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one [eature of it from which the idea of the
whole can be gained. The children weave,
but not in the babyish, kindergarten way;
they are taught to reproduce the pro-
cesses of weaving (including spinning, card-
ing, etc.) in the various ways in which they
were carried out by primitive peoples long
Different fibres are studied, and sim-
ple plans are devised Ly the-children them-
selves for working them up into fabrics. It
often happens, that they reproduce, with
more or less exactness, the idea of the
earliest inventors. The machines thus
thought out (with or without the sugges-
tion of the teacher) are constructed by the
children themselves during the manual-
training hour, and afterwards they are uged
in the 'u,wj\\envlng This is only one in-
stance of the way in which the children
are kept at learning by doing, and are
led to reproduce in their own school-life the

“successive stages of activity and of thought

of the past ages of man. This, of course, can-
not be carried out without something like
genlus as well as erudition on the part of
the Leacher even after its general features
have been worked up by the enthusiastic
originator of the scheme; and it will be
long before its admirable methods will be-
come widespread. Moreover, it will cer-
tainly bo asked, Has the young gen-
eration a right to receive {rom ug
such sacrifice of talent and of money as
would be involved in carrying it out on any
large scale? The children of twelve in Pro-
fessor Dewey’s school keep the school‘ac-
counts; it is to be surmised that the per
capita sums with which they deal are very
large. But, aside from that, it is a great
thing achicved that the plan has been actual-
1y carried out, and with success.

The idea of making children lt_mrn only
what they are interested in learning has im-’
pressed itselt strongly at the same time
upon a Frenchman, M. Lacombe. The keen
wit and cutting satlx‘e with which the author
lays bare the absurdities of present mecthods
will be a source of intellectual enjoyment to

“every reader; he will also be easily con-

“vinced that

something should bo done to
create a more fitting environment for the
helpless child, one in wbich he is active
spontaneously and not from being forced
into becoming a receptacle for uncared-for
knowledge. But the only plan that M. La-
combe offers in substitute is a little too
simple for meeting so grave a difficulty. He
would have thechildrenappear in the school-
room at an appolnted time, and the teach-
ers as weli. A teack: v, or one of the clever
boys or girls, starts a topic for discussion,
and the eager children ask for more; if they
do not, they are left alone in their idleness
until another day. But the clever ones are
eastly interested, and the others are soon
led, by suggestion and imitation, to follow
in their wake. )

it is so extremely desirable that children
should be in an active instead of a Feceptive
state of mind during their school years, in
a state of spontaneous rather than of
.forced attention (by which one means a
‘gtate of attention awakened directly by the
subject-matter presented to them, instead of
indirectly by rewards, and punishments, and
examlnation marks), that every effort should
be welcomed to breuk down existing
methods, especlally when the effort is such a
brilliant attack upon ea..'ing defliciencies
as is that of M. Lacombe. 1i Is to be feared,
bowever, that his plun ha=, bosides others,

one fundamental and fatal weakness—there
ig great danger of itg introducing an atmos-
phere of artificfality it not of deceit. The
teacher whose first alm it must be to make
subjects attractive, is not a teacher in the:
right frame of mind. Moreover, a certain
amount of direct coercion is good for the
child at this-age. It is a great galn if the
child is enabled to work with pleasure in
spite of the, fact that he also works because
he must. For the coerclon of real life, which
the child is too much of a wild Indlan to
be able to feel for himself, we must substi-
tute the direct coercion of the teacher.

4 History of Modern Philosophy: A Sketch
of the History of I‘hilosophy' from the
Close of the Renalssance to Our Own Day,
By Harald Hofiding. Trapslated from the
German edition by B. E. Meyer. Macmil-
Jan Co. 1900. 2 vols. Svo, pp. 532, 600.

At the nincteenth century’'s midday, a
doubt used to be entertained whether human
powers were adequate to W rltln;, the tom-
plete history of a great branch ‘of sclence
entlrely from primary sources. If the re-
quirvmcnt is that the whole matter shall be
thoroughly well digested, the feat remains,
probably, unaccomplished yet. The larger
histories of Modern Philosophy have hither-
to belonged to onc or other of two varieties.
There have been essays, long and heavy, on
the leading philosophical tendencies of the
successive generations, mentioning none
but the supreme productions. These ‘have
been._toa vague and too much celored by
their aathors' predilectioiis "to repay more
than a skimming. There have, besides, been
set chronicles,--one palnfully like nnothei‘,
each containing a quasi-bibliography of the
subject, with more or less penetrative criti-
clsms of a few writings, adopting current
views of the rest, and enumerating a throng
of publications with which the %ompiler's
acquaintance seems limited to their names
and some guess at their affiliations. These
are extremely useful works, but no more
entitled to be called historlesthan a gazetteer
to e called a geography. . Hoffding is ghc
first to furnish Modern Philosophy with a
history, in the high sense of the-word, an
intelligible and interesting chart of the
course of the main stream of thought, based
upon actual soundings of his own, upon
studies minute, critical, and mature. Nor
have these been jotted down as in a note-
book, but generalized with* uuusuu.lly~good
literary judgment. If he calls his work a
sketch, It must Le because only the great
questions are touched upon, and because

fully read and considered ‘are left unmen-
tioned. For in other respects it is no sketeh:
at all, but an elaborately finished work of
literature.

