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The first part includes the anatomy. It is divided into
three sections called * Distinctions.” The classification is

as follows :

The First Distinction hath seven chapters; treats of the definition of
anatomy, and of embrion, and of all his consimilar members : 1, Definition
of Anatomy; 2, Anatomy of Embrion; 3, Anatomy of Marrows, Bones,
and Gristles; 4, Anatomy of Ligaments, Sinews, and Cords; 5, Anatom
of Arteries, Veins, and Gristles; 6, Anatomy of Brawnes, Lacertes, an
Villis ; 7, Anatomy of Fatness, 8kin, Hair, and Nails.

The Second Distinction hath fifteen chapters; treats of a man and all
divers members: r, Anatomy of the Head; 2, Anatomy of the Forehead ;

, Anatomy of the Eye; 4, Anatomy of the Nose; s, Anatomy of the
ilm:.t-h; 6, Anatomy of the Neek ; 7, Anatomy of the Shoulder; 8, Anatomy
of the Arm : g, Anatomy of the Hreast; 1o, Anatomy of the Wombe; 1,
Anatomy of the Matrice; 1z, Anatomy of the Haunches; r3, Anatomy of
Mannes Privy Members; r4, Anatomy of the Thighs, Legs, and Feet; =,
Recapitulation of all the Bones in a Man’s Body.

The Thivd Distinetion treats of the fonr complexions, with the signs of

the Zodine, and has ten chapters.

The first ** distinetion " defines anatomy according to Henry
de Amanda Villa (Henry de Mondeville) thus: * Anatomy is
rightful division and knowing of a man's body, and of his
singular parts and members, the which body iz the subject or
the matter in all science of medicine and of sirurgery.”

The etymolory is curious : Anothamie *f is said of this word
of Grew ” ana, that is to say, as * rightful 5”‘ and *‘ this word of
Grew™ thomes, that is to say, ** division” and properly of a
man’s body.

The account of the embryo is most curious. It explains the
supposed origin of different tissues and parts from the male
and the female seed and from the menstrual blood. This is
necessary for understanding the terms used afterwards. It
is based on, or taken from, Mondeville,

After this interesting preface we will now consider the
general scope and contents of our treatise. Speaking first of
the anatomy, with which we are principally concerned, it is a
compilation, as stated, from several authors, but ch i@f[;,' from
two—namely, Lanfrank of Milan, who is mentioned in the
preface, and Henry de Mondeville, who is very frequently

uoted, and to whom the writer is, I think, even more in-

ebted than to Lanfrank. Of these writers and their relation
to each other a word must be said.

Lanfranchi, or Lanfrank, of Milan, was born about the
middle probaialr of the thirteenth century and died in Paris
about 1306, He was one of the great school of Italian sur-
geons who revived surgery in the Middle Ages, being a
pupil of William de Saliceto, but himself left Italy and
settled in Paris, where he taught surgery for many years.
He was regarded as the greatest Furopean surgeon of the
Middle Ages before the advent of Guyde Chauliac. His chief
work, the Chirurgica Magna, was a very popular textbook,
both before and for some time after the invention of print-
ing. It was franslated into French and German, and these
versions were afterwards printed. An English version, which
existed in manuseript, has been published by the Early
English Text Society for its linguistic interest, but it was
never printed for the use of surgeons in the days when it
might have been valuable. The writer of this manuscript
could not possibly have been a personal pupil of Lanfran
gince he was alive in 1392, when Lanfrank had been dead
some eighty years, but he has quoted from him, hoth with
and without acknowledgment, very largely. The general
plah of the work is quite different from that of Lanfrank,
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This arrangement is evidently unusual, and therefore the
agreement of our author is very significant. Moreover, there
are a number of passages in which our MS. agrees VEI’IZ]H.]]F
with the descriptions of Mondeville. The quotations from
Galen, Aristotle, and other authors are in many cases iden-
tical.

We must conclude, then, that the debt of our author to
Mondeville is very great, greater even than is accounted for
by the numerous passages in which he quotes him by name.
Among other passages I have mentioned our author’s curious
etymology of Anatomy, which is identical with that of
Mondeville. His quotation in the paper from the (apocryphal)
work of Galen (De Morbo et Accidente) is also given b
Mondeville. His account of the necessary qualifications an
means of a surgeon, though partly that of Lanfrank, is partly
taken from Mondeville. )

Finally, we may say that our MS. is founded almost entirely
on the works of Lanfrank and Mondeville. There is no allu-
gion to Guy de Chauliac or any other contemporary, though
other older writers are quoted.

