the species of fishes known to the dates of 
publication, by Dr. Albert Gunther, under the auspicrs 
of the British hluseum. For this contribution the scien- 
tific world was laid under great obligations to the author 
as  well as  publisher. I t  was a compilation requiring 
considerable skill and acquaintance with the literature, 
and the work may be :aid to have been moderately well 
performed. Its author followed the outlines of classifi-
cation proposed many years before by the illustrious 
Johannes i\liiller. On the whole this \vas the best 
course, perhaps, to be taken at  the time. In 1861, hoxv- 
ever, he gave a systematic re-arrangement of the Xcan- 
thopterygian families, which was above all characterized 
by an excessive valuation placed on very trivial charac- 

-
* An introduction to the study of fishes. By Albert C. L. G .  Giinther. 


Edinburgh: Adam and Charles Black. 1880. 
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ters, and was, in some respects, a step backwards, al- 
though of not very much moment. 

Another and most radical modification-the next stage-
may be  fitly noticed in the author's own words. [ I . ]  I 
"The discovery (in the year 1871) of a living representative 
of agenus  hitherto believed to be long extinct, Ceratodus, 
threw a new light on the affinities of fishes. [z.]  T h e  
author who had the good fortune of examining this fish, 
was enabled to show that, on the one hand, [3] it was a 
form most closely allied to Lefllir'osz'ren ; on the 
other, that  it could not be separated from the 
Ganoid fishes, and therefore that  also [4] Lepi-
dosiren was a Ganoid : a relation pointed out already 
by Huxley in a previous paper on 'Devonian Fishes.' (51 
This discovery led to further considerations of the relative 
characters of Muller's sub-classes, and to the system 
which followedin the present work" (pp. 25-26). I n  regard 
to this claim there are selperal noteworthy and character- 
istic features. 

( I )  In 1870, in Dr. Giinther's Cat. Fishes Brit. Mus., 
vol. 8, p. 323, it is expressly admitted that " after [the 
' shee t '  descriptive of Prot@terus and Le$zi2'oszierz] had 
passed through the press, Mr. Krefft informed me of the 
most interesting discovery that  a living representative of 
Cevntodus had been found in Queensland. Nothing 
of this genus was hitherto known beyond teeth, as  those 
described and figured by Aaassiz in Poiss Foss. iii, p. 129, 
pls. 18-20." ( 2 )  Dr. Giinther knew nothing whatever of 
Ceratodzrs till he received a communication respecting it 
from Mr. Krefft. (3) As indicated by Dr. Guntherhimself 
(Trans. Royal Soc., v. 161, for 1871)~Mr. Krefft, in even 
the title of his paper, published April 28, 1870, and b:fore 
Dr. Gi~nther 's  "reply hat1 time to reach Mr. Krefft," recog- 
nized the affinity of the genus to Le$zilosiren. (4) As 
early as  1860, Gill (as Brandt, Peters, Lutken antl others 
suhseque~~t ly  wasrecognizedj sho~ved that i'Le$idoszi.etz 
a Ganoid, and that Polyfiterzrs was a type intermediate 
l>etween the ordinary Ganoids and the D~pnoi .  (5) Ccnse- 
quently the only novelty in Dr. Gunther's work was " the  
system which is followed in the present volume," which 
has been pronounced by an  eminently competent judge to 
be " a  triumph of systematic ~aucl'lerz'e." IVhaterer is 
true in the statements examined had been apprec~ated be- 
fore Dr. Gunther labored and only what is untrue to 
nature and to science was original with him. The  co-or- 
dination of the facts enumerated was the necessary logical 
result of the successive steps. 

But what is '' the system which is followet~ in the present 
work?" Only the salient features may be noticed, and 
these will sufficiently appear from the enumeration of the 
sub-ordinal, ordinal and super-ordinal groups. These  
are : 

I. SUB-CLASS-PAL.EICHTHI'ES. 
I. Order-Chondropterygii. 

I. Sub-3rder-Plagiostomata and  
11. Sub-order-Holocephala [Chimrxroids]. 

11. Order-Ganoidei. 
I. Sub-order-Placodermi [Extinct]. 
11. " -Acanthodini [Extinct]. 
111. " -Dipnoi. 
IV. " -Chontlrostei. 
V. " -Polypteroidei. 
VI. " -Pycnodontoidei [Extinct]. 
VII.  " -Lepidosteoitlei. 
VIII .  " -Amioidei. 