Tho very table of contents promises fresh-
ness, especlally in dwelling most upon neg-
lected men and inovements. The ‘‘philosophy
of romanticism,” as the author rather too
wittily (and a little anachronistically) calls
German post-Kantian idealism and its ac-
A companiments, is confined to a seventh of
the -whole space, instead of its regular quar-
ter. Two hundred of the eleyen hundred
pages go to Positivism, J. 8, Mill and Dar-
win by themselves gettlng ninety, against
the 6, 8, 10, 26; which are the respective
proportional allotments of the two combined
in four reputable histories of modern philo-
sophy that happen to lle at our gnnd. A

-one,

-come to Pomponazzi,

minor writings that he has not himself care-.

gtill greater novélty, and a most welcome
‘{5 the allowance of 160" pages to the
philosophy of the Renaissance. This is ﬁrcat-
ed under two hecads, ‘“The Discovery of
Man” and “The New Conception of the
World.” Thomaeus and Ciesalpinug  being
passed by wlithout mention, which can only
be because Hoffding has not read them, we
of whose half-dozen
books interesting ta the historian of philo-
sophy only that one of which there is a
modern reprint is noticed. We discover how
broad s the author's notion'of a history of
philqsophy when we find eight of his large
pagés consigned to Macchiavelli, whose ‘Dis-
corsl’ as well as the ‘Principe’ have been
studled. Althusius is another figure not be-
fore introduced Into ‘the history of philoso-
phy. “The Discovery of Man" ends with o
chapter on Jakob Boehme precisely equal in
length to the account of Macchiavelli. Under
“The New Conception of the World" s we
meet only familigr names; but the treatment
continues to be original, 10f the forty pages
occupied with Glordano Bruno not one would
be willingly -spared by, the reader.

Jt was an excellent idea, after the
Renaissance, to f\ppro'p,riute a space equal
to that which Bruno fills to Lionhardo, Kep-
pler, Galilco, and Bacon. Copernicus lmfl
been already treated. For the scientific
men, however, the execution is not at the
height of the conception. It is no light
task, cven for an astronomer, ‘ in these
days, to read Kepplcr's' great book ‘De Motu
Stello Martis’ so as fully to appreciate the
motive and fmport of each step of the in-
vestigation., Yet no work of special science
can be more significant for philosophy, in
that no other describes with anything like
the same fulness all the steps of a difficult
hypothetic reagtning: and, perhaps, man
never achieved n,nothcr reasoning ‘of any
kind so elaborate and so triumpbant, while
its historical mﬂuonw was of commensumte
importance. It cannot be counccaled that
Hdmﬂng has no idea of what the work real-
ly was. The chapter on Galileo is not quite
so inadequate. The author has ovidently
run through Galileo's correspondence, and
has not contented himself with the fa-
mous: dialogues. * Still he does ot be-
gin to do Galilep Jjustice. '\\'h‘,u one
knows next to noth‘ing of the matter except
“what the celebrated Giornate I'crzg of the
‘Discorsl intorno a Due Nuove Scienze’ dis-
closes, thefounding ~of tlho sctexcy of dy-
namics seems.such an easy matter! The
arg celare artem was never carried further.

"1t {s Teqiifsfte to liave othier reading in order

to place one's self where Galileo set out,
in that state of mind id which it was con-
sidered manifest that when we throw a ball,
that which causes it to move on after it
leaves the hand can only be the rush of air
behind it. It Is requisito to bave somo ex-
perience in physical expenmentution to ‘ap-
preclate(tho fineness of t.hose observatlons
of Galileo, made with almost no nppumtus,
by which he refuted, that false notion. It
is requisite to be one's self something of an
fnvestigator to realjze how far he. yet stood
from his flnal clear tunderstandmg of the
matter, even after ho had refuted that error,
though the little-read ‘Sermones de motu
gravium' come in to help us here. The
whole lnvestlgatory'pmcedure of Keppler
is laid bare to whoever chooses to peruse
it, while we _can gather what that of Gall-
leo was only from slight indications. Those

are, howevir, qulte sumclent to show that
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'qunntltntivc cxperimentation 'plnyed a much
, greater part:in it than the. reader of the