The materials borrowed from Lanfrank and Mondeville
were not nriiiual in those writers. They formed part of the
common stoek of anatomical tradition which was drawn upon
in these ages from Arabian sources, especially from Avicenna,
but which the Arabs derived from the Greeks, chiefly from
Galen, partly from Aristotle. In the process of handing down
nothing of importance was added. In neither of the writers
here spoken of is there any reference to the contemporary
Mondini, or Mundinus, who lived from about 1275 to 1327
ﬂEnd is usually regarded as the restorer of anatomy in medieva

urope.

I must now speak of these features of our manuscript which
show that the writer, though a compiler, had a distinet in-
dividuality. It appears that he practised in London. Speak-
ing of the inefficacy of operation on cancer of the breast or
other parts, he says: ‘‘ And furthermore to speak of this
sikenes in woman's pappes, there was a worschipful riche
woman in London in my tyme, the whiche had such a canker
in her pappe, to whom weren clepid the most discrete
worcheris of the Cyte, both of fisik and surgerie, among whom
I was present, and worching in the same cause...... But I
seie surely evermore the malice encreside from day to day,
and for al that we myghten do the syknesse was so fervent
that it profitid ful litil to the patient, so that not a-
genstondynge al our eraft and kunnynge at the laste it is
I'Ff?'!ll'l’l;lﬁ and so the woman diede witﬁynn«a short tyme
artr.

In another place he refers to a method of extracting arrow
heads from a wound which was oftentimes proved of a knight
yelepid Sir Richard Baskerville. The method was this:
“ First it is necessarie that you and also the patient to be
clene shryven, and thenne seie three Paternoster and three
Ave in worschipe of the Trinite, and either seie ‘ In nomine
patris, ete., adjuro te per Deum vivum et per agios et per
askiros [F] ut exeas inde,’ and thenne ul;tell.hm-tn thi two
medicynable fyngers unto thei touch that yren and it schal
lightly come ouf, ffor this medicyne hath uﬂ:ent;rmes be
proved of a knyght, yclepid Sir Richard Baskerville.!

Bpeaking of the number of bones in the skull, which was a
disputed question, he says: “ But though it 8o be that we have
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day, and closely connected with St. Bartholomew'’s Hospital,
though whether he was actually surﬁeﬂﬂ to the hospital has
been doubted by Sir James Paget and Dr. Norman Moore.

VICARY'S ANATOMY.

At first sight, to those not specially acquainted with
anatomical literature, this will appear as a compilation which
though very meagre, might represent the state of anatomica
geience at the time when it was written. But a little con-
sideration shows that this is by no means true ; it represents
the anatomy of a far antecedent date. )

The earliest edition of Vieary actually known is that of
1577, reprinted by Dr. Furnivall for the Early English Text
Society in 1888 ; but it is thought there was an edition pub-
lished in 1548. No copy of this has ever been found, but Dr.
Furnivall speaks of a MS. transcript which he believes to
have been made from this edifion. Vicary died in 1562. Sup-
posing it to have been written in 1548, at this time the
Anatomy of Mondini had aﬁpeared in several editions. The
great work of Vesalius had been Euhlished in :54i: and two.
years later Thomas Geminus had brought out in London re-

roductions of Vesalius's plates, with a Latin description.

reminus was a colleague of Vieary as surgeon to Edward VI,
and the latter could not possibly have been ignorant of
this publication. Nevertheless, of these recent publications,
and of all the additions made to anatomy in the fifteenth
century, not a word appears in Vicary's text. The anatomy
of Vicary is absolutely that of the fourteenth century, of
Lanfrank, of Mondeville, of Guy de Chauliae, of our anony-
mous author. It is haw:ily conceivable that anyone seeking
tolcompile a work on anatomy in 1548 eould have deliberately
shut his eyes to all the progress that had been made for two
centuries. Possibly Vicary knew no Latin, but Geminus’s
plates appeared with an English wversion of the text very
shortly after. Moreover, his contemporaries Halle (Surger:
1565) and Bannister {_/fmtmny, 1578), in works puh]iﬁlﬁ
immediately after, profited by the teaching of Vesalius and
Columbus.