11. SUB-CL.~S~-TELEO~TEI .  
I. Order-Acanthopterygii. 
11. " ---kcanthopterygii Pharyngognathi. 
111. " -Anacanthini. 

I\'. -Physostomi.
t i  

V. " -Lophobranchii. 
VI. " -Plectognathi. 

111. Sub-Class-Cyclostomata. 
1V. Sub-Class-Leptocardii. 

T o  those familiar With the facts and details of the an- 
atomy of fishes and the inferior vertebrates, this enu-
meration will be its own best commentary. Suffice it for 
the present at  least to affirm that  it involves more con- 
tradictions and inconsistencies than nave been mani-
fested in any recent taxonomical exposition of any class 
of animals emanating from a respectable source. 

Almost equally in disaccord with the cultivators of the 
other branches of Vertebrate Zoology is Dr. Giinther in 
his treatment of GENERA. 

T h e  extreme of clifierentiation is p rac t i c~d  by ornithol- 
ogists, (prov~ded the differences are 0111-icus and external), 
and a course is pursued in mammalogy which has received 
the sanction of the greatest number of students of that 
class, during a t  least the last quarter of a century. 
American ichthyologists have endeavored to comply 
with the principles on which genera in the latter class 
have been recognized as much as  the differences of facts 
will permit, and although, of course, there are many dis- 
agreements as  to detail, there is an essential congruity 
between them. T h e  principles, if any, applied by Dr.  
Glinther are undiscernable from his work. His methods 
indeed, seem to have varied with the  whim of the mo- 
ment and to have been modified for each case : the re-
sults then happening appear for him to have crystallized 
and not to have been subject to review or further consider- 
ation afterwards. Strange contrasts constantly occur in 
the extension or limitat~on of the groups. In the genus 
Tefrodorz, for example, is discoverable a Yery consider-
able range of variation, not only in external features but 
still more markedly in the de'ails of strucrure, and espec- 
ially in the bones of the head. So great are these that 
there are three well defined major groups and a number 
of minor ones entitlrd to generic distinction, but, never- 
theless, ;ur author has refused to admit more than one 
"genus for all the representatives of the type, whereas, 
in the related group of L)ioclontines, he has recognized a 
number of genera upon characters of very much less 
moment, such as the development of the spines, nostrils, 
&c. Under the genus Gnsterosfezrs are confounded all 
the representztives of the family of Gas:erosteids, and 
yet upon differences of the same kind as those which 
distinguish, for example, the " Gasterostez~s sp2;lzachzic 
from the other species of Gnsterostezts, are elstwhere 
constituted distinct famt'lz'es. 

These examples might be extended indefinitely. Heter- 
ogeneous combinations of forms on one hand chance in 
s:range contrast \vith isolatetl generic t!-pes on the other. 

Comprehensiveness of genera per se is not a great 
evil, provided there is consistency in the treatment of the 
subject, and that all share as  nearly a l ~ k e  as  the nature of 
the case all7ws. It is to the assignment of inordinate 
value to a few superficial characters, and the subordina- 
t ~ o n ,  to the manifestation of such, of other characters 
whose coincidence demonstrates then: to be of greater 
importance, that we object. It is true that the acce[>t-
ance of such comprehensive groups isolates in a measure 
the class in which they are recognized from others 
antl tends to constantly mislead the inquirer \i-ho \voultl 
compzre the constituents of the several classes, e.g., as  
to their geographical or geological rel-itions. Even this, 
however, is of minor importance. It is the utter (lisle- 
gard of the gradations of structural difierences exhibited 
by Dr. Gdnther in his constitution of genera that detracts 
so much from the value of his 11-ork. T o  enter into tle- 
tail wou!d necessitate space cqual to the portion consicl- 
ercd. and some instances must suffice. 

