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PREFACE.

_SINCE Dr James Hamilton junior has
thought fit to make an appeal to the Pub-
lic, by printing and diftibuting certain
Letters, in which he reprefents himf{elf as
an injured man, and ftrongly infinuates,
that [ am one of his greateft wrong-doers,
‘it 1s incumbent on me to meet him be-
fore that tribunal which he himfelf hath
chofen : indeed it is impoflible for me to
decline it, after telling him (as I did in
that Letter which he has printed) that
% my conduct from firft to laft in the bu-
¢ {inefs had been upright and open ; and
“ that I cared not how generally it was
“ known, or how feverely it was {cru-
“ tinized.”

IT never was my intention to injure
him ; but, on the contrary, to obtain for
him, and others concerned, the ftricteft
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juftice. It was impoflible for me to wifh
to injure him ; for he had never injured
nor offended me. But without infifting
on any fuch argument a priori, 1 {hall
mention juft one proof, which muft con-
vince every perfon, that my condu& was
open, and my intentions upright, with
refpect to the enquiry which I wifhed to
be made concerning the origin of that ill-
fated Pamphlet fo generally imputed to
Dr J. H. or to his Father, or to both of
them jointly ; and now fo {trenuoufly dif-
avowed by them both: I endeavoured to
obtain a {tri¢t judicial inveftigation of
that point.—That fuch was my object and
my endeavour from firft to laft, the Uni-
verfity record, and even my letter to Dr
J. H. junior, which he hath printed, will
amply teftify. But this mode of invefti-
gation and decifion, both he and his Fa-
ther, after maturely confidering the mat-
ter for fix weeks, have declined ; and in-
ftead of it he hath contented himfelf with
an Appeal to the Public. What his rea-
{ons for this conduét may have been, he
beft knows ; but the moft certain and ob-
vious effe&t of it is to preclude me from
calling on thofe perfons as witnefles, who,

ac-
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according to my information, could give
the moft decifive teftimony with refpeét to
~ the origin and hiftory of the Pamphlet in
queftion ; but which teftimony, I have
good reafon to think, they will not give,
unlefs made to do {o 1n the courfe of judi-
cial proceedings.

ManNy circumftances about thatunlucky
Pamphlet appeared to me to deferve ani-.
madverfion, ;

IT related to our Univerfity; it was ad-
drefled to our ftudents, and profefled to
give them directions with refpeét to their
gonduct, and the courfe of their {ftudies ;
it was formally dedicated to the Medical
Profeflors, and, as a name that had no ap-
pearance of being feigned was given on
the title-page, it {eemed to come out un-
der our patronage, or at leatt with our
knowledge and approbation.—But it was
foon aucovered that the name on the tidle-
page was not the real name of the author ;
none of the Profeflors to whom it was
dedicated, or of the bookfellers who fold
it, knew any fuch perfon; and one of the
latter (Mr Mudie) mentioned frankly,

that
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that he had been told by the London
publithers, (the Mefl. Robinfons, who
fent the Pamphlet down to feveral book=

{ellers here), that tlie name on. the title-
page was a falfe one.

It {foon appeared by the moft complete
and irrefiftible internal evidence, that the
- chief purpofe of the Pamphlet was to raife
the fame and promote the pecuniary inte-
reft of Dr Hamilton, the Profeflor of Mid-
wifery in this Univerfity. This was at-
tempted with the moft 1njudicious and
fhamelefs eagernefs. Much praife too was
beftowed on {everal members of the Uni-
verfity, whofe condué& had been obliging
to Dr H. or who were united by fome
bond of friendfhip with him or with his
Son. And a moft infidious and malevo-

lent attempt was made to undermine the
| profeffional charater, and hurt the fortune
of others, whofe conduct had been difob-
hging to Dr H. or whofe intereft was ei-
ther cflentially or accidentally inconfiftent
with his. This malevolence appeared moft
remarkably with refpect to the Profeflors
of Botany and of Mathematics ; and with

lffimﬂ:
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refpect to a certain private Teacher of Ana-
tomy and Midwifery.

It plainly appeared from the tenor of
the Pamphlet, that the author of it was
minutely acquainted with many of the
moft recent tranfactions in the Univer-
fity ; and that he had the moft intimate
knowledge of every particular relating to
Dr H.’s lectures, and their peculiar me-
rits, and his plan of teaching; and that
he exprefled himfelf on thefe points, in
many paflages at leaft, and even on fome
other points, in the well-known words and
phrafes of Dr H. which were immediate~
ly recognifed by many of his ftudents.—
Of the juftnefs of this remark I myfelf
could in fome meafure judge, though I
had never heard nor read any of his Iec-
tures : for, many years ago, in confequence
of a pretty extraordinary accident, I had
heard Dr H. exprefs himfelf without re-
ferve on the fame {fubje@s; and I recog-
nifed at once in the Pamphlet many of his
fentiments, and {ome of his moft remark-
able expreflions. But what was to me
full more ftriking, I found that the au-
thor of the Pamphlet had adopted, and ac-

tually
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tually executed a particular intention,
which I knew to be Dr H.’s, having my-
felf heard him avow it. 'This the author
of the Pamphlet has done, by making, in
Very rancorous terms, a certain enquiry,
which I had heard Dr H. declare, in the
moft vehement and paflionate manner,
that he mu/f make.—This enquiry relates
to a point highly interefting to the Pro-
feflor of Midwifery in this Univerfity, and
to thofe connected with him ; but not in
the leaft interefting to any other body.

Trovucu the Pamphlet is dated London,
yet when enquiry was made at one of the
.Mefl. Robinfons, (the London publifh-
ers), he declared that they got it from
their correfpondent at Edinburgh. But,
after taking time to write to Edinburgh,
and receive an anfwer, they refufed to
give up the author, or to tell from whom
they had received it,

Tue Pamphlet, in fo far as it related
to Dr Hamilton, appeared to be, to all
intents and purpofes, a quack bill in his
favour. As no fuch publication was ever
yet known or fuppofed to come forth

without
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without the knowledge and participation
of the perfon whofe intereft it was intend-
ed to ferve, it was immediately fuppofed,
that this one proceeded either directly or
indireftly from him. And this almoft ir-
refiftible prefumption was fo much con-

firmed by the concurrent circumftances
that little or no doubt was entertained of it,

I had occafion to hear that the “ Guide
was {oon {poken of among our ftudents by
the name of Dr H.’s Pamphlet.

In this fufpicion, or rather belief, Dr
J. H. junior was of courfe involved ; for
he ftill lives in his father’s houfe, as a
member of his family, and in the moft
cordial intimacy and affeGtion with him,
and a&s as his father’s afliftant in the
practice and in the teaching of midwifery,
and 1s his Father’s known and avowed af-
fiftant, or rather his agent in the writing
of books *.

THE internal and circumftantial evi-
dence feemed to affect equally both Fa-

* See Preface to Dr H.’s Treatife on the Management
of Female Complaints, &c. pag. vii.; and Letters to Dr
-Ofborn, pages 86. & 105.
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ther and Son : nor do I believe any per-
fon thought of making a diftin@ion be-
tween them in that refpect. It feemed al-
moft a phyfical as well as a moral impoi-
{ibility for the one to have written fuch a
Pamphlet without the knowledge and par-
ticipation of the other.

So ftrong and {o public was the belief
with refpect to Dr J. H. that he {oon was
fain to try the fad unavailing expedient of
a formal difavowal of the Pamphlet; as
appears by his letter of November 23.
to Dr Rutherford, which he hath print-
ed. y

ApourT a fortnight afterwards I chan-
ced to learn that he had been difclaiming
it in viva voce converfation with another
gentleman, whom he requefted (as he had
done Dr Rutherford) to contradict the re-
port of his being concerned in it. - This
gentleman advifed him te do that in the
‘only effe¢tual manner, by applying to ]J.
Johnfon the author, through the Mefl.
Robinfons, the London publifhers, and
getting him to ftand forth. This good
advice, which was indeed a fevere touch-

| {tone,
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ftone, Dr J. H. declined, by his father’s
advice, as he faid ; and for a moft abfurd
reafon, to fay no worfe of it, namely,
that it would look like throwing the bur-
den of it on Dr Rotheram, who, hLe faid,
had been vaguely, but he thought unjuft-
ly, pointed at as the author; and added,
that it was probable that the author had
received fome hints which might have led
to the prefent publication, from his father
or himfelf, by means of information con-
veyed to a friend in London.

I could not fuppofe Dr J. H. to have
ufed his Father’s mame on this occafion
falfely : I therefore underftood it as a kind
of indirect acknowledgement that he (the
Father) was in the fecret: the infinuation
of hints and information being conveyed
to a friend in London, appeared to be a
finefle, (to give it no harfher name), for
I had juft learned that one of the Lon-
don publifhers had acknowledged having
received the work from his correfpondent
at Edinburgh : the admiflion that it was
probable the author had received hints
from Dr H. or his Son, feemed to me ir-
refiftibly to imply, that they. had given

b 2 him
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him hints ; elfe it would not only not have
been probable, but it would have been ab-
folutely impoflible that he thould have re-
ceived them. Such giving of hints is juft
what I thould call aflifting in, or being
acceflory to, the compofition of fuch a
work. Nor can I perceive any difference
in pomt of turpitude between giving fuch
afliftance to it, and doing the whole of the
work. The hint about the receiving of fuch
hints, {feemed to be intended to account
for the wonderfully accurate information
in the Pamphlet about Dr H.’s le¢tures, &c.
which was fo. ftriking as to require {ome
account to be given of 1t,

Sucn a publication, and fuch fufpicions
connected with it, appeared to me to re-
quire the moft ferious animadverfion, as
touching the honour, the intereft, the ve-
ry exiftence of our Univerfity. In vain
thall the munificence of our Sovereign,
the favour, partial perhaps, yet not, I truft,
quite unmerited, of our Country, the grate-
ful attachment of thofe who here firft
caught the flame of Virtue and of Science,
rear for our ufe buildings more {plendid
than the Porticos of Athens, if attempts

al'c
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are made to raife the fame and fill the poc-
kets of any of our own number, by arts
that would difgrace an advertifing or a
circumforaneous Mountebank. For, un-
lefs the contrary be clearly proved, it will

always be believed, that fuch attempts are
made either by the perfons whoie intereft

they are intended to ferve, or at leaft with
their knowledge and participation. And,
if we allow fuch things to pafs unnoticed,
it will naturally be thought that we choofe
rather to connive at them, than to detect
and punifh them.

I thought it my duty, therefore, to call
the attention of the Senatus Academicus to
that Pamphlet; to inform all my colleagues
of the general fufpicion or belief enter-
tained with refpect te the origin of it, and
of the many ftrong particulars of inter-
nal and concurrent circumftantial evi-
dence on which that opinion was found-
ed ; and to propofe that thofe difgraceful
fufpiions thould be done away fpeedily
and effetually by the only adequate
means, a ftrit judicial inquiry, which
fhould terminate either in the honourable
acquittal, or complete convidtion and

punithment
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punifhment of the perfon fufpefted. It
was a duty to the Univerfity at large;
more efpecially it was a duty to my col-
leagues and my friends, whom the author
of the Pamphlet had infidioufly attempted
to injure : above all, it was a duty to the
youth entrufted to our care; whom we
ought not only to direct in the honourable
paths of Science by our precepts, but alfo
to guide in the facred ways of Truth and
Virtue by our example.

