
- - 

-- 

SCIENCE. 5 07 


two doses  of twenty-five and  fifty inilligrammes each. 
Dea th  resulted under symptoins of irritant poisoning. 
T i n  w a s  detected in large a m o ~ l n t  in the  k c e s  a11d in t h e  
viscera, notably the  liver. 

Another  similar animal toolc within three clays, in s i r  
doses 450 mil l igra~nmes of stnz/zic hydrate, -toi'thaut 
serious effect, tin appearing abundantly in the  excre-
ments. Accustomed in a manner to  stannic salts, it 
quickly succuinbed to fifty inilligrammes of s tannous 
hydrate. 

I t  plainly follo\vs that  while s tannic compounds a re  not 
injurious in the  doses given, tin in the staunous condition 
is a virulent irritant poison. 

These  experiments lead me most  strangly to  support  
your demand for a bet ter  method of packing preserved 
food matters  than in tin canisters. T i n  invariably dis- 
solves in t h e  stanuous contlition in such solreuts  a s  occur 
in vegetable or animal substances, a n d  the  amount  of 
oxygen in the  sealed canisters being very minute, osida-  
tion cannot render the  metal comljaratively unobjection- 
able. 

I t rust  that  t h e  nledical profession will object, un- 
mistakably and  strongly, to  the  administration of tin by 
grocers and  oilmen to  young a n d  oltl alike, and,  whilst 
ackuowledgiug t h e  enormous benetits conferred upo11 
the  masses by the  introduction of preserved foods, will 
insist that  the  present system of packing be speedily 
abandoned.-ln?zcet. 

C O R R E S P O N D E N C E .  

To the E d i t o r  of" SCIENCE." 

TIEARSIR : I have carefully read your article o n  ' I  T h e  
Vv7arner Astronomical Prizes," publishetl in SCIENCE, of 
Sept .  24, wherein myself and  Mr.  l 'farner, a r e  severely 
a n d  unjustly criticised. In  a former number  you had 
criticised one of the  conditions of the  prize:  viz, t h a t  
" t h e  comet must  be telescopic and  unexpected,' saying 
tha t  a person might  tliscover a comet by t h e  aid of a n  
opera glass. B u t  I ask1 is  a n  opera glass bu t  a 
telescope. I n  order to  defend nlyseli from even the  sem- 
blance of crookedness, allo\lr m e  to  State a fmrfacts, 
familiarity with which would, doubtless, have kept you 
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from error. \\'hen t h e  great  comet (known a s  comet U) 
m a d e  its appearance so suddenly, all familiar with the  /
conditions of the  award ,  conceded that  no just demand 
on Mr.  Vv7arner could be made, a s  it was  ncither telescopic 
nor unexpected, but  very many people, not  conversant 
with t h e  conditions, and  supposing tha t  it applietl to  all , 
large a n d  brilliant one, and  tha t  so many 
have understood t h e  conditions imposed, h e  \vouid offer a 
~ $ e c i a l  prize of to  the  One \vhom I, af ter  2.11 examin-
ation of claims, should decide had first seen it. I t  is a 

of n o  little significance, to remell,her tha t  this in n o  

sense was to be as \7,7arner-prize 
t o  b e  adjudicated upon by Profs. Hal l  a n d  I'oung, i i z  t h e  
ez~e9zt of n co?zt)-over?), b u t  was  distinctly stated to  be  
a s jecza l  prize. T h e  coud~t ions  of t h e  original ljrize were 
neither in this, nor any other  instance, to  be deviated j
from. From a nlisconce~tiollof this point, 'v"ich, ' 
under the  circumstances, was,  perhaps, natural, you have 
endeavored t o  maice your readers belie,.e tha t  filr, 
warnertoo~c-wrongfL,lly and unjustly-tl,e matter o u t  
of t h e  hands of and y o u n g ,  and placed it in 

o ~ v n  are grievousl~ I do  not 1 ~ 1in  e r r o r  
t o  burden Your columns with the  reasolls for  not  award- 
illg the for comet B. Not  an astronomer in t h e  
world, with all those let ters  before him, would have 
awarded  it. 