~ E r r n n z ~ s(p. 381, is distinguishctl among its allies by 
the " small scales," presence of " vet!- tlistinci canines in 
both jaws," and the absence of serratures from the lower 
margin of the preoperculum. Under the genus thus tle- 
fined, there are not only species which disagree with the 
principal characters, but the tj'l.picnZ S e r m j z i j S ,  cabrilln, 
S. scriba, etc.) are more nearly related to the species of 
Centro$rz'stis than to the rest of their associates. A 
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natural arrangement-i.e. one based on their anatomical 
details-would require, first, the fusion of the Guntherian 
genera Ceniropristis, Anthias ,  Cnllanihins, Serranzts, 
Anyperocfo'on, Przb~zodes, Plectroponzu, and Trachyponza ; 
then the wide removal of certain forms, and finally the 
disintegration of the conglomeration on an entirely differ- 
ent basis from that accepted by Gunther. 

The  instances wherein genera are referred to familZes 
with the tliagnoses of which they diametrically disagree 
are numerous. Leaving out of consideration cases of 
conflict of genera or species with the characters assigned 
as  orn'ilzal to the including group ie. g., Pogo~tias, Sc ie-  
nn ,  G e ~ r e s )  the following are examples : 

T h e  genus Dnctyloscofius is referred to the family Blen- 
niidre, in which the spinous portion of the dorsal fin i; 
said to be ' I  as much devrloped as the soft, or more. 
Bacfyloscojus has in the most evident manner, not-
withstanding the erroneous definition of Giinther (Cata- 
logueof the Fishes in the British hIuseum, Vol. I I I . ,  p. 
279). only the first ten to twelve dorsal rays spinous, all 
the others being articulated. In fact, D~zctyloscojztshas 
nothing Lvhatever to do with the Blenniidre, but is very 
closely related to Leptoscojz~s,and belongs unquestlona- 
bly to the same group ; in other words to an entirely 
different division of fishes in the Guntherian systcm. 
(See Trachinitlre p. 462.) 

The  genus Zonrces, (p. 497) also referred to the family 
of Blenniidz, still more disagrees with the true repre- 
sentatives of that family in the structure of the dorsal fin 
and, as  he himself admits, has " n o  other fin spines " than 
a fe\v near the cautlal ; it shows, in fact, an organization 
similar to that manifested in the faiuily Lycodidz of 
Gi~nther,(p. 537) plxced by him in a different order of 
fishes-the Anacanthini. 

Sijhonoi;.nathus is a remarkable genus referred to the 
family of Labritlz. This  fainily is defined as  having, in 
addition to o th t r  characters, " the soft anal similar to 
the soft dorsal, ventral fins thoracic, \vith one spine and 
five soft rays," and "branchiostegals five or six." Noth-
ing wha!ever is said respecting the anal, ventrals, or 
branchiostegals of Si$/zonqq~zathz~sand as the necessary 
data are thus entirely suppressed, it ~vould naturally be 
assumed that the genus would have the characters at-
tributed to the faiuily. In fact, however, Sz$/zonog?ta-
f h z ~ shas not the " :oft anal similar to the soft dorsal," 
there are PZO ventral fins, and there are only fourbranchios- 
tegal rays. It will be thus apparent that it would be im- 
possible to identify this fish from Dr. Giinther's Intro- 
ductiou, unless it \yere assumed that great blunders 
had been made. This is indeed the case, but it is 
not safe to assume that the author is an habitual 
blunderer, and to proceed on that basis, even in the 
case of Dr. Giinther. W e  are soiuewhat prepared, how- 
ever, for the idiosyncrasy exhibited by Dr. Gdnthtr, 
when he compares the relationship of Sz$honog?tnt/zz~sto 
Odax as  being similar to that of Bnbrrussn to Sus  (see 
Catalogue of Fishes in B. RI., v. 4, p. 243) Any one who 
can really entertain such vlews, and consider the differ-
ences between the mammalian gen:ra to bt. of the same 
kind or drgree as those betrveen the fish genera is ullfit 
to institute comparisons. 