AccorDINGLY, at the meeting of the
Senatus Academicus, December 10th 1792,
I formally laid the matter before the Uni-
verfity ; having previoufly, by a circular
letter to all my colleagues, informed them
of my intention, and intreated them to
attend the meeting ; and having alfo, by
an additional private letter to Dr H. inti-
mated to him how much he was interefted
in the bufinefs, and how much it behoved
him to attend.

I exprefled in very plain terms my fen-
timents of the turpitude of the Pamphlet ;
I read feveral paflages of it, (the fame that
are quoted in the following pages), rela-

ting
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ting to the Midwifery, the Botanical, and
the Mathematical Clafles, that my col-
Jeagues might clearly perceive the drift- of
it, and have fome notion of the ftrong in-
ternal evidence thence refulting ; 1 men-
tioned the reafons there were for belie-
ving the name on the title-page of the
Pamphlet to be a falfe one, and the ftrong
{ufpicions, or general belief entertained,
that Dr H. was concerned either as prin-
cipal or acceffory in the compofition and
publication of it ; and I propofed that it
{hould be made the fubject of a ftri&t ju-
dicial enquiry ; -offering to ftate, either at
that time to the whole' Senatus Academicus,
or at any other time to a fecret Commit-
tee, all the particulars of internal and cir-
cumf{tantial evidence which were known to
me ; afid as I thought would juftify and

require fuch a proceeding, '

THis alternative I propofed, becaufe I
knew 1t was the wifh of fome of my col-
leagues, and in particular, of the Princi-
pal, to have the matter difcufled in a {mall
Committee, rather than in a full meeting
of the Univerfity. And it was referred to
fuch a Committee accordingly.

: I
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I propofed an enguiry only, and ftated
the alternative of the complete conviGtion
or full and honourable acquittal of the
perfon fufpected, becaufe I did not think
myfelf entitled to hazard a pofitive affer-
tion on the force of internal and circum-
ftantial evidence only ; efpecially as, tho’
it appeared to me irrefiftibly ftrong, it
was 1n one refpect ambiguous, for it might
affet either Dr H. or his fon ; and from
the tenor of fome information which I
had received, (at that time only at fecond
hand, but afterwards, about the end of
December, I had it fully confirmed from
the firft hand), I thought it poflible that
any direc teftimony, that fhould be ob-
tained by a judicial examination of the
proper witnelles, might aftet the Son only,
“and not the Father. How far any tefti-
mony againft the Son, the known afliftant
of the Father in practice, in teaching, and
in writing books, could clear the Father
of any concern in the unlucky Pamphlet,
it was not for me to determine: but the
poflibility of it was at leaft no reafon
for me to defit from my propofed en-

uiry.
quiry I
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I cannot conceive that any injuftice was
‘doneto Dr H. by fuch proceeding. Of
the drift of the Pamphlet, and of the gene-
ral belief entertained with refpect to its
origin, there could be no more doubt than
of its exiftence. If he-was concernecd in
it, it behoved the Univerfity to know it ; if
he was not, it was for the honour and in-
tereft of the Univerfity, and ftill more for
his own, that he thould be cleared of all
fufpicion.—Sure 1 am; that if fuch a
Pamphlet had been publithed in my fa-
vour, I thould have ufed my utmoft en-
deavours to difcover and expofe the au-
thor of it ; from a thorough convi&ion,
that though all who knew me would re-
gard it as a malicious piece of knavery
intended to injure and provoke me, yet
all who did not know me would confider
it as my own act and deed, and judge of
me accordingly. If any of my colleagues
had exprefled his opinion to that eflect,
as founded on the prefumptive evidence,
and had propofed that ilrit enquiry
fhould be made into it, I {hould have ea-
gerly {feconded and urged the enquiry, and
I thould have expected of my colleagues
and my friends, (if I had any among
C tham),
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them), that they fhould have done fo too:
juit as I thould have done to any of them
whom I conceived to be unjuftly fufpect-
ed of fuch illiberal conduc.

Dr H. moft folemnly and vehemently
difavowed all knowledge of the compofi-
tion and publication of the Pamphlet. He
faid he could not conceive how fuch par-
ticulars were in it about his leCtures, un-
lefs that his Son had been correfponding
with fomebody in London about it.—This
came {o near to what I had learned three
days before of what his Son had faid a-
bout the conveying of information and
hints, &c. (page xi.) that I thought all
was coming out ; but I was difappointed.
—He went on to declare, that he had atk-
ed his Son about it, who aflured him that
he had not done {o, and had no concern
in it; that he did not believe his Son
would do {uch a thing without his know-
ledge, and that he thought it impoflible
he fhould have done it without his know-
ing it ;—and was proceeding, when he
was {topped and admonifhed, that I had
faid nothing about his Son. The truth

is, I had avoided mentioning his name,
or
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or even alluding to him ; for this good
reafon, that he is no member of the Uni-

verfity, nor confequently fubject to Aca-
demical authority or cenfure.

Tug Committee met December 2a2.
1792, and after hearing what I and what
Dr H. had to fay, agreed on a long re-
port, which, with very {light alteration,
was adopted by the Univerfity at a meet-
ing held January 1. 1793.

THEIR report, in fo far as related to the
enquiry, was as follows :

“ TaAT though they are convin-
“ ced, that the motive which alone indu-
¢“ ced Dr Gregory to bring forward this
¢ charge, was a zeal for juftice, and for
¢ the honour of the Univerfity ; yet they
“ do not think that the circumftances {pe-
“ cified by him do amount to fuch evi-
“ dence as could either juftify the Sena-
“ tus Academicus 1n founding any judicial
“ proceeding upon it, or render it necef-
“ {ary to take any further fteps in this
“ matter,”

c 2 In
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In fhort, there was an end of the enqui-
ry on the part of the Univerfity.

Vidirix caufa Diis placuit. 1 thought it my
duty to bring the bufinefs before the Sena-
lus Academicus ; but they were well qualified
to judge of it, and well entitled to difpofe
of it as they pleafed. It was no private or
perfonal affair of mine, but their own pub-
lic general concern. It could neither be
my duty nor my intereft, and I am fure it
was not my inclination, to quarrel with
any of my colleagues about it. Accord-
ingly, no vote or divifion difturbed the
peaceful harmony of their fociety; no ex-
preffion of diffent difgraced their fair re-
cord : the affair was decided unanimouf-
e B previoufly T had required, as a
matter of right, that a full and particular
account of what I had faid with refpect to
Dr H. fhould be inferted in the Univerfi-
ty record, which was granted; but, at
the particular defire of the Principal, I
allowed the phrafe Quack-bi// to be expun-
ged.

Sucu a full record of what I had faid
with refpeét to Dr H. I confidered and
: {tated
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{tated as a matter of juftice, not to my-
{elf only, but to him alfo, that he might
have a fair opportunity to bring an ac-
tion againft me, if he ferioufly thought I
had done him any wrong. 1 knew he
had been threatening to do fo, and at the
meeting of the Committee, (December 22.)
I had ftrongly invited him to try it. But
inftead of the threatened profecution, in
about three weeks out came the appeal

to the Public, in the name of Dr J. H.
- his Father appearing in it only in the
character of a witnefs; and if not an ab-
folutely falfe witnefs, at leaft a wilfully in-
correct one. But I have had the plea-
fure of hearing from different quarters,
that both Dr H. and his Son have expref-
fed their intention of making this Anf{wer

of mine the {ubject of a legal profecution.
How they acquired fuch accurate and

premature intelligence of 1it, they beft
know.

As the cafe is probably a new one, it
may be worth while to try it: but I
own, fuch a plan appears to me juft as
abfurd as it would be for a man to fend
his adverfary a challenge, and then profe-

cute
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cute him for accepting it ; or to bring an
action againft his adverfary, and then
fend him a challenge for making his de-

fence.

THE appeal to the Public was a kind
of challenge ; a very thameful one I own ;
but that 1s Dr J."H.’s bufinefs, not mine.
It was his own deliberate choice ; and he
certainly would not have chofen fo lamen-
table an expedient, unlefs he had expe&-
ed to gain by it very great advantages,
What the advantages of it are to him, I
know'as well as he does. But, Nibil ¢ff ab
omni parte beatum : it has its difadvantages
too. From the moment that he called me
before the Public, and reprefented me as
injuring and calumniating him, and as-de-
nying what I had faid, it became not only
my right, but my duty, to vindicate my-
felf ; to ftate to that Public to which he
has appealed, every fact, and circumftance,
and inference, which I think requifite for
my own juftification ; in particular, to ex-
pole every particular of that internal and
circumftantial evidence which had fo com-
pletely determined my belief, (and that of
many others), in oppofition to his formal

difavowal
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difavowal of the Pamphlet imputed to
him. ¢

Ir the refult fhould not be quite agree-
able to his wifhes, nor the ftyle and man-
ner of the difcuflion altogether to his tafte,
he cannot reafonably complain. Quz wvult
quod antecedit, non debet nolle quod confequitur,
is an axiom of common fenfe and equity,
as well as law ; and as it is an axiom of
Midwifery alfo, I believe indeed the bafis
of the whole fcience, I prefume Dr J. H.
junior muft underftand it thoroughly,
and admit1t in its full extent: If not, it
1s time he fhould learn it,

THOUGH the Univerfity would not
engage in my propofed enquiry, I did
not conceive myfelf thereby precluded,
as an individual, from ufing my honeft
artd diligent endeavours to deteét the au-
thor of the Pamphlet, Some means for

that
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that purpofe were, as I thought, in my
power ; with what fuccefs I have em-
ployed them, will appear from the follow-
ing Remarks on it,- and account of the
correfpondence I have had with its pfeu-
donymous author.

e

ST JOHN STREET,
April 20. 1793, }
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REMATRIEKS

ON

sEri P A M P T BT 0

] JOHNSON, Esaq.

HE Pamphlet which is the {ubje
T of the following remarks was pub-
lithed by feveral bookfellers in this city
about the end of O&ober 1792, a few
days before the meeting of the Medical
Clafles in the Univerfity of Edinburgh for

A the
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the prefent Seflion. But it was publifhed
in London, and, as I have been told, in
Dublin too, fome time before; with the
evident purpofe of attracting the attention
and influencing the conduét of gentlemen
who meant to come, or who were alrea-
dy come, to this Univerfity, in the pro-
{ecution of their medical ftudies.

It 1s entitled, “ A Guide for Gentlemen
“ ftudying Medicine at the Univerfity of
“ Edinburgh.” It {hould have been en-
titled, “ A Guide to the Midwifery Clafs,
“ and a Warning againft the Botanical
“ and Mathematical Clafles in the Uni-
“ verfity of Edinburgh ;” for fuch is the
. true intent and chief purpofe of 1it, as
will plainly appear from the following am-
ple {fpecimens of it, which are faithfully
extra@ed from the original Pamphlet ; and
which are complete, as being all that our
Author has faid with refpe& to thofe
three clafles. The reader may be aflured,
therefore, that no injuftice 1s done to 7.
Sobnfon, Efz; by either mifreprefenting
or fupprefling any part of his difcourfe on
thofe points. I quote thefe paflages at
full length for another reafon, namely,

that his valuable and truly original work
is
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is already becoming very fcarce; and I
with to gratify the curious by a good
fample of it.