Giornaia Terza would gather that it did,

16ffding might as well -have read nothing ;
else, as far as his conception of Gallleo i3}
conccmcd i

We ‘can mnotice In this interostlng nnd‘
original work only a few points here aud’

there selected to illustrate fts chnracterrv

istics Equal space is_allotted to Deqcx\rtés
and to Hobbes. Spinoza gets more, as muéh
as Bruno; m)ﬂ Spinoza {s pronounced to ’be
the thinker of the seventeenth ccntury—l}‘lgh
praise cm}smorlng that the author y'atcs
seventeenth-century philosophy as far more
aceurate and valuable than that of the,/nine-
teenth. Newton, with his doctrine thqt space
is n peculiar entity, receives some,-:noticve,
which is more than he does in mbst hig-
tories ol philosophy. But Professor Hoflding
mlﬁontly has no suspicion that. Newton's
1 oition is less purely gratui_tous than
the opposite notion that position and motion
are entirely relative. Hartley s Vdisposcd of
in two pages. The other father c_jf the asso-

_ciation of ideas Is mentioned only as “a
' Jittle-known author called Gay."”

Rousseau
is treated with some respect, and at greater
length  than either Locke, Berkeley, or
Hume. Kant has evidently becen studied with
the utmost thoroughnoss. and a -good many
small points are madg which appear to be
new. Thus, the sﬂggcshon that the ‘Kritik
der reinen Vernunft' must have been large-
Iy a palchwork of detached’ papers strikes
one as happy. Again, in regard to his meta-
physical” dualism, several passages are cited
whose hearing upon this questlorf might eas-
ily escape the most attentive student. Yet,
after all, Hoffding apparently falls to see
that the decisive consideration in Kant's
mind was no other than that for which, in
his second cdition, He invented the most.
prominent situation he could contrive. But
it. is curlous how insensible’-some men are
this argument, although to others it
a’ knock-out. The chnpteré on the
German philosophy of the Hegelian period
are the only ones where a little ,s'klppmg
can ever enter the reader’s thoughts. But
interest is thoroughly roused again ;\vhcu the
more recent Germans are reached,fespecial-
1\' in the ddzen pages about Dithring, whose

Natiirliche Dialektik’ is treated ‘\\lth ad-
miration, and much. preferred to ihis later
\otlnng subsequent to 1880 enters
into the cadre of the work; and much that
i+ previous to that date is too close to us
to be accurately sized up. There is not a
word ;. 1t Renouvier, whose prinélpal work
was, publlqhed in the fifties. ‘

The second-hand’ translation,

though au-
thorized, is regrettabld.

It has been exe-

§ cuted by one of those types of German hu-
" mility who undertake to improve upon our

language and rules of style before they know
English well enough to avoid erfects now
comlcal, now ungainly, now indecent, now
(nigmatic, now _self-stultifying, now,merely
silly. -He improves a little, however, as the
work proceeds; and, besides, the readér be-
comes {nured to his lingo. A ‘book that in
another dress -would have been a literary
treat has, we are bound to warn the reader,
thus been rendered somewhat unpleasant
- »ding. The volumes, though large, are com-
fur.able to hold and read. The. print is
good, the paper particularly so. Each volume
is provided wlth}a sufilcient index.
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::'1'710 Kinelic Theory of Gascs:

Elementary

i Treatise with Mathematical Appendices.

! By Dr. Oskar Emil Meyer. Translated

from the second revised edition by

Robert E. Baynes. Longmans, Green &
Co. 1899 8vo, pp. 472.

The kinetical theory of gases Is without
doubt the great triumph of that corpuscular
phllosophy which endeavors to explain the
universe by turning its splendid tapestry
wrong side out, and showing that it is a
nothing but bits of matter moving undgr
their attractions and repulsions, according
to the three laws of motlon: As an ultimate
explan-tion, even of that wbich it contem-
plates explaining, the corpuscular doctrine
was doomed from the moment when the
seed of evolutionism was dropped into - the
iutollectual soll, since it provides no pos-
‘nblc way in which the state of things it
supposes, the existence of the atoms aund
their attractions, could have come ahout—
not to speak of its leaving inexplicable the
laws of motion, with space and time, the
semi-rationality of which. things calls loud-
ly fof furtber elucidation.. But thg- spirit
of science (which much better desetfves the
name of philosophy, or pursuit of knowledge,
than any cock-sure metaphysical system
does) is to adopt provisionally the simplest
promising hypothesis—which, in being sim-
ple, Is necessarily thereby ex‘t,.romc, rad-
fcal, and skeptical—to follow it out rigidly
to its last consequences, and, by carefully
comparing these with the phenomena, ascer-
tain- what amendments of the hypolhesis
may bhe requisite. In the case of the kineti-
cal theory of gases, na positive disagree-
ments of the phenomena with the hypothe-
sis have ever vet been met with; but, on the
contrary, each new deduction that the rest-
less activity of the mathematicians brings
to Tight is still found to fit lnto; its nlace
among the facts, as each plece of a. boy's
dissected map finds its place as soon ‘as he
has once bhegun to fit the pieces rightly to-
gether. There is in all science no other
theory so Interesting in thesc three re-
spects at once: first, for the logic of the