Xurnerous genera are adapted, which, although they 
may be good, consistency \vould require Dr. Gdnther to 
merge ~v i th  others. Thus  we have Ptyo/zofus (which he  
has unnecessarily substituted for Tr~5.lo$sisof Girard) 
retained for a form in the familyof Cottidz (1). 480) ; this 
is, however, far more closely related to the " Cof f z~squad-
ricornis" of Giinther than are any of his o th t r  species 
of that heterogeneous group. Ptr?lz?rrrlnsis still retained 
as  the name of a distinct genus which is alllet1 to Trnchy-
nohrs, although it had been narned before Dr. Gunther 
applied his, and its affinities have b-en \\.ell-known for 
many years to be with Cenfroiophzis : it is indeed to a 
species of that genus (the C' ovalisi, that the P .  jerci-  
for~lzzj.is most closely related, and yet in spite of the con- 

current testimony of previous ichthyologists we find it in- 
jected, in the " Introduction to the Study of Fishes," into 
a family remote from that to which Ce?ztrolo$hus has been 
referred. As  examples of other forms unnaturally sepa- 
rated we may instance ( I )  ChcrtopZerus (p. 390) and 
A@rlb~z(p. 397) ; ( 2 )  Grystes (p. 392) and Hztro (p.  393). 
and ( j j  Auliscops and Aulorhy~zchus(p. jo8j. T h e  last 
type, it mav be remarked, is more nearly related to the 
so-called Gnsferosteus spi~zachia than to the Fistu-
lariidz and should be either referred to the  same family 
or differentiated a s  a distinct one. 

Changes of the names of established genera on trivial 
pretexts are also indulged in. T h e  name of Trzklo$sis 
wasabandonetl for Ptyo?totztsbecause there was a Trzglops 
previously established. Although they are unquestion-
ably much alike, they are sufficiently different, and Stein- 
dachner has even lately named a genus Athe?-zirojs,know-
ing well that AtAerzizo~szshad already been proposed for 
another genus of the same family. Dncfylojus is dis- 
carded for Vztlsz~sbecause, forsooth, the term DACTT-
I,OPODA had previously been applied by lfeyer to a 
group (not genus) of extinct reptiles. And yet our author 
himself retains both Chol~drosteus and Chondrostei 
etc., without the slightest demur. Xz$haszn is rejected 
with an exclamation mark (!) and the yet more objection- 
able name Xz$hqqndus proposetl because the author was 
dissatisfietl with the name,and-we strongly susliect-still 
more \\.it11 the namer (Swainson). Why  expect any better 
reason ? 