On the fubje& of Midwifery, which 1s
his darling theme, he thus exprefles him-
felf.

MIED WIEFER Y.

“« THE importance of the art of mud-
wifery to mankind in general, 1s univer-
fally acknowledged ; and that art is now
confidered, with much propriety, a very
interefting and neceflary branch of medi-
cal education.

When the practice of midwifery was
principally confined to women, it might
be deemed merely a mechanical art; but,
fince gentlemen began to be employed in
that line, it has become very different ; for
the treatment of the difeafes of women,
in almoft every ftage of life, has, by com-
mon confent, been configned to the charge
of male-practitioners of midwifery. It is,
therefore, very furprifing, that this thould
be the only medical clafs which candidates
for degrees are not obliged to attend. Doés

T this
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this proceed from the jealoufy of the other
profeflors, the negligence of the profeffor
of midwifery, or the ignorance of the pa-
trons of the univerfity? |
Dr Hamilton divides his courfe into four
parts, In the firft he explains every cir-
cumftance in the ftate of women before
delivery, with which a praétitioner ought
to be acquainted ; in the fecond, he de-
{cribes the treatment, during child-bear-
ing, in all the variety of cafes which can
occur ; in the third, he defcribes the ma-
nagement of lying-in women ; and in the
fourth part, he exhibits a moft complete
view of the difeafes of children in early in-
fancy. |
In the firft part the profeflor explains
the peculiarity of the ftruéture of women
and the difeafes arifing from that caufe;
he then proceeds to fhew the effects of
pregnancy, and the difeafes in confe-
quence, with the proper treatment. Ma-
ny of the fubjects of this part require to
be illuftrated by preparations, a complete
collection of which has been procured by
the prefent profeflor, with much trouble
and at a great expence.

In
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In the fecond part of the courfe, the
management of all the variety of /abours s
detailed. In this part of his courfe Dr Ha-~
milton is particularly eminent; for, with-
out difgufting his pupils with tedious mi-
nutenefs, he defcribes, moft accurately,
the treatment of every general cafe which
can poflibly happen.

His obfervations are illuftrated by calfls
in plafter of Paris, and by demonftrations
on machinery, imitating women and chil-
dren. Thefe demonftrations are given at
extra hours, by which the intention of
them 1s completely fulfilled ; and they are
not hurried over at the ordinary time al-
lotted for the lecture, asis done by moft
teachers.

The treatment of women in child-bed,
forms the third part of the courfe; it is a
very important {ubje&, and, notwith{tand-
ing the many authors who have written
on 1t, 1s not yet fully explained. The
profeflor has paid particular attention to

this part, and gives a very extenfive view
of 1t. :

In the fourth part of this valuable courfe,
the nature and treatment of the difeafes

1n-
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incident to children in carly infancy, are
pointed out.

Although thefe have lately attraded
much attention, many of them are ftill
involved in obfcurity ; and that practice,
which is founded on philofophical prin-
ciples, now {6 univerfally adopted in the
diforders of grown people, has not hither-
to been extended to the complaints of chil-
dren.

The profeflor has for many years, en-
deavoured to point out a rational practice
in the different difeafes incident to infan-
€Y. |
* Dr Hamilton concludes his courfe with
the hiftory of midwifery. He divides this
into two parts: in the firft, he defcribes
" the progrefs of midwifery ; and, in the fe-
cond, he exhibits a critical view of the dif-
ferent works which have been publifhed
on that art.

The practice of midwifery is acquired
in the lying-in ward of the Royal Infirma-
ry ; but, as it is on a very fmall {cale (con-
taining only {fix patients at a time,) Dr Ha-
milton ezgoges to furnith his pupils with
private deliveries, if they are very anxious

to fee much practice.
It
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It muft appear aftonithing, that, in E-
dinburgh, there is no public lying-in hofpi-
tal. Whether is this occafioned by the
fault of the inhabitants, or of the medical
pra&itioners ? it is a great reproach on the
latter, at leaft *. ‘

Dr Hamilton has been aflifted, for above
three years, by his fon, whofe education
has been regulated with the fole defign of
rendering him capable of that important
taik.

The courfe of leGtures, given by the pro-
fefor and his afliftant, calculated to exhi-
bit a complete {cientific view of the difea-
fes of women and children, thould be at-
tended by every medical ftudent, what-
ever his future profpeéts may be; for,
without a knowledge of thefe fubjects, no
pra@itioner of medicine can expect to {uc-
ceed in bufinefs.

* Since-this work was put to prefs, the author under-
ftands that propofals for a lying-in hofpital, on an exten-
five fcale, have been publifhed, by the profeffor of mid-
wifery ; and have been received with fo much approba-
tion, that the inftitution will be eltablifhed, it 1s thought,

in a fhort time. 7. 7.

Method
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Metbod of . ﬁﬂd_}'fﬂg Mfdwf}%r_;r.

Dr Hamilton’s courfe is conduéted in
fuch a manner, that gentlemen are gra-
dually inftruéted in the principles of the
art 3 and, therefore, no book, as an aflift-
ant, except the profeflor’s “ Outlines of
Midwifery,” thould be ufed for the firft
courfe. The ftudent, however, ought to
mark down, every day, the principal ob-
fervations which have been made during
the le¢ture. |

In the fecond courfe, Fofter’s Midwife-
ry, Denman’s Introduétion, White’s Trea-
tife on the management of Pregnant and
Lying-in Women, and Underwood on the
Difeafes of children, may be occafionally
confulted ; and in the third courfe, the
ftudent may perufe Baudeloque’s Midwife-
ry with advantage.

Dr Hamilton is accuftomed to mention,
as he proceeds, the principal authors on
the various fubjets of which he treats,
and to point out the circumfitances in
which they judge properly, and in which
they are miflaken; this method 1s pro-

dudtive
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ductive of important advantages to his
pupils, and fhould certainly be more uni-
verfally adopted by leCturers than it 1s at
prefent.

Dr Hamilton gives three courfes of
leGtures in the year; the firft 1s begun at
the end of O&ober, the fecond at the be-
ginning of February, and the third in the
Girft week of May. The fees are, three
guineas, for the firft; two guineas, for
the fecond ; and one guinea, for the third
courfe ; after which the gentlemen are en-
titled to attend gratis, The fee for the
lying-in ward is eleven fhillings and fix-
pence each courfe.

Dr Hamilton alfo takes private pupils,
(named annual pupils), who, befides attend-
ing the leGtures and lying-in ward, are
fent to vifit patients in private practice.

As midwives are almoft exclufively em-
ployed in low /ifz, in Edinburgh ; and as
many of them are very ignorant; diffi-
cult cafes occur in a great proportion ;
Dr Hamilton’s pupils are entrufted with
the charge of thefe cafes ; they deliver un-
der the direétion of the do&or or bis for,
and hence acquire a complete knowledge of
the pradtice. They have alfo opportuni-

B tie§
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ties of attending puerperal complaints and
chronic difeafes of women and children.

The advantage of being an annual pu-
pil is, therefore, very great ; but it unfor-
tunately can be extended to few, for Dr
Hamilton reftri@s the number. The fee
paid by annual pupils is Guineas.”
Lampbhlet, Page 26. 35,

“ After the firft year, the ftudents com-
prehended under this order fhould attend
midwifery ; becaufe a much more {cienti-
fic courfe is given by Dr Hamilton than

"by any teacher in any other medical

fchool.” Pag. 57,

“ The advantage of attending anatomy,
the inftitutions of medicine, and materia
medica, may probably be {o obvious, that
no illuftration is required ; but the ufe of
midwifery, the firft year, may not be fo
evident, r _

Dr Hamilton, in the treatment of every
fubject, proceeds on the {fuppofition, that
gentlemen are almoft unacquainted with
other branches of medicine ;5 and, there-
fore, all the ftudents underftand him ea-
fily : hence midwifery can be attended
more eafily the firft year, than during the
fecond, when their hours are occupied in

the
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| the inveftigation of fubjects which require
‘much time.

Befides, if any circumftance fhould oc-
cur, which might render the knowledge
of midwifery an mterefting obje&t, as
gent]emen, b}f paymg for three courfes,
have it in their power to- attend gratis as
long afterwards as they pleafe, the foon-
er they begin, they will reap the greater
benefits.” Pag. §8. 59.

-~ ¢« Midwifery 1s recommended on the
third year, for the fake of the important
obfervations which Dr Hamilton makes on
the difeafes of women and children.”
Pag. 6o. :

(Are thefe important cbfervations on
the difeafes of women and children not de-
livered 1n the firft courfe of Dr Hamilton’s
leGtures, which gentlemen are thus ex-
horted to attend ? Or how is this matter
managed ? for it fhould feem, at firft view,
that what was the third year, and the fe-
~cond or third courfe of fome gentlemen,
‘might be the firft year and the firft courfe
' of others.)

“ Every gentleman, therefore, who
imeans to enter on bufinefs immediately
cafter leaving the college, ought to endeavour
s to
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to vifit private patients during the laft year
of his refidence in Edinburgh. This may
be accomplifhed, by attending the {hop of
a refpectable furgeon, or by becoming an-
nual pupils to the Profeffors * of mid-
wifery. If the practice of midwifery will
form any part of his future occupations,

he ought by no means to lofe fo favour-
able an opportunity for improvement in

that line.” Pag. 62. 63.

¢“ Dr Hamilton’s leCtures are recom-
mended to gentlemen, for whom this table
1s intended, on account of his valuable view
of the difeafes of children, in which he
is probably not equalled by any other
teacher.” Pag. 68.

¢ The mathematical clafs in fummer, 1in
the college of Edinburgh,. muft be per-
fectly inconfiftent with the views of me-
dical gentlemen ; for it meets at the fame
hour with the le¢tures on midwifery, which
ought not to be omitted by any ftudent
who remains in Edinburgh during the
fummer.”  Pqr. 71 72

®» Who are thele Prorzssors?

“« MID-
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“ MID-W.IEE R X.

« THE importance of this clafs has
been already-fo fully explained, that it 1s
perhaps unneceflary to add any thing on
the fubject.

No gentleman, who purfues the ftudy of
medicine, ought to neglect this clafs, what-
ever his future profpects may be.

The extent of the prefent profeflor’s lec-
tures far exceeds that of any other teach-
er; and as his courfe comprehends the
difeafes incident to women, in the unim-
pregnated, pregnant, parturient, and puer-
peral ftate, and alfo the complaints inci-
dent to children in early infancy, it thould
be confidered as one of the moift impor-
tant medical clafles.” Pag. 72.

Such are the fentiments and the words
of J. Johnfon, Efq; with refpe& to Mid-
wifery, and to the Profeflor, or, as he is
pleafed to fay, the Profeflors of it in the
univerfity of Edinburgh.

