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distinction between the two methods is fully appre
clated. )
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QUOTATIONS

CONFIRMATION OF THE EINSTEIN
THEORY

EixNsTEIN’S theory of relativity has aroused such
widespread attention that it may interest your read-
ers to repeat in your columns an announcement which
has already appeared in the scientific press.

It will be remembered that Rinstein suggested
three crucial tests of his theory, which experience
could make. The first concerned the movement of the
planet Mercury, and had already been satisfactorily
made. The second could be made at a total eclipse
of the sun, and concerned the bending of light rays
from a star; at the eclipse of 1919 the English as-
tronomers obtained a clear answer in favor of the
theory, very satisfactorily confirmed by the American
observers in 1922. The third test concerned the ap-
parent length of the waves of light as affected by
gravitation. ’

In this third case experiment gave at first very
dubious results, some observers even declaring against
the effect suggested by the theory. Moreover, some
mathematicians challenged the correctness of the in-
ference from the theory, though Einstein never
wavered in his declaration that it was a necessary in-
ference. These clouds which have hung about the
third test have now been dissipated. Mr. C. E. St.
John, of Mount Wilson, who had thrown the gravest
doubts on the experimental facts, has now come round
definitely in favor of the Einstein result. He makes
his own announcement in Sciexce for September 28.
Mr. Evershed (who has just retired from a long
and able directorship of the Kodaikanal Observatory
in Southern India) had already given very strong
evidence in favor of Einstein, but the conversion of
Mr. St. John is of obvious importance, and the joint
testimony of these former opponents leaves the mat-
ter now in no reasonable doubt.

It is satisfactory to review the part that English
astronomers have played in the establishment of this
development of Newton’s great law of gravitation.
The Astronomer Royal pointed out, even during the
war, the great opportunity of 1919, and English ob-
servers hastened to utilize it with success. Professor
Eddington was one of the observers, and has played
a leading part in the exposition of the new theory.
Mr. Evershed stood for some time almost alone as the
champion of the third test. We need not underesti-
mate the value of the confirmation by American ob-
servers in both cases; but it seems due to those men-
tioned to remember the courage which secured their
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priority.—H. H. Turner, University Observatory, Ox-
ford, in the London Times.

SCIENTIFIC BOOKS

Fortschritte der Geologie und Paleontologie. Heft 2.
Die Familien der Reptilien. By Franz Baron
Nopsca. 210 pages and VI plates. Gebriider
Borntrager, Berlin, 1923.

Mosrt of the leaders in vertebrate paleontology have
given us their ideas of the proper classification of the
reptilia, and this paper adds a valued name to the
list. There is no one whose knowledge of the reptilia,
living and extinet, is more comprehensive than Dr.
Nopsca, and no one whose opinion is more significant.
In his paper Dr. Nopsca has brought together twelve
suggested classifications which have been offered since
1890 over the names of such men as Cope, Zittel,
Fiirbringer, Huene, Broom, Watson and others, and
to this list he adds his own as the thirteenth. A
glance through these classifications illustrates clearly
the difficulties inherent in the task; they show many
and radical differences of opinion, both in the com-
position of the various groups and the relative taxo-
nomic rank assigned to each, such as Super-Orders,
Orders and Sub-Orders. Certain groups have at-
tained a relative stability as to their content, as the
Cotylosauria, Ichthyopterygia, Testudinata, Saurop-
terygia, Lacertilia, Crocodilia, Dinosauria and Ptero-
sauria, but the taxonomic position is still uncertain
and for some, even the content is still in dispute—
witness the growing conviction that the Dinosauria is
a composite rather than a coherent group, and the
recent suggestion that the Pterosauria be divided.

The cause of this difference of opinion is largely
due to the fact that each author has considered a dif-
ferent character or group of characters as of capital
importance. Happily, classification is based to-day
entirely upon genetic relationships, but the material
at the disposal of the paleontologist is still too limited
to permit a selection of the characters which reveal
most accurately this genetic relationship; the personal
factor is still prominent in each suggested classifica-
tion. The most erying need in systematic paleontol-
ogy to-day is a determination of what structures are
fundamental in the development of any phylum and
the direction of their evolutionary changes, as op-
posed to the secondary adaptive changes. Only when
these have been determined and generally accepted
will we have a consistent and uniform classification;
until then each author must produce a mosaic of re-
lationships based upon his individual opinion of the
relative importance of certain characters. In the
opinion of the author of this review a correct and
generally acceptable classification will not be attained
until the emphasis is shifted from the form to the