T h e  i t l e ~  is conveyed in the work-and that  it has been 
extensively claimed elsen-ise by orlr author is no secret- 
that all the established genera are admitted in this vol- 
ume. W ~ t h o u t  counting the scores of genera that Dr. 
Gdnther refuses to recognize, but which every oue ap- 
plying the canons observed by n ~ a m n ~ a l e g ~ s t s  and ornith- 
ologists would adopt, there are m?ny which even that  
author could scarcely neglect unless through ignorance. 
Among those omitted, and which are especially interest- 
ing, on account of representing previously unknown 
types of high value ifa~nilies or sub-families), or I~ecause 
they tkrow light on the relations of families in which 
they be:ong are : Elasso?iz.z, aYe?zic/zihys, Ho j lo jnyrus ,  
Gnathanncnnihz~s,finznfisiizrs, Gramtnicolejzi, Bath-y- 
szasfer, Cbltz~nculus, 0.ryl~'liizrs. Ano,b~o,bo?~za, DnciyZq;lp-
??ZiS, il.fy.y.rotlay~zus, A~tarr/zz'e/zfhps, Plagzbtuenius, Chcc- 
?to~5sis,Re~~zcztacenfrz's If he had reallyanti Profist ius.  
known Hojio#qyrus (referred to incidentally on page 
279, but not othern-ise noticed), he, P A n p s ,  woulil not 
have so far separated his "Perctilcc (pp. 375-379) and 
" . ? ? n r i d e" (405-~IO) ,as he has done : if he had known 
Coffztnculus he n-oulcl, perhnfis, have recognized the 
affinity of Psychrolz~testo the Cottide, and not isolated 
it as  the type of a remote family-at least no scientific 
ichthyologist would have failed to so profit by the kno\v- 
ledge. The  work of Bleeker, Steindachner, Klunzinger, 
Lutken, Vaillant, Sauvage, Giglioli and Collett in Eu- 
rope, and that of all American ichthyologists has, how- 
ever, been almost of nought so far a s  Dr. Gunther is con- 
cerned. It need be only reinarketl, in connection \vith 
the latter, that o i  the numerous genera of Etheostomine 
fishes only Pr%colira (Pe~cr i tn )  and BoZ~oso~nczip. 379) are 
recognized. The reason therefore is no secret-they are 
too small, and as  they have not been able to grolv larger, 
they (lo not deserve to be co.lsitltred. T h e  interesting 
relations, physiolo~ical and morphological, that they ,Ire- 
sent are nct  sufficient to outweigh this cogent objection. 
Among American fishes there is no group that  has been 
so much written about and that is better known than the 
genus . ~ f z c ro j f c r?~s ,  Dr.but notwithstanding Giinther 
has not yet learned that he has distributed its \yell defined 
representatives under three genera, nor that HUrowas 
based on a mistake and is not a valid genus, nor that tilere 
are t\!-0, and only two, well-determined species, and those 
t\vo can not be generically distinguished. When it is 
further remarked that only three genera are recognized 
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for the Centrarchines and Lepomines, and that these are 
diagnosed by the least important and most fallacious 
characters, and that thereby the species are thrown into 
almost inexplicable confusion, some idea may be formed 
of the unrellability of the work. 

The general anatomical portion of the work is, on the 
whole, really a tolerably good re'suwze' of facts respect- 
ing the structure and organization of fishes, for the 
author has wisely followed Gegenbaur, Huxley and 
Parker without sufficient deviation to fall into much 
error. One great objection to it, hbwever, is the undue 
prominence glven to the peculiarities of the teleostean 
types and the exhibition of them in such a manner as to 
prevent the reader's conception of the range of variation 
In the forms treated of, and especially as to the taxono-
mic value of such variations. In this connection too, we 
may notice the reproduction of some rather strange 
views. Thus, it is said that "the numbers of the dorsal 
and anal rays give good specific, generic, or even family 
characters," except when greatly increased, while "the 
taxinom~c [taxonomic] value of this character becomes 
uncertain. The numbers of the pectoral and caudal rays 
are rarely of any account" (p. 44). The last remark 
embodics a s t r ~ k ~ n g  the length whichillustration of to 
Dr. Gunther's neglect carries him in contempt of the facts. 
Far  from the number of the completely developed caudal 
rays being of no account, there are rarely deviations in 
the number in related forms, and when such prevail they 
generally accompany other decided modifications of 
structure and are ava~lable for major diagnostic pur-
poses, as Bleeker has observed. Again, it is claimed 
of the pectoral limb that the structure of that of Cera-
todus "evidently" represents one of its first and lowest 
conditions " (p. 74). So far is this from being "evident" 
that it is difficult to understand how any one familiar 
with the stucture and development of the limb in the 
Selachians and related types, and conversant with the 
logic of science could entertain for one momant such an 
op~nion and, s n  the contrary, not look upon the Cerato- 
dontoid limb as an extreme deviation from the primitive 
type. But the very climax of absurdity and unscien- 
tific comparison is exemplified in the case of Ceratodus 
by the homologisation of the basal segment of the axis 
of the pectoral@ (not that which supports it) with the 
basal cartilage of the Sturgeon, and which Itself is the 
source of several other errors (pp.-74, 76). A comparison 
of the pectoral limbs of Ceratodus and Polyjterus would 
be sufficient to prevent any scientific naturalist from 
making such a blunder. We need not dwell further on 
such defects but in connection with the systematic 
portion, we cannot omit to notice that Dr. Gunther 
recognizes that in the Chondropterygians there are no 
bones representing the membrane bones of the skull of 
the Ganoid and h~gher  fishes ; that at the most there are 
simply "rudimentary maxillary elements " (p. 69) ; that 
the scapular arch "is formed by a single coracoid carti- 
lage " (p. 69) ; that "the same type of branchial organs 
[as in the Cyclostomes] persists in Chondrojterygians, 
which possess five, rarely six or seven, flattened pouches 
with transversely plaited walls," each pouch opening 
" outwards, and by,an aperture into the pharynx, without 
intervening ducts (p. 137) ; and that an " air bladder 
is absent but occurs in all Ganoids," etc. (p. I ~ I ) ,  and 
that the generative organs are very peculiar (p, 166). 
Yet in spite of all these differences, in face of the recog- 
nized similarity between the teleosteoid Ganoids 
( A m i a ,  &c.) and certain Physostomes, and In ignorance 
of the evanescence of the characters designed to d~ifer-
entiate the Teleosts, he adheres to the combination of the 
Gano~dswith the Chondropterygians in one sub-class--thz 
Palzeichthyes. It  is indeed a "singular concurrence 
of characters (p. 312)-but not of important ones-that is 
employed to segregate this group, for not one is common 
to all the members included in it, and at the same time 
exclusive of other types. A knowledge of the anatomi- 