On the fubject of Botany, and the pro-
feflor of it, he is much lefs enthufiaftic

and
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and rapturous; but not lefs edifying.
His words are as follow :

“4B (O, T (A INLYY

“ BOTANY, although more properly
a branch of natural hiftery, is included
among the ftudies which, by the laws of
the college, are neceflary for thofe whe
mean to become candidates for the degree
of doctor of medicine.

Botany was formerly, with great pro-
priety, joined with the materia medica ;
it is now however taught {eparately.

The ftudy of Botany is highly fedu-
cing : few who purfue it, refle¢t that it is
only in a very {light degree connected
with medicine ; hence many are led into
a wide field of fpeculation, which though
it exhibits {fome of the moft beautiful
views in nature, carries off the attention
from more profitable purfuits.

There 1s a public botanic garden in E-
dinburgh, for the purpofe of illuftrating
the {fubjects of the leCtures ; and in it the
clafs-room is fituated.

In
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In ftudying botany the phyfiology of
plants perhaps deferves the principal at-
tention. The long time which Dr R. em-
ploys in explaining the terms of the art,
renders the ftudy highly difgufting to the
general run of his pupils, and prevents
him from doing fufficient juftice to the
phyfiological department of his courfe.

The Linnzan {yftem of claflification is
now fully eftablifhed, and may be eafily
underftood by perufing Linnzus’ Princi-
pia Botanica: it may, however, probably
be better for medical purpofes to direct the
attention more particularly to the fifty-
eight natural orders.

The late worthy Dr Hope ufed to con-
clude his courfe by the exhibition of the
exotics belonging to the botanic garden, and
by a defcription of their powers in the cure
of difeafes, &c. We learn, with much
regret, that Dr R. has not hitherto paid
proper attention to {o important a part of
the courfe.

It has been alledged with fome plaufi-
bility, that the ftudy of botany, in the
prefent improved ftate of medicine, is not
neceflary to praQitioners of the healing
art, as all the medicines which the vege-

table
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table kingdom furnifhes are found in the
fhops, and defcribed in every treatife on
the materia medica.

But when it is confidered that botany,
hke other branches of natural hiftory, has
now become part of the education of
every gentleman, no medical praétitioner
will choofe to hazard his abilities being
called in queftion by his ignt:ranr:e of the
principles of a {cience which is vulgarly
beheved to be neceflary and fubfervient to
the ftudy of medicine.

It muft not, however, be forgotten, that
medical ftudents thould acquire all the
knowledge eflential to the practice of their

profeflion before they amufe themielves
with ornamental accomplithments.”

He adds 1in a note,

« Though the botanic garden is main-
tained at the expence of government, two
fhillings and fixpence is demanded from
each ftudent by the principal gardener.
Such extortions are fhameful.” Pag. 12.
—I3.

It may be obferved, that in this paffage
J. Johnfon, Efq; as if confcious of the

fhameful wrong he was doing, and afraid
of
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of fome of the probable confequences of his
condud, and anxious to evade thofe confe-
quences by a fpecies of chicane worthy of
himfelf, has had recour{e tothe wretched ex-
pedient of giving only the initial Dr R. in-
ftead of the Profeffor’s name at full length,
Dr Rutherford. No fuch precautien 1s
ufed by him in mentioning the other pro-
feffors. But, independently of that cha-
ra&eriftic expedient, the infidious male-
volence of the whole paflage is very ftri-
king. At any rate, our author 1is the beft
commentator on his own text, as he {ure-
ly beft underftood his own meaning :
which in a fubfequent paflage he has ful-
ly exprefled, in fuch a manner, that it
can neither be miftaken nor explained a-
way.

“ It is furprifing that no private lec-
tures on botany have ever been propofed.
A garden might be hired for a {mall fum,
and there is certainly an excellent field for
a man of abilities.

If the phyfiology, the method of culti-
vation, and the medical properties of plants,
were defcribed in an accurate manner ; and
the terms of botany and principles of clafli-

C fication
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fication explained in a fyllabus, or at extra
hours, inftead of being made to form a
part of the courfe, a valuable addition to

the medical infticutions at Edinburgh
would be eftablifhed.

Medical ftudents would thus underftand
3 part of natural hiftory with which, &y
the prefent mode of teaching it, not above one
in a hundred who attend the univerfity is
acquainted,” Pag. 43

Next I muft give a {fpecimen of our au-
thor’s fentiments with refpect to the ftudy
of mathematics ; for they are perfeétly o-
riginal and very inftru&ive. He has ta-~
ken occafion to exprefs them fully in gi-
ving an account of the lectures read du-
ring fummer in the univerfity of Edin-
burgh, |

# MATHEMATICGS,

¢« THE propricty of teaching the ele~
ments of mathematics in a public clafs,
may be very much doubted.® The firft
fix books of Euclid, which form the foun-
dation of the ordinary courfes on mathe-
matics,
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matics, canhot be acquired by attending
letures. | |

As the ftudy of this fcience ought to
form a part of the preparatory acquifitions
of a medical ftudent; if it has been ne-
gle@ed, he thould certainly endeavour to

remedy the defect in his education.

The beft means, however, for this pur-
pofe, is to attend a private teacher, who,
at lefs expence, and in a fhorter time, will
qualify a young man for underftanding
natural philofophy, better than any pub-
lic profeflor can de.

The mathematical clafs in {fummer, in
the college of Edinburgh, muft be perfe@-
ly inconfiftent with the views of medical
gentlemen ; for it meets at the {fame hour
with the leCtures on mudwifery, which
ought not to be omitted by any {tudent
who remains in Edinburgh during the
fummer.?  Pag. 71472,

Laftly, I fhall quote what J. Johnfon,
Efq; 1s pleafed to fay with refpect to my-
felf. I wifh it to be fully underftood, as
well from his own words as from my de-
claration, that there was no perfonal quar-
rel nor animofity between us; nor any

C 3 - - thing
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thing faid in his Pamphlet with refpe@ to

me, at which I, as an individual, can be
fuppofed to take offence.

“ PRACTICE or MEDICINE,

“ ALL the claffes already enumerated
(except midwifery) may be confidered to
be fubfervient to the practice of medicine,
which 1s the important object of medical
ftudents. |

Dr Gregory, whoie abilities are fo well
known, fucceeded the celebrated Dr Cul-
len in this charge. As he has not yet
made out a perfect plan of letures, ve-
ry little can be faid refpecting his courfe.
In his public difcourfe, when he firft ap-
peared in his prefent chair, he mentioned
that he meant to leGture according to the
order of Dr Cullen’s Nofology : Iaft year
he only finithed the firft order of that
work ; and this feafon, we learn, he be-
gan where he left off.

Although, perhaps, it would be better
for the general run of ftudents, that a
complete view of the practice of medicine
fhould be exhibited in every courfe; or,

in
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in other words, that the explanation of the
general principles of every difeafe f{hould
be comprehended within one courfe ; yet,
as it is impoflible for gentlemen to acquire
the knewledge of the practice of medicine
in a fingle feafon, the plan which Dr Grego-
ry has adopted is probably the moft eli-
gible one.

By this means he is enabled to give a
much more accurate defcription of the fe-
veral difeafes than could otherwife be
done; and gentlemen attending two fuc-
ceffive courfes are not difgufted with a re-
petition of the fame fubje@s.” Pag. 32.

S0° o

But this is not all: J. Johnfon, Efg; in
his great goodnefs, when he is giving di-
rections for the {tudy of the inftitutions
of medicine, takes occafion to praife ftill
more highly my former labours, as Profef-
for of the Theory of Phyfic. I quete his
words :

“ DR Gregory, who preceded Dr Dun-
can 1n the charge of this clafs, and whofe
leCtures on the inftitutions did him much

honour, publithed a work, which fhould
be
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be ufed as a text-book, for the firft two
parts of Dr Duncan’s courfe. The beau-
ty of the language is equalled by the value
of the matter, which is fo great, that, by
means of the “ Confpectus Medicine The-
“ oretice” alone, an adequate idea could,
perhaps, be formed of the fubjeét of thefe
two parts.” Pag. 23.

I hope I need not fay that it is merely
for the purpofe I have mentioned, that I
quote thefe paflages in my own praife,
and not from any vanity : I am not in the
leaft flattered by them ; nor is it poflible
I fhould be gratified by any praifes beftow-
ed on me in fuch a Pamphlet as that which
I am confidering, and by fuch an author

as J, Johnfon, Efq;

1L
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SPEAK that'I may fee Thee,” is the
well known apophthegm of an ancient
fage. It was addrefled by Socrates him{elf
toa young man, who was juft wife enough
to hold his tongue ; and wha by that rare
piece of difcretion pofed the Philofopher,
notwithftanding his fuperior wifdom, and
his fkill in phyliognomy. ‘

“ Behold my defire is, that mine Ad.
* verfary had written a Book,” is a fenti-
ment derived to us from fti]] higher au-
thority. '

On thefe two texts, both of which im-
Ply a juft notion of the art of finding out
4 man from his {peech, or from his wri-
tings, I fhall give a fhort practical com-
mentary, {trictly applicable to J. Joehnfon,
Efq; and to his Pamphlet,

1. Firft,
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1. Firft then, I obferve, that whatever
may be thought of his Pamphlet in many
refpets, it muff have had an author or au-
thors, as certainly as the Iliad of Homer or
the Principia of Newton. 1 conceive too,
that the principles, the underftanding,
the fentiments, the paflions, the interefts,
nay, the very profeflion of the author of
it, may as certainly be judged of from his
compofition, as the genius of Homer and
of Newton may be known from their im-
mortal works. If two or more perfons
have been concerned in the compofition
of the Pamphlet which bears the name
of J. Johnfon, Efq; they muft have aGed
in concert : for the fame fpirit and tenden-
cy, the fame train of thought, and, to
the beft of my judgement, the fame ftyle,
(only more animated and eloquent on the
fubject of midwifery), pervade it all. The
occafional ufe of the firft perfon plural in-
 {tead of the firft perfon fingular, we in-
{tead of 7, feems to favour the fuppofition
of the Pamphlet being the work of more
than one perfon. But as that 1s a com-
mon Scotticifim, even when a perfon is

fpeaking or writing for himfelf alone, I
do
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do not much rely on it; nor do I think
the queftion of any moment.

2. J. Johnfon, Efq; muff be a perfect en-
thufiaft in the pratice and in the teach-
ing of midwifery. Thisis the burden of
the fong ; often repeated ; {trongly.incul-
cated ; always kept in view; even in gi-
ving inftructions for the ftudy of mathe-
matics not forgotten ; praifed and recom-
mended in fuch fulfome terms, as none
but an enthufiaft in midwifery could ever
have thought of, or can ever read with-
out difguft and contempt. Ab Fove prin-
cipium ; Jovis omnia plena~—I hope I need
not {ay that it is not the ancient Heathen
Jupiter, but Fupiter Lucinus, the God of
men-midwives, a modern Deity, whofe ar-
dent votary our author is.

