
SCIENCE. 


The above reference to the Starling in Dr. 
Shufeldtls paper, taken with other passages in 
the same article, clearly reveals the animus 
of his critique. 

J. A. ALLEN. 

'WHAT IS TRUTH ? ' 
I n  all our speculations concerning nature what we have 

to consider is the general rule. For that is natural which 
holds good. 

Aristotle, Parts of Animals III., II., 16. 
Knmledge is a double of that which is. 

Mr. Bacon in Praise of Knowledge. 
Nature means neither more nor less than that which is. 

Huxley, VII., p. 154. 

If the author of the letter on 'The Material 
and the Efficient Causes of Evolution' (SCIENCE, 
p. 668), will refer to an article which the Editor 
asked me to give him, and printed in SCIENCE 
in February, 1895 (Vol. I.,No 5, p. 125), I think 
he must admit that I, at  least, have not commit- 
ted the blunder which he lays to the charge of 
certain unspecified ' Neo-Darwinians' and 'Neo- 
Lamarckians,' and that there is no just cause or 
reason why my name should be dragged into 
print in this connection. 

However, I heartily agree with him that rig- 
orous exactness is necessary in the use of philo- 
sophical language; and I also agree with him 
that, when no qualification is used, or implied, 
the English word cause should mean ' that which 
produces a thing and makes it what it is; ' al-
though it is one thing to define a word and 
quite another thing to show the existence of 
any corresponding reality. 

As I am advised by this writer to consider 
Aristotle and be wise, I refer the reader to the 
passage I have put at  the top of this letter, for 
it shows that this great naturalist is in accord 
with Bacon and Huxley in the opinion that our 
business in this world is to learn all we can of 
the order of nature, leaving to more lofty minds 
the attempt to find out what it is that 'produces 
a thing and makes it what it is,' and every 
other 'necessary condition of truth ' except 
evidence. 

This correspondent says the word conceive 
is not used with precision in my assertion that, 
evidence seeming adequate, I believe things 
which I cannot conceive, As Huxley has never 

been accused of inexactness in the use of 
words I call attention to the following passages 
which show that this cautious thinker also be- 
lieved what he could not conceive. 

"I cannot conceive how the phenomena of con- 
sciousness are to be brought within the bounds 
of physical science," IX,, III., 122. 

' ' I believe that we shall, sooner or later, ar- 
rive at  a mechanical equivalent of conscious- 
ness, just as we have arrived at  a mechanical 
equivalent of heat," I., VI., 191. 

W. K. BROOKS. 
MAY 4th, 1896. 

THREE SUBCUTANEOUS GLANDULAR AREAS OF 
BLARINA BREVICAUDA. 

To THE EDITOROF SCIENCE: Though the 
subcutaneous glands in Soricids have received 
much attention, these structures are not so well 
known in all details that further observations 
on the subject can be considered superfluous. 

In examining perfectly fresh individuals of the 
common short-tailed shrew, BLurina brevicauda, 
taken in midwinter, when glandular develop- 
ment or activity is presumably less evident than 
it becomes during the rut, I find three large 
glandular areas-a lateral pair and one infero- 
median. 

On each side of the body, midway between 
the fore and hind limbs, may easily be recog- 
nized a glandular area, half an inch long and 
one-half as wide, in part overlying the posterior 
border of the thorax, and thence extending 
over the abdomen. This is observable without 
dissection ; for, on blowing aside the long hairs 
which cover it, the space appears to be naked, 
though it is in fact clothed with short adpressed 
colorless pelage, like that on the dorsum of the 
manus. Small flakes of the inspissated secre-
tion may be noticed ; but the glandular orifices 
are too minute to be made out, even with a 
hand lens, though these may become more 
readily discernible at  another season. Nor is 
any musky odor perceptible in the present 
specimens. 

The third glandular area of this shrew is 
larger than the lateral ones, and this is the fact 
to which I may direct particular attention. 
This additional patch is situated on the median 
line of the belly, opposite the lateral tracts, and 



extends three-fourths of an inch caudnd from 
the end of the sternum. I n  outward aspect 
this tract is identical with the others. On rais- 
ing the skin the glandular structure is very evi- 
dent;  it  is the same in appearance, under the 
lens, as that of the lateral tracts, but thicker as 
well as more extensire. 