cal labors of recent biologists would have instruy!ed 
him as to this fact. The "Sub-class Pal~ichthyes is 
indeed, as has been said by a recent well qualified iudge, 
" a  triumph of systematic gaucherie." The group in 
fact is the outcome of a confusion of ideas respecting 
generalized characters and extravagant valuation of cer-
tain facts entitled to consideration but by no means to 
anything like the extent admitted. 

Quite as inscrutable as his Morphology is Dr. 
Gunther's Physiology. As we turn the pages of the 
Introduction we come across strange assertions respect-
ing the functions connected with structural peculiarities. 
Several of these may be taken as examples. 

The power of ejecting from the mouth drops of water 
to some distance, and with such force as to dislodge in- 
sects and precipitate them into the water, has been attrib- 
uted to more than one Javanese fish, but whether the 
real shooter was a CheZmo, a Toxotes, or an Ejzbulus,  or 
each one, (or even whether any actually had such power), 
seems to have become doubtful. Skepticism as to any 
case might have been legitimate, but Dr. Gunther un-
qualifiedly asserts that as to Chelmo " thzs statement i s  
erroneous," and that the feat " i s j r a c t i s e d  by another 
fish of this family (Toxotes). The long slender bill of 
Cheltno (which is a true salt-water fish) rather enables 
it to draw from holes and crevlces animals which other- 
wise could not be reached by i t"  (p. 399). TO-rotes has 
an unusually deeply cleft mouth, and one less fitted to 
perform such a feat as that in question could scarcely be 
found. The inaptness of the structure to the alleged 
function might well evoke skepticism in anyone, and this 
being once excited, the literature respecting the several 
fishes which have been named ejaculators will demon- 
strate that (I) there is no observational basis for, the at- 
tribution of blowing drops of water to the Toxotes, and 
(2) there have been observations (by Hommel, Rein-
wardt and Mitchell), of a certain kind, of ejaculatory 
feats by Chel7no. In fact, if it is conceded that the feat 
is performed by a fish, in the sentences repeated from 
Dr. Gunther, there are concentrated seven d~stinct er- 
rors : (I)  denial in spite of evidence, (2) affirmation with- 
out sufficient basis, (3) denial in face of (comparative) 
adaptation of structure to function, (4) credulity In spite 
of inaptness of structure to function, (5) gratuitous as-
sumptlon of a function-" to draw from holes and crevices 
animals which could not otherwise be reached by it," (6) 
the assumption, by implication, that the Archer was not 
a salt-water type, although the first observer (Hommel) 
especially stated that it was a sea-fish, and (7) erroneous 
taxonomy in the association of Toxotes in the same fam- 
ily with Chel7no. Almost all poss~ble kinds of errors 
have thus culminated in this single case. 