He mentions, indeed, the various bran-
ches of medicine that are taught here, and
the feveral profeflors who teach them ;
and recommends fome of them, and prai<
{es {ome of the profeflors: which, in a
work calling itfelf a Guide for Gentlemen
ftudying Medicine at the Univerfity of E-
diburgh, could not be avoided. He men-
tions alfo mathematics, and even philofo-

D phy;
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phy ; but fill midwifery, midwifery, mid-
wifery, 1s always uppermoft. His whole
Pamphlet {fmells infufferably of midwife-
ry. Omnia cum fecerit, Thaida Thais olet,

3. J. Johnfon, Efq; muff be intimately
acquainted with many of the moft recent
occurrences and eftablifhments in this U-
niverfity. The fummer Clinical Le&ures,
and other fummer courfes, Dr Duncan’s
Lectures on Medical Jurifprudence, Dr
Rotheram being Dr Black’s afliftant, &ec.
He is alfo well acquainted with many mi-
nute particulars, efpecially as to money mat-
}E?'J‘,_ with refpe&t to the leGtures of the {fe-
veral profeflors, and the attendance on the
hofpital, and the medical {fociety. But, a-
bove all, he appears to be moft intimate-
ly acquainted with every thing relating to
Dr Hamilton, the Profeflor of Midwifery,
and with his various fees, even to the ma-
thematical precifion of {hillings and pence;
- and with his way of teaching, and with
the plan of his le¢tures, and with the ex-
traordinary merit of them, and with their
{uperiority to all other leftures on the
fame {ubject ; and with the precious op-

por-=
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portunities which his pupils have of feeing
the actual pra&ice of midwifery, both in

_ the public hofpital and in private houfcs ;

and with the very great advantage of beco-
ming private or annual pupils of Dr Hamil-
ton ; which wery great advantage is obtained

- by a few happy individuals, who pay him

fen guineas. But our author feelingly re-
marks, ¢ that this very great advantage
“ unfortunately can be extended but to
“ few.” In fhort, the chief - aim of J.
Johnfon, Efg; in his Pamphlet, plainly
is, to raife the fame, and promote the
pecuniary intereft of Dr Hamilton.

4. He tells us, that *“ Dr Hamilton ez-
“ gages to furnifh his pupils with private
 deliveries, if they are very anxious to
“ {ee much practice.” This is the very
language of an advertifement ; or at leaft
of one having, or thinking he had, autho-
rity, from Dr Hamilton, to promife and
engage 1n his name.

5. He tells us, that the education of
Dr Hamilton’s fon has been regulated
with the fole view of rendering him capa-
ble of the important tafk of aflifting his

SRl tather
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father in teaching midwifery. 'This im-
plies very intimate knowledge of their hi-
{tory, and of the actions, and even the
thoughts and motives of Dr Hamilton.

6. Though J. Johnfon, Efq; is fo ac-
curately informed of every thing relating
to the midwifery clafs, and to Dr Hamil-
ton, he appears to be moft wonderfully
ignorant of {fome things relating to the
conduct of the profeflors of medicine ; and
even of the public regulations, (called
Statuta Solennia), with refpect to the ob-
taining of degrees in phyfic in this Uni-
verfity.

He tells us, (pag. 66. of his Pamphlet),
that, ¢ After having ftudied at any other
“ medical univerfity, candidates for the
“ degree of Doctor of Medicine at Edin-
“ burgh are not obliged to attend the claf~
‘¢ fes of that College above fwo years;
“ but they muft take tickets from all the
s« profeflors of medicine.,” To take tic-
kets from them all, means to pay three
guineas to cach of them. The expreflion,
“ are not obliged to attend the clafles of
¢ that College above two years,” implies
that they are obliged to attend them at

leaft
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leaft two years. Js ]Dhﬂfﬂﬂs Eﬁgli 15
notorioufly wrong on both thefe points:
for, firft, ftudents who have attertded t-hq:
JeGtures on medicine in other umverﬁt:‘es
are not obliged to ftudy here two yearsin
order to obtain the degree of Doctor of
Phyfic ; and, fecondly, fuch ftudents are
not obliged to take a ticket f'rm.n. the pro-
feflor of any branch of medicine hert::,
which they had ftudied in another uni-
verfity. Accordingly, to my certain know- |
ledge, and that of all my colleagues, the
f)rnfeﬂbrs of medicine, and to that of ma-
ny of our ftudents, graduates, and others,
many gentlemen have taken the degree of
Doctor o Phyfic in this Univerfity, tho’
they had ftudied but one year with us;
and though they had not attended the lec-
tures of all the profeflors of medicine, nor
taken tickets from them all. Qur laws
relate to the time that they muft employ
in the ftudy of phyfic, and to the various
branches of it which they muft ftudy;
not to the number of guineas that we may
exact from them. It was the intention of
the profeflors of medicine who propofed,
and of the univerfity which fan@ioned
thofe-laws, and it has been our uniform

practice
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ptractice in the interpretation of them, to
act in the moft liberal manner to all other
univerfities, and to all other profeflors of
medicine, as well as to thofe {tudents who
came from them to us. J. Johnfon, Eig;
not knowing the fact, has reprefented wus
as doing the very reverfe, and as {hewing
the moft {fordid attention to our own pe-
cuniary intereft. Any perfon may cafily
judge of the character of an author who
could fo fthamefully, fo fordidly, mifcon-
ftrue the following liberal, reafonable,
and juft law, the {fecond of our Statuta Sos
lennia,

“ Nemo Candidatorum numero afcribatur
priufquam triennium, in bac aut alid A-
“ cademid, Medicine [fludio impenderit, et
“ omnibus quas Scientia Medica compleétitur
“ Difciplinis, feilicet Anatomiz et Chirur-
“ giz, Chemiz, Botanice, Materize” Me-
“ dice et Pharmaceutice, Medicinzque
¢ Theoretice ef Pra&ticz, ¢f Preledtionibus
« Clinicis, a Medicine Profeffloribus babitis,
“ de ggris in l\@@mmm decumbentibus, ope-
“ ram dederit.”

Thefe
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Thefe laws are made as public as pofli-
ble : they are printed, and are 1n the hands
of the ftudents ; for every candidate for
+degrees in phyfic receives a copy of them :
And a copy of them hangs in the great

-~

library, to which all the ftudents have ac-
cefs.

I cannot fuppofe that J. Johnfon, Efg;
intended to mifreprefent that law; for
fuch a mifreprefentation could do no good
either to him or to his friend, whofe pe-
cuniary intereft he has fo much at heart. I
prefume he has only miftaken the meaning
of the law, which, though public enough
and plain enough, unhappily for him, is
i Latin,

iy

II,
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111,

NEXT to the enthufiaftic paffion for
midwifery, and the eager defire to raife
the fame and promote the pecuniary inte-
reft of Dr Hamilton, the moft {triking and
charadteriftic circumftance in the Pamph-
let of J. Johnfon, Efg; is the extraordina-
ry rancour which appears in 1t againft
thofe perfons whofe conduct has been dif-
obliging to Dr Hamilton, or whofe inte-
reft is either effentially or accidentally
inconfiftent with his.

1. The principal obje& of this rancour
is Dr Rutherford, Profeflor of Medicine
and Botany. The paflages relating to him,
and difplaying that rancour, have been al-
ready quoted at full length, and need not
be repeated. They are decifive as to the

fen-
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fentiments and intentions of the author of
the Pamphlet.

I {hall make no attempt to refute the
malevolent aflertions and infinuations of
J. Johnfon, Efg; with refpect to Dr R.
and his profeflional characer. In this ci-
ty, and in this Univerfity, his charadter,
in every refpe, is too well eftablithed to
need or to admit of any vindication : and
the great and increafing numbers of the
ftudents who attend his le¢tures afford the
moft ample and honourable teftimony of
what his pupils think of him. ButI {hall
mention what I conceive to be the reafon
of the inveteracy of J. Johnfon, Eiq; a-
gainft him.

It happens, that Dr R.’s {entiments
~ with refpe¢t to midwifery in general,
and to the male practitioners of it in par-
ticular, are widely different from thofe
of J. Johnfon, Efq; and, to my certain
knowledge, they have been exprefled by
him for many years paft, both in pub-
lic and in private, -without any referve.
Without entering needlefsly on the difcuf-
fion of minute particulars, it will be fuf-
ficient at prefent to mention, that four or
five years ago, when the queftion, Whether

K. men-
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- men-midwives thould be admitted to be
Fellows of the Royal College of Phyficians,
was under confideration, Dr R. long and
keenly oppofed their admiflion. I remem-
ber it well, and even the general tenor of
his {entiments, and his obje@ions to their
admiffion, from this circumftance, that he
and I were on oppofite fides in that que-
ftion, and argued it fully, both in public,
(at the College), and in private, with much
keennefs, though without any breach of
friend{hip on etther part.—Dr Home too
was on the {fame fide with Dr R. that is,
againft admitting the men-midwives to
be Fellows of the College of Phyficians :
and he too is treated but fcurvily, « tho’
not with the {fame inveteracy that Dr R,
is treated, in the Pamphlet of J. Johnfon,
£iq; .
Much more lately, indeed juft about
the ime that the Pamphlet in queftion
was written, Dr R. did, what, I prefume,
would be very difpleafing to our author
and his friends. Dr K. is one of the Phy-
{icians of the Royal Infirmary ; and when
the Managers of that Hofpital (tired, I
believe, with frequent complaints of the
abufes and inconveniences canneéted with
' the



U358

the lying-in ward which had been per-
mitted in it) confulted him about the
propriety of continuing it or abolifthing it,
he gave a decided opinion for abolithing
the lying-in ward ; and, as I underftand,
it is to be abolithed accordingly. —In
both thefe queftions, man-midwifery in
general, and Dr Hamilton in particular,
were much interefted. He was one of /o
men-midwives; who were defirous to be-
come Fellows of the College of Phyficians,
at the time the queftion for refcinding the
law that excluded them was 1n agitation.
He had formerly been of the College of
Surgeons, but had got a diploma of M.
D. (from the Univerfity of St Andrew’s)
fome years before he obtained a . licence
from the College of Phyficians.—And as
to the abolition of the lying-in ward in the
Royal Infirmary, that was a point ftill
more interefting to him ; for without {uch
a ward in the common hofpital; or a par-
ticular lying-in hofpital, he could not
carry on that important plan of obfte-
trical education which J. Johnfon, Efg;
recommends fo eagerly.  According-
ly Dr Hamilton has exerted himfelf {o
- much in that good caufe, as to have al-
B g ' ready
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ready obtained the inftitution of a lying-
in hofpital, quite unconnected with the
Royal Infirmary.

As the fentiments and conduét of Dr R.
on both thofe points were open and avow-
ed, I prefume they have been known to
many perfons, efpecially to thofe peculiar-
ly interefted in them ; and that J. John-
fon, L{q; has taken umbrage at them.
But I muft do Dr Hamilton the juftice to
mention, that he declares that he knew no-
thing of them.