cally followed out: second, for the subtle
deductive reasoning by which the conse-
quences of the hypothesis are, one by one,
getting discovered: and Lhird for the in-
sight it affords into the \\nyq in which dif-
terent forms ~of phenomena ‘may arise in
nature. )

The work of Oskar Emil Meyer hag had a
"reat chnrg for the generation of physicists
now beginning to grow old, They were not,
for the mnst part, such accomplished
mathematicians as are those who are now
taking the s'tage; and Meyer’s plan of divid-
ing his book into two.parts, of which the
larger called for no.more mathematical
processes than anybody may perform in his
head, while' the other set forth deductions
in tho mest elementary way that the sub-
ject permitted, sulted those men very well.
But thig is not all. The first divislon shows
how the coﬁsequences of the theory com-

nomenon after arother falling into the ranks
_of the theory's defenders, as Meyer skil-
fully, yet -simply, shows fhey do, is mighty
pretty and dellgptrul. This division of the
work is, from the natur2 of the case, very
nearly a history of-the whole course of the
invqbtlgation; and we do not know what
more instructive basis for a course of lec-
tures on the' logic of explanatory science
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fnductive argument, as it has been histori-’

| called elementary,

pare with observation; and to see one phe-. |

could be found than the history of the theory
of gases. Whoever cares to sce how explana-
tory research proceeds cannot fail to be in-
ferested in this handsome \nlulno As for
the mathematical division, that, too, affords
excellent exercises in reasoning, though ot
a different kind of reasoning, and exer-
cises of quite an opposite character, since
this division is infested with subtile fal-

lacies. ‘

To give a single plain example, the au-
thor professes to demonstrate that the mere
assumption that the molecules of a gas
move in broken straight lines suffices by it-
self to account for Bayle's law that at con-
stant temperature the volume of a gas iIs
inversely proportional to the pressure. Any-
body can see that if the molecules are in-
compressible bullets, this {s not so, whether
their motion is rectilinear or not, since in’
that case there fs a minimum volume which
no pressure, however great, can diminish.
Meyer's wrong -conclusion arises from his |
assuming, in his mathematical work, that
any infinitesimal volume within the gas is
filled with matter in all respects like, and
nioving like, that in any other such volume;
in flagrant conflict with the thecory that the
pas conslsts of separate molecules. In the
revised edition smch fallacies are not so
casily found as in the first, but there re-
mains abundance of game for the logical
sporisman.

We may remark, by the way, that this
translation is much to be preferred to the
original, since the additions have been in-
‘corporated with the te\t and the transla-
‘tor’s notes, though lntrequcnt and short,
are always pertinent and useful. The Eng-
lish bears some disagreeable traces of he-
ing a rendering from German, but they are
not very offensivé. The non-mathematical
division has been brought necarly to date
with all the old ability of its author. There
are a great number of uscful references to
memoirs, and, considering how rich the book
is, we are inclined to regret that it should
not have been made a repertory of all that
is really needed to compare the theory with
the facts that have-been brought to light.
But nobody at all acquainted with the subh-
ject can fail to remark that much- work
has either been passed by unmentioned, or
too slightly noticed, both on the side of
theory and .on that of observation. The
author’s motive eviderntly was not to fa-
tigue the reader, or choke with dry ‘details
the life and movement by which the work
is eminently distinguished. There are books,
as our readers know to thelr sorrow, that
are neither popular nor sclentific, but falt
between the two: this one ig at once popu-
lar, or, at least, very readable, and highly.
sclentific, at the same time; for, though
it leaves no important
feature of the theory untouched, excepting
where the theory crosses the border into
the domain of liquids.

Among the special points which will be
found important for those who are up in
the subject, we may mentlon further argu-

,‘ment concerning the author's views of dif-

Iuslon, a discussion’ of the effect of dis-"
gabiation. upon viscosity, & theory of the
resistance- of the air and of the reaction
of a jet, and a synthesls- of all the evi-
dence concernlng the size of: mo]cculcs.

Narval Yarus of Seafights, clc., from’ 1616 to
1831. Collected and_'.edlted by W. H. Long.