You malie the  task  of deciding t h e  question a very easy 

one, and  so  might 7 have found it by placing myself in 
t h e  position of a judge,  w h o  must  decide accortling to  the 
ex-idence, t rue o r  ialse. Instead of condensing t h e  letters 
to a half dozen, a s  you suggest, I could haye reduced 
them to a single one, for one of the  claimants so len~nly  
declared that  he s a w  it a year ago  last August ,  a n d  t h a t  
he had  matched it ever since, while another averred that  
h e  discovered it last January ,  ant1 s e ~ - e r a l c l a ~ m e d  it be- 
fore i ts  discovery in South Africa, and  some of these 
statements were sworn to  a t  that .  

Every astronomer 1tnou.s tha t  t h e  coinet (which mas 
disco\:ered in South Africa on AIay 21), in its northward 
. journey, passed the  sun,  8' west  of it, a t  noon on  the  
19th of June,  and,  therefore, after its disappearance in 
the  southern hemisphere, could not have been seen by 
any  person, in any  part part of t h e  worltl, before the  
morning of  the  2zd of June,  a n d  yet not less than  1000 

persons claimed ( the stateillents of many being substan- 
tiated by affidavits), t h a t  they saw the  comet a t  dates 
ranging all t h e  way froill ICIay I to Tune 20. \Vas I to  
accept such statements a s  those, and  accord to them the  
dignity of evidence, and  award  t h e  priz: for an invisible 
comet ? T h e  cornet first became vislble to u s  near  the  
t ime of the  suminer solstice, when twilight cominencerl 
at  about  half past  two A. ICI., which rendered even a 
bright a n d  expected comet very difficult to see unril i ts  
declination north becaine at  least 15' greater  than t h e  
sun's. Your  assertion that  I have a ~ v a r d e d  myself the  
prize for the  discovery of one comet, is erroneous to t h e  
l a s ~  degree. Where  there is hut  one claimant, a s  w a s  
the case with Swift's, with Schaeberle's, and with Barn-
ard 's  comets, Mr.  \Varner, without  consultation ~ i t h  
any one, pays t h e  prize. Should any dispute arise a s  to 
priority of discovery, &c., then, according to the  contli- 
tious, tile matter  w a s  to be  left to Profs. Hal l  a n d  Young 
for  a decision, 

~ ~you do  i great ~ ,~ illjustice ill sayillg that t h e  
essays ought 11ot to  be filed me, because I a m  both 
a competitor and  a judge. 1 a m  not a competitor for tha t  

nor am I to be a judge, ~l~~ essays are p l sce l~  iu 
myhal lds  for  s a f e  keeping, alltl \\,hen the  first of Novem- 
ber arrives, ~ v i l l  three astronomers (if a s  many can be 
found who are  not competitors) be appointed a s  judges, 
t o  whom I shall send the for a rlecisioll agrcably 
to condition. 3d. A s  to  \vlll appoint the  judges, I ,,,as igncral,t as are 

~~~~l~~~ you \vill give this let ter  in its entirety, t o  t h e  
through +he of journal, I remain, 

Yours truly, LEWIS SWIFT. 
ROCHESTEII, OCtodCY10, r881, 

------dtb----

RELATIONSITETIVEEN TIIE C R A X I U ~ IA S I ~THE RESTOF ~ 1 1 1 3  

S I ~ E L I I ~ O S . - - T ~ ~ S ~relations form the subject of  a paper by 
&I.3Ianouvier, read at the last meeting of the French As-
, Tile fol]oivinp are tile aLltllor3s collc]Llsiolls :-
I. The weight of the craniunl varies, in a general way, with 
the weight of the slceleton, but not proportionally, like the 
weight of the brain. 2 .  The weight of the slteleton, less 
the cranium, in a given race, varies nearly in proporti011 to 
the Jveigllt of the femur.  3. ~h~ mejgllt of cralli,lln is 

relatively t o  of the  the lat ter  
is, 4, TIle weight of tile is lllucli collsider-
'ble relativelj- to that of the femur in woman than in man. 
5 .  This sexual cliff~rellce is so pronounced that ~t consti- 
tutes olle of the best secondary sexual charactws. About 
82 ~ v o n ~ e n  twoill 100 have the cranium heavier than the 
' ~ ~ ~ fern, e 2 1 1 10; il;; it t  , 6 TIle ~oFvel-
jaw is heavier relatively to tile craniulll ill the anthropoids 
than in man, is inferior that1 in civilized races, ill mall than 
in woman, and in the adult tllan in the 7. The 
weight of the cranium is smaller relatively to tllat of the 
lower jaw, the heavier the latter is, etc, 