2. Our author 1s very unfriendly to the
Profeffor of Mathematics ; and has made
a moft abfurd attack, not {fo much on him
as on his academical profeflion, which
he endeavours to reprefent as ufelefs and
improper. At firft view, it is not obvious
what poflible offence fuch an obftetrical

Quixote could take at a {cience, of which
it 1s infinity to one that he knows not a
fingle propofition; and with which, at
- any rate, he has no more to do than
with Civil law or Church hiftory. But
the myftery is fully explained by his own
tmprudence : in his laft paragraph relating

“to
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to mathematics, he mentions, that “ the
¢« Mathematical Clafs in {fummer, in the
«“ College of Edinburgh, muit be perfect-
ly inconfiftent with the views of medi-
cal gentlemen ; for it meets at the fame
hour with the Lectures on Midwifery,
¢ which ought not to be omitted by any
« ftudent who remains in Edinburgh du-
« ring the fummer.” The reft of the
ftory is, that Dr James Hamilton junior
came to Mr Playfair, the Profeflor of Ma-
thematics, and, in the name of his father,
the Profeflor of Midwifery, requefted of
him to take a different hour for teaching
mathematics, as he meant to teach mid-
wifery at ten o’clock, the hour which Mr
Playfair had chofen. This Mr Playfair,
who thinks almoft as highly of mathema-
tics as Dr Hamilton and his Son do of
midwifery, would not agree to.

Now, as it 1s an undeniable axiom in a-
cademics, that young men cannot ftudy
mathematics and midwifery at the fame
hour, and as Mr Playfair ‘would not
change his hour of teaching to gratify Dr
Hamilton, and as his {ummer courfe of
mathematics was peculiarly intended for
the medical ftudents, and had been re-

com-
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commended to them accordingly by fome
of the Profeflors, it follows by plain de-
monflration, that the Flements of Mathe-
matics, and efpecially the firf fix books of
Euclid, cannot be properly taught by a pub-
lic profeflor, but only by a private teach-
er, who will do it at lefs expence, and in
a fhorter time, better than any public pro-
feflor can do ; though, as appears by the
laft paragraph of J. Johnfon’s Pamphlet,
Natural Philofophy, which involves the
moft difficult apphcation of the moft dif-
ficult part of mathematics, may be tolera-
bly well taught by a public profeflor. But
then this Profeflor’s hour of teaching did
not interfere with Dr Hamilton’s.

It is certainly a very extraordinary dif-
covery, that a thing' cannot be done, which
has been done eafily times innumerable,
and which is done {uccefsfully every day :
that a public profeflor cannot teach the
elements of geometry ; which are among
the very few things that {fuch a profeflor
may teach without the poflibility of error ;
and in the learning of which, the exam-
ple, the efforts, the emulation, of the {tu-
dents, in demonftrating publicly the fe-
veral propofitions, are almoft as ufeful as

the
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the le€tures or other inftructions of the
Profeflor. |

[ confider J. Johnfon’s difcovery on that
point, as the greateft difcovery that ever
was made in the lower and hinder parts of
mathematics. But there is reafon to think,
that Dr James Hamilton junior is well en-
titled at leaft to {hare with him the honour
of it : For I have learned, from unquef-
tionable authority, that, before the publi-
- cation of J. Johnfon’s Pamphlet in Edin-
burgh, Dr James Hamilton junior had
exprefled his opinion of the impoilibility
of acquiring a knowledge of mathematics
in a public clafs ; and had aflured the gen-
tleman from whom I have my informa-
tion, that he had not been able to learn
even the firft elements of geometry in that
way. Perhaps J. Johnfon, Efq; had known
this, and having profited as little by the in-
ftructions of the Profeflor of Logic, as Dr
James Hamilton junior had done by thofe
of the Profeflor of Mathematics, had boldly
ventured to draw a general conclufion from

a particular inftance.

3. Our author, in his Pamphlet, (pages
10, & 11,), exprefles great inveteracy a-
gainft

L]
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gainit certain private teachers of dnatomy,
who have undertaken to furnifh their pu-
puls with private diffections : he even afferts
that “ they have only impofed on the
“ world.” A moft wonderful impofition
it muft be, if it be any impofition at all;
and they muft be at leaft magicians who
practife it : for, granting that the nofes of
the young anatomifts might be deceived,
or at leaft puzzled, by honeft phyfical
means, and by fubflituting guid pro quo,
furely nothing lefs than the black art could
fofafcinate their eyes and fingers, as to make
them believe they were difle@ting human
bodies when they were not. As fuch an
impofition is impracticable, and as an un-
{uccefsful attempt at it would inftantly be
found out, and would bring fhame and
ruin on the teacher who fhould make fuch
an attempt, it was plain to me, that J.
Johnfon, E{g; muft have had fome other
reafon than honeft indignation at {fuch an
impoflible piece of knavery for his pecu-
liar inveteracy on that point. I was not
in the leaft at a lofs to underftand his rea-
fon.

The only perfon now living, ({o far as

I know), to whom he can allude in that
paflage
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paffage of his Pamphlet, is an eminent fur'
geon and anatomift in this city ; whom 1t
would be indelicate for me to name, as J.
Johnfon, Efg; has not named him; and
it is unneceflary to do it, as it is abundant-
ly well known who heis. I myfelf have
but little perfonal acquaintance with him :
but from all I have {een or heard of him,
I believe him to be a man of talents, and
a good anatomift ; and I heartily acquit
him of the charge of impofition which
our author has brought againft him ; but
I canriot acquit him, nor can he clear him-
felf, of a much worfe offence, and one
which J. Johnfon, Efq; was not like~
ly either to overlook or to forgive. He
is Dr Hamilton’s rival in the praftice and
in the teaching of midwifery ; and, as I
underftand, a very formidable and fuccefs-
ful rival : too formidable even to name.
There was another perfon, and, fo far
as I know, only one other perfon, to whom
J. Johnfon, Efg; could be fuppofed to al-
lude in that fevere cenfure of the private
teachers of anatomy. That perfon has
been dead thefe two years and more ; but
when alive he too was Dr Hamilton’s ri-

¥ | val
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val in the practice and in the teaching of
midwifery:

. 4. It is curious at leaft, and, as I think,
in fome meafure inftruétive, to obferve
how J. Johnfon, Efq; treats the private
teachers of medicine in Edinburgh.
He begins by acknowledging that
“ {fome of thefe by their abilities have
“ been admitted 1nto the College;” (Pag.
40.) Dr Hamilton himfelf was long a
private teacher of midwifery, before he
was ‘made Profeflor of it in the Univer-
fity. | : -
But he (J. Johnfon, Efq;) immediate-
ly proceeds to exprefs in the plaineft terms
his difapprobation of private teachers, and
cautions gentlemen very ftrongly againit
attending their leCtures 1n preference to
thofe of the profeflors. He even endea-
vours (after exprefling his impartiality,
and the neceflity of explaining the mat-
ter) to prove a priori, that the Profeflors
evidently will be men of abilities, and
that their leGures “ muft be at leaff egual
«“to thofe of any private teacher ;” (Pag.
41. & 42.) Heé even admonifhes gentle-
men, that, *in a political view, no pri-
Y vt
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“ vate teacher ought to be preferred to
“ the profeflor ; for as the world 1s apt
“ to judge of the abilities of medical men
“ by the opportunities of acquiring know-
“ ledge which they have poflefled, the
“ gentleman who has attended eminent
“ teachers, will always be preferred by the
« judicious part of mankind.”

Another of his arguments to the fame
purpofe is much more abfurd than this
one, and even makes againit his own con-
clufion. But it would be worfe than he-
rely for a profeflor to controvert his doc-
trine on this fubject; and it is unnecefla-
ry,as an anonymous writer in the Gentle-
man’s Magazine for November 1792 has
done it fufficiently. It will be obferved,
that Dr Hamilton 1s now, and has long
been a Profeflor in the Univerfity.

Let it be obferved too, that J. Johnfon,
E{q; notwithftanding his firong diflike to
private teachers, in the very next page
(the 43d of his Pamphlet) warmly invites,
and aflures of good encouragement, a pri-

vate teacher of Botany, in oppofition to
the Profeflor.

E 3 5, Even
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s, Even the poor midwives in Edin-
burgh (the female midwives I mean) feem
fomechow to have incurred the difpleafure
of J. Johnfon, E{ig; for he mentions them
(Pag. 32.) with a fort of contempt and
reproach ; “ as midwives are almoft exclu-
¢ fively employed in low /fz, in Edin-
¢ burgh, and as many of them are very
¢ jgnorant, difficult cafes occur in a great
“ proportion,” Who but a Male Practi-
tioner of Midwifery in Edinburgh could
know or judge of thofe things? Who elfe
could have any motive for publifhing fuch
an aflertion ?—Dr Hamilton and his Son

are Male Practitioners of Midwifery in E-
dinburgh,

Iv.
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IV,

ANOTHER curious circumftance in the
Pamphlet of J. Johnfon, Efq; is the very
lavith diftribution of praife which he makes
among thofe whole conduct has been obli-
ging to Dr Hamilton, or who are connect-
ed by fome bond of friendfhip either with
him or with his Son. I am not enough
acquainted with his conneftions and his
private hiftory, to know whether this be
the cafe in cvéry inftance of praife beftow-
ed by him, as the oppofite condué& has
been with refpect to thofe whofe beha-
viour had been difobliging to him ; but I
am fure it is fo in feveral firiking inftan-
ces. If it had been univerfal, it would not
have been blameable : fuch liberal praifes
might be fuppofed only expreflions of our
author’s genuine fentiments, But, either

a8
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as univerfal or only as general and remark-
able, that kind of correfpondence may be
mftructive, and may ferve to thew the
intimacy and relation between the nomi-
nal and the {uppofed author of the Pam-

phlet,

. I am be-praifed very liberally. —
“ When I am praifed by a bad man, faid
“ Antifihenes, I am troubled to think what
« i1l I have done.”—I fhould have been
puzzied at leaft, 1f not troubled, to guefs
how I had merited the praifes of J. John-
fon, Efq; if I had not read at the fame time
his {till more liberal praife of Dr Hamil-
ton, and his rancorous attack on Dr' Ru-
therford, and on the private teachers of
anatomy, and on the public Profefior of
Mathematics. But with the help of fo
full a context, I thought I underftood it
perfectly.