An instance of another gratuitous assumption respect- 
ing a function, refers to a Sciznoid ffsh. 

The genus " CoZZichthys Gunther (previously named 
S c i ~ n o i d e sby Blyth) is distinguished by a "great devel- 
opment of the muciferous system on the head and the 
small eye," and this characteristic "leads one [and but 
one-Dr. Gunther alone] to suppose that these fishes live 
in muddy water near the mouths of large rivers " (p. 430). 
What teleological relation there is between muc~ferous 
channels and small eyes and the muddy water of large 
(or any kind of) rivers, Dr. Gunther has not vouchsafed 
to inform us. That such characteristics do not usually 
indicate the conditions suggested, is admitted by Dr. 
Gunther himself, for he has recognized that " the muci- 
ferous system of man!: deep-sea fishes is developed in an 
extraordinary degree (p. 300)~ and that a large portion 
of the deep-sea forms are characterized by small eyes 
(pp. 300-301). The fact is that instead of the inference 
in question being the outcome of a consideration of the 
structure indicated, it is the result of data concerning the 
habitat of one species of the genus and the desire to con- 
nect the structure with some function, however irrele- 
vant. It  is recorded in the '' Catalogue of the Acanthop- 
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terygian Fishes in the British Museum" (v. 2, 1). 316)- 
a work which has served as the basis of the "lntroduc- 
tion t o  the Study of Fishes ''--that the CoIIicktkys6 1  

p a m a  inhabits the "Bay of Bengal, entering rivers." 
The statement given as  a deduction is therefore really a 
co-ordination-and an entirely sophistical one-of the 
ascertained structural peculiarity and the habitat of that 
species. 

One other characteristic deduction, algo relating to a 
Sciaenoid type, may be noticed because of its interest to 
American students. 

The " Drum " of the Atlantic (Pogonias c6r0nzis) 
is especially mentioned in connection with " the extra- 
ordinary sounds which are produced by it and other allied 
Sciienoids." " I t  is [says Dr. Giinther] still a matter of 
uncertainty by what the " Drum " produces 
sounds. Some naturalists believe that it is caused by 
the the pharyngeal teeth, which are 
very large molar teeth. However, if it be true [sage 
proviso ! 1 that the are a tremu-
lous motion of the vessel, it seems more probable thzt 
they are produced by the fishes beating their tails against 
the bottom of the vessel in order toget rid of the parasites 
with which that part of their body is infested." In this 
paragraph are several and 
inferences which a slight knowledge of the l~terature re-
s~ecting subject have prevent$. ( I )  Thethe 
sounds are entirely independent of ' vessels. (2) There 
was that the fish in question was 
more infested with parasites in the tail than any other. 
(3) The statement that "allied Sci=noidsJ' (and this is 
especially true of the closely related fresh-water sheeps- 
head, or Ha$Zooidonotur, referred by Giinther to a genus 
with which it has not the slightest affin~ty ! )  produce 
similar sounds was for the moment forgotten. (4) The 
co-ordination of facts and phenomena rendered it un- 
necessary to look to quch source for solution. ( 5 )  The 
source indicated was one of the most improbable that 
could be conceived. There is, Indeed, ample cause for 
surprise that any educated ichthyologist could suppose 
that a fish would agitate its tail in the manner suggested 
to relieve a spasmodic pain, such as  is postulated by the 
explanation given. Our author's credence in the allega- 
tion that the sounds produced are "accompanied by a 
tremulous motion of the vessel," was, as we have seen, 
sufficient to impel him to substitute a most improbable 
for at least a probable hypothesis. 

A mistake of another kind is made respecting the Rays. 
I t  is said that "the majority are ovifiarous" (p. 336). 
As was long ago recognized by Muller and Henle, the 
Raiidae are the only oviparous rays ; Gunther includes 
them all in one family and four genera, and admits about 
35 species. All the others recorded by him, so far as  
known, are viviparous; they number, in his opinion, five 
families, twenty genera and more than IOO species, conse- 
quently the majority are v ivz~arous  ! 