The supposition that Vicary's book was a transeript from
the fourteenth century author, and not original, even as a
compilation, is strengthened when we find the extraordina
verbal agreement with our author. I will begin with the
description of hone, first giving the text of the MS. :

A boon i a consimile membre symple and purely spermatik and
hardest of of alle membris, and coold of complexion and drie, insensible
and inflexible and hath divers formes in mannes body, for hie hath divers
helpingis. The cause whi ther ben manye bonys in mannys body is this,
flor sumtyme it is nede to meve oon lyme withonten anothir, and that
were impossible if the were in al the bodi but ocon hool boon.  Another
cause is this, ffor summe defenden the principal lymes from harme as
the brayne lpmmn and the brayne, and summe ben foundementis of divers
parties of the body, as the bonys of the rigge and of the leggis, and other
siche and summe fulfillen the holownes. And some joyntis as of the
handis and of the feet, and also that the roundnes of oon boon my
entre into the hollownesse of that other and netheles he schulde not

lacke his mevynge, as the schuldre bonys and the hipe bonys of whiche
that I schal speke of in her anothamye.

Gristile is A membre consimile symple purely spermatik, next in hard-
ness to the boon, and is of complexion cold and drie and insensible, and
also summe beth insensible and summe not. A grietil was made of v
utilites, of which the firste is this, that the contynuation of the har
boon with the neische lymes ne schulde not be wi{hnut. a mene. The ij
that in the tyme of coneussion or oppression the neische lymes schulden
not be hurt of the hard. The iij, that the extremytes of bonys and
joyuntis that beth gristely mowen be esily folden and frotid togidere
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is evermore empty bothe in the quike and in the deed, and thatior tweye
cansis. The ﬂ1'£tg for to him discendith color fro cista fellis and bitith
him sore and drivith out of him dritt or the draggis clenly. The secunde
for manye misraike veynes beth rotid in him the whiche drawen awey
fro him al foul filthe and corruption. The thridde gutt is called ylion,
and this is the laste of the smale guttis.

Vicary writes as follows :

Galen sayeth that the Guttes were ordeined in the first creation to con-
vey the drosse of the meate and drinke, and to cleanse the bodie of their
superfluities. And here itis to be noted that there be six portions of
one whole gutte, which both in man and beast beginneth at the nether
month of the stomack, and so continueth forth to the end of the funda-
ment....... And hereupon the Philozophers saye that the lower wombe
of a man is like unto the wombe of a swine.......The seconde portion of
the guttes is called jejunium, for he is evermore emptie, for to him lyeth
evermore the chest of the Gal beating him sore, and draweth foorth of him al

the drosse, and cleanseth him cleane.

Here the curious phrase, * beating him sore,” makes abso-
lute nonsense in Vieary, though it was never corrected in an
of the editions. It was evidently a misreading of * bitith
him sore” in the MS. Thisword ** bite” is curious, It must
refer to the supposed irritant properties of the bile. Lanfrank
and Mondeville have similar, not identical, passages, which
could not have been the original of Vicary, by

I will guote one more instance where an unintelligible pas-
sage in Vicary becomes clear when compared with its original.
Vicary has, speaking of the neck and throat: ‘ Furthermore,
cana pulmonis via trachea arteria—all these be one thing ;
that is to say, the throte boll.” This has puzzled Dr. Fur-
nivall, ag it would puzzle anyone who paid sufficient atten-
tion to the work, and he suggests in explanation reading
‘* gava pulmonis via.” This is not a 1'Ecnglnised expression,
however. In the MS. I read: “ Canna pulmonis, via aeris,
trachea arteria ben al oon thing, and ben as muech to say the
throte bolle.” The change of phrase is notable. The phrase
‘ canna Fulmunis, reed going to the lung,” is used also by
Mondeville, who has the whole sentence.

The following seems to refer to the ligamentum nuchse :

The seconde Principal part of the neck beth ij services,
the which both contain longitudinal flesh ligging in the
middle up the two sides of these aforesaid spondils from
the basilar bone to the seventh spondil, and also on the
sides of all the spondils of the riggebone, down to the nether-
most gide.

And this manner of flesh is called in sum countrie in
English vix vax, and of summe young children it is called
yolowe heer; and these lunE services were made for this
canse, that when the sinewis ben weary of her mevynge and
travail mowen raste upon it as upon a quilte or upon a
materas,

Ficary.—The first is pix wex or servisis, and it is called of
children gold hair or yellow hair, the which are certain longi-
tudinals ; and they are ordered for this cause, that when the
servigis ben wery of overmuch moving and travail they may
resgt upon them as upon a bed.

It will be asked, Is there nothing in Vieary which is not in
the older writer ? There are a few short passages :

1. The carious names of the teeth, which are not in the
ES or in Mondeville; whence tﬁmjr come I do not
Nnow.

2. A rather long account of the bones of the foot is not in