My conduct in the College of Phyficians,
when the queftion about admitting the
men-midwives to be Fellows was in agita-
tion, had been diametrically oppofite to
Dr R.’s. 1 fought their battle with great
keennefs ; and I was fuccefstul. The con-
fequence was, that {oon after, Dr Hamil-

ton,
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ton, and, very lately, his Son, were ad-
mitted Fellows of the College. When 1
congratulated Dr H. on his admiflion as
a Fellow, the firft time he appeared in the
College in that capacity, [ had his particular
thanks for my good offices to him. Thefe
thanks I underftood to be for my conduct
when the general queftion was agitated ;
for it was no fecret, and had procured me
exprefsly the thanks of another perfon
who was in the fame predicament with
Dr H. and, like him, defirous to become
a Fellow of the College. But when I men-
tioned the occurrence (in prefence of Dr
H.) to a committee of the Univerfity ap-
pointed to confer with him and me a-
bout J. Johnfon’s Pamphlet, he declared-
that he knew nothing of {uch condué& of
mine. When I reminded him of his ac-
knowledgement of particular obligation to
me at the time of his admiflion, he ex-
plained that it was for having feconded the
motion for his being admitted a Fellow;
which, it thould feem, he was informed of,
though not of what had paffed before. I be-
lieve he is right as to my having feconded
the motion for his admiflion, though I
myfelf had forgotten it ; and, for the pur-

pole
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pofe at prefent in view, it is of no mo-
ment whether it was in the one or the
other, or in both of thefe ways, that my
conduct had been peculiarly obliging to
Dr H. {o as to procure me his thanks,

I can fay with great confidence as to
myfelf, what I cannot prefume to fay with
refpet to the other perfons whom our au-
thor has thought fit to praife, that the
praifes which he has beftowed fo liberally
are not his genuine fentiments. This will
appear in {fome meafure, even from that
letter of his which I have publithed in the
fequel of thefe Remarks ; for in it he de-
clares himfelf well acquainted with nu-
merous deficiencies in my lectures, and
feems to be well difpofed to make them
known. In another letter of his, dated at
Benares, but bearing the London poft-
mark of 15th January, and the Edinburgh
poft-mark of the 18th January laft, and
received by me the fame day with Dr
James Hamilton’s fecond letter, which he
has had the goodnefs to print, J. Johnfon,
E{g; avows the fame {entiments and in-
tentions in ftill fironger terms, and ‘takes
care to let me know, that he thinks me a

very thallow Fellow. This obliging infor-
mation
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mation he gives me (ftrange to tell) in the
words of Perfius : Tecum babita, nofit quam
it tibi curta Sfupellex. Poflibly {ome learn-
ed Bramin, more learned perhaps m La-
tin than in the Shanfcrit, has helped him
to that fcrap of erudition. Such being
his genuine fentiments with refpe¢t to me,

all the praifes which, in his Pamphlet, hc
has lavithed on my abilities, and my lec-
tures, and my book, muit have proceed-
ed from fome other principle; and moft
probably from one correfponding to thofe
which have prompted the reft of his work.
I hope the Royal College of Phyfi-
cians will forgive the liberty I take, which
perhaps is not ftridly regular, in men-
tioning thus publicly the tranfactions and
debates in their fociety. They were at
any rate very well known; the know-
ledge of them can injure no one: nor can
any perfon be fuppofed to be athamed of
the part he took in that debate to which I
have alluded.

2. Dr Monro i1s praifed very highly,
and perhaps very honeftly, and at leaft
very defervedly, by J. Johnfon, Efq;

G Dr
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Dr Monro is the chofen friend and pa-
tron of Dr Hamilton, as appears by the
dedication of his work on the Manage-
ment of Female Complaints, &ec. which
was publifhed but a few months before TJ.
Johnfon’s Pamphlet, and is dedicated to
Dr M. in terms of the higheft admiration,
refpect, and regard.

3. Dr Duncan is praifed very highly
and defervedly, perhaps honeftly too, by J.
Johnfon, Efq. Dr Duncan is a particular
friend of Dr James Hamilton junior, as
“appears by the preface to the laft volume
of his Medical Commentaries, in which
he fays, ¢ For this tranflation,” (viz. of
the new medical conftitution propofed for
the kingdom of France), *“ I am indebted
¢ to an ingenious young friend, Dr James
¢ Hamilton, {fon to Dr Alexander Hamil-
“ . ton, Profeflor \of Midwifery in the U-

¢ niverfity of Edinburgh, whofe induftry
~ “.and abilities are already fo .well known,
¢ and have been demonftrated on {o ma-
¢ ny occafions, even at his early period
¢« of life, that his reputation can derive no
« addition from the mention of his name

“ .on the prefent occafion,”
A

. |
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A friend in need, fay the wvulgar En-
glith, is a friend indeed ; and fuch a
friend is Dr D. to Dr James H. junior.
‘That preface is dated December 1. 1792,
about a week after Dr James H.’s formal
difavowal of the Pamphlet in his letter to
Dr R. and Dr R.s dry anfwer to it;
and at a time when very {trong and ge-
neral fufpicions were entertained of his
being concerned in the compofition and
publication 'of J. Johnfon’s Pamphlet ; and
near ten days before I propofed that an
enquiry thould be made into the origin of
it, and {kill longer before I mentioned
thofe very particular coincidences (ftated
in the following Section of thefe remarks)
which have been thought f{trongly to
confirm the fufpicions previoufly enter-
tained.

4. Our author praifes, in the higheft
terms, Mr Stewart the Profeflor of Mo-
ral Philofophy, as a man of the fir{t abi-
“ lities, perbaps, in the Univerfity of E-
“ dinburgh ;” and very warmly exhorts
the ftudents of medicine to attend his

G 2 {fuwamer
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fummer courfe of lectures, (Pamphlet,

P- 73)
I {hall throw away that filly perbaps,
and {ay with confidence, that we are all

fenfible that the talents and virtues of Mr
Stewart do honour to our Univerfity ; and
I heartily {fecond the recommendation of
Mr Stewart’s leGtures: fincerely hoping
that every ftudent of medicine, and every
other ftudent who attends them, fhall pro-
fit more by them than J. Johnfon, Eig;
{feems to have done ; whom probably nei-
ther Mr Stewart, nor Chryfippus, nor Cran-
tor, nor Homer, nor Socrates could ever
have taught, quid fit pulchrum, quid turpe,
quid utile, quid non ; as the whole tenor of
his Pamphlet amply teftifies.

On the fame {lrong internal evidence
(of his own compofition) I fhould fay
with equal confidence, that he could no
more judge of Mr Stewart’s abilities, nor
underftand his lectures, than the f@tus in
utero could do.—But he certainly could
underftand zen guineas as well as Ariffotle
himfelf could have done, as plainly ap-
pears from what he fays of Dr Hamilton’s
annual (that is fen guinea) pupils. Now

ten
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ten guineas is the exact fum which Mr
Stewart {ubfcribed to the lying-in hofpi-
tal, which Dr Hamilton has been labour-
ing hard to eftablifh ever fince it was de-
termined by the Managers of the Royal
Infirmary, that the Lying-in ward, long
permitted in that Hofpital {hould, be abo-
lithed,

5. Dr Rotheram (Dr Black’s affiftant)
is praifed very highly by J. Johnfon,
Efg; and very juftly, I acknowledge, for
he 1s really a man of merit. But it has
been thought, that, in this inftance, as
in fo many others, our author had fome
private reafon for the praifes he beftows fo
liberally. )

Dr Rotheram, in a publication to which
his name is not prefixed, took occafion to
mention a book of Dr Hamilton’s writing
in a manner highly gratifying to the au-
thor, and at a time when {uch favourable
mention of the book was of wery peculiar
confequence to it, and to Dr H. Dr H.
was 1nformed by the bookfeller who was
concerned in the tranfacion, and who
was himfelf ufeful on the occafion, by

clearing
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clearing up an unlucky miftake about it,

that it was to Dr Rotheram he owed that
favour.

When I mentioned this in the Commit-
tee of the Univerfity, 22d December
1792, as the f{uppofed private reafon of
_the praifes beftowed on Dr Rotheram, in
the Pamphlet, (Pag., 20.), Dr Hamilton
declared he had never heard of the bu-
finefs. I ventured to fay, that I could
not be miftaken about it, for I had got
my information from Mr Creech, (the
book{eller concerned in the tranfaction),
in prefence of Dr Rotheram himfelf, who
gave the very {fame account of it,

Dr Hamuilton declared, that he had not
fpoken to Mr Creech for three months.
That, I told him, might very well be, for
the affair to which I alluded pafled more
- than a year ago. I fhould have been
nearer the truth if I had {aid three years
ago. I have fince converfed very fully
about it both with Mr C. and Dr R.
from whom I have learned many other
particulars of the ftory; and a very cu-
rious one it was. But it {hould feem that

Dr H. had {fomehow forgotten it.
Now,
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Now, all thefe circumitances taken to-
gether, the eager defire to raife the fame
and promote the intereft of Dr H. the
accurate knowledge of fo many minute
particulars relating to his lectures, and
even to his family hiftory ; the remark-
able favour to thofe whofe condu& has
been friendly to him; the uniform ma-
lignity againft thofe whofe conduét has
been difobliging to him, or whofe inte-
reft was inconfiftent with his; plainly
fhew, that the author of the Pamphlet
muft be at leaft an intimate and con-
fidential friend of Dr H. Namgue idem
velle atque idem nolle, ea demum firma amici-
tia eff.

His attachment to Dr H. {ecems to be
more than friendfhip ; more even than
the veneration and duty of a pupil to his
inftructor ; for neither pure and honeft
friendfhip, nor veneration and gratitude
towards a teacher, {o far as I know, ever
yet produced fuch condué® as his. I think
he might almoft {ay to Dr H. in the {ub-
lime and pathetic words of the affe@ion-
ate Ruth to one who was not her parent :
“ Intreat me not to leave thee, or to re-

“ turn
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Vi,

THE circumftance in the Pamphlet un-
der confideration, which foon decided my
opinion with refpe¢t to the real origin of
it, was the finding, that in the paflages al-
ready quoted in praife of Midwifery and
of Dr Hamilton’s Le¢ures, our author ex-
prefled the very {fame {fentiments, and, in
{feveral remarkable 1inftances at leaft, em-
ployed the very {ame words and phrafes
to exprefs them, which Dr Hamilton him-
felf had employed many years before,
when in a very angry mood, and on a ve-
ry particular occafion, he difcufled that
fubje@ with me. Nay more, I found that
he had adopted and even executed the ve-
ry intentions of Dr H. with refpet to a
certain enquiry, which Dr H. at that time,
in a very unguarded manner, and with

E the
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the utmoft violence of paffion, had told
me that he muff make. The fubjet of
this enquiry is the ftate of the Profeffor of
Midwifery in the Umverfity of Edinburgh,
who is not confidered as a Profeflor of
Medicine, and whofe clafs the {ftudents are
left at liberty to attend or not as they
pleafe ; attendance on it not being requi-
red to entitle them to be admitted to exa-
mination as Candidates for the degree of
Doc&or of Phyfic. This point, i1t may be
believed, 1s very interefting to the Profef-
for of Midwifery ; and it appears to be no
lefs fo to J. Johnfon, Efq; for he {ftates
his enquiry about it in very keen and al-
moft rancorous terms, conveying indirect-
ly a compliment to Dr H. and very di-
retly a fevere cenfure on the Profeflors
of Phyfic, and on the Patrons of the Uni-
verfity.

Thefe things I can affert with confi-
dence from my own mmmediate know-
ledge ; but in order to explain them pro-
perly, I muft mention the tranfactions
which gave occafion to {uch a converfation
between Dr H. and me.

I
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In 1783, in confequence of certain oc-
currences which are fully ftated in the Re-
cords of the Univerfity, but which 1t 1s
needlefs here to detail, it was thought pro-
per to publifh, in the Englifh new{papers,
a tranflation of our Laws, with refpect to

the time and courfe of ftudy required be-
fore any of our ftudents can be admitted

to examination as Candidates for the de-
gree of Doctor of Phyfic, and with re-
{pect to the examinations which they muft
undergo, and the various exercifes which
they muft perform before they are promo-
ted to that degree.