Whether a work so abounding in errors that we are 
only able to specify a few as examples and hint at  some 
kinds of others is worth acquiring must be left to the 
reader to judge. As a curiosity in taxonomical literature 
it certainly is, but for such purposes as are most desirable 
-correct information and identification of genera--it as 
certainly i s  not. THEO. GILL. 

DESCARTESAND THE THEORY.--A~BAROMETRIC one of 
the late sittings of the Academy of Moral and Political 
Science, M. Nourisson made an extremely interesting com- 
munication relative to a letter of Descartes, in which the 
great philosopher clearly indicates the principal of atmos- 
pheric pressure, twelve years before~oricelliysexperiments 
on the barometer. Toricelli constructed the fast barometric 
tube in 1 6 4 ~; in 1647 pascal accomplishes his celebrated 
exIteriments of Puy-de-Dame and of the "Tour Saint 
Jaques." It wpuld appear that Descartes had suggested to 
the author of Penskes the idea of this mode of experiment. 

CORRESPONDENCE. 

Of "IENCE : 
ON ETHER. 

There are two theories in regard to ether, one of 
which assumes that it isa isc continuous medium, that is, 
a medium composed of particles at enormous distances 
apart, a s  compared with their diameters. 

In this theory ether is of or defined as an .. im-
ponderable elastic medium. If we examine the above 
definition we find several inconsistencies. T o  begin 
with, an imponderable body is a body without weight. 
Now the weight of a body, is the result of the mutual 
attraction, exerted between it and some other body ; in 
other words, weight is the of gravitation. Now 
as  every particle attracts every other particle with a force, 
that is directly as the mass, and inversely as the square 
of the distance between them, an imponderable body 
must be one in which the mass is zero, or that is a t  
such a distance from every other body that the re-
ciprocal of the square of this distance is zero. T~~last 
supposit~ouis of course absurd. 

Now the mass of a body is equal to the product of its 
volume and density, or Mxd and if is equal to 
zero, either d or V must be zero and as  it would be im- 
possible to conceive of a body that occupies no space, we 
must think of d as  equal to zero, or in other words an 
imponderal,le body is simply a portion of space. This 
same theory assumes that radiant energy is transmitted 
by means of the moving particles of ether, i. e., one 
particle moving with a certain veloc,ty, strikes another 
and imparts some of its energy to it and this flying off 
strikes another and so on. But the momentum of a 

M V 2
body is expressed by &f v and its energy by 

(V=Velocity), making M equal to zero, as  we must if 
+he particles are imponderable, We have 0 V=M,=o 

and O--2v z - ~ = o ,  hence the transmission of radiant 

energy by an imponderable substance, c'omposed of 
particles is an impossibility. If we assume that the 
particles are effected by gravitation, then at once it is 
evident that the ether could not be of equal density 
throughout the universe, for around each celestial body 
there would be an atmosphere of ether which would 
gradually decrease in density from the surface of the 
body outwards. 

By elasticity in the above definition, is meant that 
property of matter, possessed by gases in the highest de- 
gree, of having its volume or density changed by some 
force and regaining its former state when the original 
condition are again imposed. When a gas is compressed, 
the mean free path of the molecules is shortened and 
the compress~bility is dependent upon the length of the 
mean free path. When the pressure is removed, the gas  
expands, the expansion being due to a conversion of the 
energy of vibratory motion of the molecules or heat into 
energy of translation. If the ether is elastic, then of 
course with a change from less to greater density the 
particles must be moved nearer together, and the com-
pressibility will be dependent upon the average distance 
between the particles. When a change from greater to 
less density takes place, the particles must be moved 
farther apart and the explanator reason given for this 
expansion is that the energy ?! the moving particles 
causes the expansion. 

F~~~what has been said in regard to imponderability, 
it is evident that a discontinuous imponderable elastic 
substance is an impossibility according to the present 
ideas of The transmission of radiant 
by a discontinuous ether, if the particles are ponderable, 
is possible in two ways, ISt, By an alternate rarefaction, 
and condensation of the ether, similar to the manner in 
which sound is transmitted through air. zd, By the 