All three tracts are strictly subcntnneous, and 
come away from the subjacent parts when the 
skin is raised. They are supplied by large cu- 
taneous vessels, the ramifications of mhich are 
conspicuous beneath the integxment. This vas- 
culariiy reddens the minutely granular texture 
of the glands, which a low magnifving power 
discloses. The three areas appear alike in both 
sexes. ELLIOTT COUES, 

~ A S H I X G T O X ,  D. C., May 7, 1896. 

INSTISCT. 

EDITOR SCIESCE : It seems to  me that it 
would be well to keep the issue with which this 
discussion started in view, and then the di- 
rection in mhich the truth lies will be clearer. 
Nothing could be more explicit that the state- 
ment by 'The Writer of the Rote ' in SCIENCE of 
February 14th, which mas this : lLA chick will 
peck instinctively, but must be taught to drink, 
Chicks have learned to drink for countless gen- 
erations, but the acqnired action has not become 
instinctive. " 

I n  other sr-ords, the view that eating is in- 
stinctive and drinking is not, was that taught 
by Prof. Morgan and endorsed by ' The Writer 
of the Rote: in a subsequent communication. 
Feeling that  an important truth mas being 
imperilled, I advanced facts to  sho~v that such 
a viesr- was untenable. This was followed by 
the recital of additional facts by others, so that! 
it was plain to myself-more so than ever-that 
such a theory as that first advailcecl was not 
sound. I was aware that all three of the writers 
supporting this view were in accord, constitu- 
ting a sort of trinity in unity ; there was, never- 
theless, a great lack of harmony which seemed 
to be owing to the some~vhat important defect 
that their views were not endorsed by Nature. 

Pl'on?, to my surprise, Prof. Baldwin claims 
that I have missed the real point which he 
takes to be that an instinct may be only half 
congenital,' and cites this drinking of chicks ; 
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but according to the above cpotation drinking 
is not instinctive a t  all. so that it looks as if the 
shoe Tvas on the other foot. 

I11 1894, in a paper read before the Roy. Soc. 
Can. on 'The Psychic Derelopment of Potung 
dnimals,' published in the Proceedings of the 
Society for 1895 and a copy of mhich was for- 
warded to Prof. Baldvin, I eniphasized the 
conception that i~lstiilctive acts are never perfect 
a t  first, or. as  Prof. Baldwin ~vould prefer to say, 
are only partially congenital, though whether 
such nn expression as 'half congenital1 is a 
raluable addition- to the English language, I 
doubt. T\'OT\-it would be strange that I should 
alter my own views ~vithout noting the change, 
and miss the point in a matter ~vhich I Tvas?I 
think, the first to emphasize ; in fact, I have iiz 
this rery  correspondence in SCIESCE urged this 
view- the imperfection of instincts. If Prof, 
Baldwin and those he professes to interpret will 
grant that eating and drinking in chicks are in- 
stinctive ;that both alike are imperfect a t  birth ; 
that  coilgellitally the chick is in the same con- 
dition to all intents and purposes as regards 
eating and drinking, he will, I believe, be in 
accord with the facts; and me shall all agree that 
the much orerlooked imperfection of instincts 
is well illustrated by the subjects under dis- 
cussion. but I should like to add, universal in 
its application, though in varying degree, the 
imperfection being in some cases not rery  ob- 
vious to our inadequate observation. 

But in discussing erolutioil I feel that we 
are on a different plane. Here the appeal to. 
facts is of a much less decisive character. 

I have been trying since reading Prof. Bald- 
win's letter in SCIESCE of &lay l s t ,  in reply 
to my o m ,  to ascertain his real riems in regard 
to evolution, and hare  some hesitation in de- 
ciding whether I really grasp his meaning or 
not'. However a fen- concrete cases may i~ l ake  
matters plainer. A and B are, let us suppose, 
two individuals that survive because they can 
and do adapt to the environment ; X and Tr die 
because they cannot; or in Prof. Baldwin's 
terminology, A and B adapt to their ' Social 
Heredity' coilstitutiilg !organic selection 'which 
is ontogenetic or affects the individual. But 
the survival of iildividuals specially adapted af- 
fects the race or phylum. But sureIy an iadi- 