The Principal, who, with his ufual zeal
for the honour and intereft of the U-
niverfity, had fuggefted this plan, and
explained the propriety of it, obligingly
undertook, himfelf, the tatk of tranfla-
ung thofe Laws, and illuftrating them by
a fhort commentary, which was certéin]y
needed to fome of them. This pafled at
a meeting of the Senatus Academicus in Sep-
tember.

At the annual meeting of the Univerfi-
ty, in the beginning of December, the
Principal read his tranflation of the Statu-
la Solennia, and his commentary on them,

H 2 which
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which were unanimoufly approved of, and
ordered to be publifhed.

They were publifhed in the new{pa-
pers accordingly very foon after ; I believe
either in the end of December 1783, orin
January 1784.

A few days after they were publifhed,
Dr Hamilton, with whom I was and am
ftll but very flightly acquainted, and who,
I believe, never was in my houfe either
before or fince, came to my houfe in an a-
gitation of mind and body that cannot be
defcribed, nor indeed conceived by any
but thofe who have chanced to {fee him in
fuch a {tate.

He complained, in the moft violent
terms, of the imjury and injuflice that I had
done him, and :#/jffed on 1mmediate repa-
ration by publifhing anew the account of
our Laws. At firft I could not conceive
what he meant, and was very much afto-
nithed at his behaviour : but I {foon found
out his meaning, and the {fuppofed injury
which had made him {o angry.
the paper that was publifhed there was
not one word about Midwifery: it had
been totally forgotten. This omiffion he
{uppofed to have been wilful and mal-

clous ;

In
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cious ; in which opinion he was complete-
ly miftaken. His anger was particularly
direted againft me, becaufe he thought
it was all my doing ; this too was a miftake,
but it was a very natural one, which the

former was not.
I was at that ume the youngeft Profef-

{or of Medicine, and of courfe Dean of the
Faculty, which, in plain Englith, means
Secretary for the Medical Department in
the Univerfity. It was natural enough for
Dr H. to {fuppofe that the tranflation and
explanation of the laws was my work,
and confequently that the omiffion of the
Midwifery LeCtures was my fault. Un-
doubtedly the tafk would have been ei-
ther mine or the Secretary’s of the Uni-
verlity, moft probably mine, if the Prin-
cipal himfelf had not voluntarily underta-
ken it ; for none of us could have defired
him to undertake it.

As foon as I difcovered the nature of
Dr H.’s miftake, and the caufe of his an-
ger at me, I endeavoured to undeceive and
pa.cif:y him, by affuring him, that the o-
mitting to mention his Clafs was not in-
tended, but proceeded merely from for-
getfulnefs ; and that, at any rate, I had

no
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Nno CONCErn in it, as it was not my work,
But in this attempt I could not fucceed.
He would {carce liften to me, or, if he did
Liften, {feemed not to believe me : perhaps
he thought it impoflible that we fhould
have really forgotten his, clafs, which to
him{elf appeared of fuch importance ; and
the declaring that we had forgotten it
muft have appeared to him a kind of in-
fult.

I tried to explain to him that the publi-
cation he complained of as my doing was
the folemn a& and deed of the Univerfity,
the tranflation and commentary being the
work of the Principal, and having been
read and approved of at a regular meeting.

I remember telling him, that it was
his own fault not to have attended to it
when it was read there. He faid, he was
not at the meeting, and could not be at
it, being called to a very urgent cafe.
That, I told him, was his misfortune ;
and fhll endeavoured, but in vain, to
convince him that he ought not to blame
me for what [ had no concern in; nor any
body, for mere unintended omifhon. He
repeatedly urged the injury done to him,

and infifted (for this was always his word)
Oll1
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on having the Paper immediately reprint-
ed, and his Clafs mentioned in it, by way
of reparation.

I told him, that if ever the- Paper was
republithed, care {hould be taken to men-
tion his Clafs in it. But this would not
fatisfy him ; he would have it done im-
mediately. This I did not approve of,
and told him fo. My reafon was, that
our Claffes had been advertifed in all the
new{papers, in the ufual way, in Septem-
ber and O¢&ober ; then, in two months af-
ter, another and much longer advertife-
ment or manifefto of ours had made a con-
fpicuous figure in them : to have repeated
this fo foon, and to be perpetually in the
new{papers, I fhould have thought ridi-
culous and difgraceful, as being too like
to the practice of mountebanks. I tried
to convince Dr H. that to reprint our
Paper, mercly to mention in it his Clafs,
would be an injury and not a favour to
him, as it would be juft telling all the
world, that his Clafs was of {o little im-
portance, that we had all forgotten it
This made him more angry than before ;
and he declared with great tulemence

that it was all fophiflry ; which expreflion,

s
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as well as my argument that led to it,
and the general tenor of this converfation,
it appeared at the conference, December

22. 1792, that he remembered perfecily.
As he ftill returned to the charge, main-
taining, that he had been greatly injured,
that 1t was all my doing, and that it was
very hard that I refufed to do him juftice,
and always infiflcd on having the Paper
republifhed 1mmediately, and his Clafs
mentioned in it; and as Dr G. unfortu-
nately, as well as Dr H. has fome por-
tion of the irafcible in his compofition,
1 became warm as well as he, and told
him in a different tone, that he had no
reafon to complain, and no right to in-
{ift on having the Paper republithed, and
his Clafs mentioned in 1t ; that there was
no occafion to mention his Clafs in that
Paper, which was not an account of all
the Clafles taught in the Univerfity of E-
dinburgh, (like our annual new{paper-ad-
vertifement), but a tranflation of our
laws refpe¢ting Candidates for Degrees in
Phyfic, and the courfe of ftudy required
of them, and the examinations that they
muft undergo, and the exercifes that they
muft perform ; and bid him remember,
that
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that they were not obliged to attend his
Clafs, nor ftudy midwifery unlefs they

pleafed. |
That fuch was and is the cafe will fuffi-

ciently appear from the Law already quo-
ted (Pag. 30. of thefe Remarks) ; which
will alfo thew that the Principal was not
in the leaft blameable for the omiflion of
Dr H.’s Clafs in the paper. Nor was it
in order to throw any blame on him, but,
on the contrary, to convince Dr H. that
no body was to blame, that I was at fo
much pains to make him underftand that
the paper was not my work, but the Prin-
cipal’s.

Things were very bad before ; but this
unlucky argument of mine made them
much worfe. Dr H. told me inftantly,
and with the utmoft vehemence, that he
knew ¢hat ;—that it was very extraordi-
nary, that it thould be the only Medical
Clafs that they were not obliged to attend,
when it was one of the moft important of
them ;—that he muft enguire into that.
Then he burft forth into an oration of
fome length, I believe not lefs than three
or four minutes, dclivered with great flu-
ency and vehemence, in praife of mid-

I wifery,
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wifery, and of his own leGtures. The ge-
neral tenor of this oration was precifely
the fame with that of the part of the Pam-
phlet which relates to midwifery, and to
Dr Hamilton’s le¢tures,

At the diftance of nine years it is im-
poilible for me to remember every topie
that he touched on, or any great number
of the peculiar expreflions that he ufed.
But two or three of them I remember
diftinctly ; partly perhaps from their oddi-
ty, and partly from my having been very
much ftruck with the whole fcene and con-
verfation. I remember well the {entence
containing the happy antithefis between the
{tate of midwifery when confined to wwo-
men, at which time 1t was but a mechanical
art, and the ftate of it fince gentlemen were
employed in it.

He told me, that it was now greatly
improved, and become an extenfive {cience;
and {aid much of the complete and {cien-
tific view that he gave of it in his lectures,
which he declared roundly to be much
more extenfive and {cientific than any other
teacher’s, as he gave in them a full account
of the difeafes of women and children. I |
-remember well the curious alliteration and
ab-=
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{tetrical climax of the pregnant, parturient,
‘and pucrperal flate, which I find in the Pam-
phlet, with an additional word, waimprez-
nated, prefixed to them. That no doubt
makes both the alliteration and the climax
more complete : but as I do not remem-
ber it as part of the expreflion which
firuck me fo much at the time I heard
it, I fufpe& it has been added more late-
ly. But it may only have efcaped my
memory. _

All Dr H.’s arguments and eloquence
were loft on me : I adhered to my firft o-
pinion ; and on his faying, that he would
bring it before the College, and telling
me that the other Profeflors would do
him juftice though I would not; and
again infifting peremptorily, that he
would have the paper reprinted, and his
Clafs mentioned in it, I told him flatly,
that it thould not be done if I could hin-
. derit, This put an end to our converfa-

tion; and Dr H. went away more dif-
pleafed, if poffible, at me than he had
been when he came.

By that fingular accident, and:by Dr
H.’s complicated miftake, firft, in {fuppo-
fing himf{eIf injured, when in fa& he was

e not ;



( 68 )

not ; dext {fuppofing that imaginary in-
jury done intentionally, when, in truth,
it was purely accidental; then fuppofing
me the author of 1t, when, i1n fa&, I had
nothing to do with it; then applying to
me for redrefs, whofe fentiments were to-
tally different from his own, and whofe
every argument intended to appeafe and
convince, ferved only to provoke him ; I,
who know very little of Dr H. chanced
to know as well as his moft confidential
friends could do, his enthufiafim about
midwifery, his opinion of the importance
of it as a branch of medicine, his admira-
tion of his own leétures, his indignation
at not being confidered as a Profeflor
of Medicine, and his intention of enqui-
ring into fbat; mnay, 1 knew even the
words and phrafes he ufed to exprefs his
{entiments on thefe points.

Great was my aftonithment, and no lefs
my indignation, to find, on reading- the
Pamphlet, that the author of it had adopt-
ed the fame fentiments and expreflions,
and cven executed the {ame intention.
It appeared to me impoffible that this thould
have happened without the moft confiden-
tial intercourfe between him and Dr H.;

and
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and very improbable, that any perfon, fo
much in his confidence, and fo eager to
promote his intereft, {hould have made
fuch an ufe of what he had learned from
him, without his knowledge and partici-
pation. 'This notion too accorded perfect-
ly with every particular of internal and
circumftantial evidence, which either ‘oc-
curred to me on reading the Pamphlet, or
has become known to me fince, by fubfe-
quent enquiry.

Such a coincidence, though not ftritly
{peaking legal proof of Dr H. being con-
cerned in the compofition and publication
of the Pamphlet, was at leaft ground of
irrefiftible {fufpicion; and, as I thould have
thought, of {tri¢t judicial enquiry.

Whether Dr H. jhad been informed of
my having mentioned that curious con-
verfation, and of the ufe I intended to
make of 1t, as a part of the circumftantial
evidence which I had undertaken to {tate ;
or whether he had recolleted it of his
own accord, I know not; but I am fure
he had been thinking of it before 1 men-
tioned it in his prefence in the Commit-
tee of the Univerfity, December 22. 1792 3
and I fufpe®, that he was well aware

of
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of the very particular relation between it
and what 1s {faid in the Pamphlet on the
fubje& of midwifery. For as foon as I
mentioned the occafion and date of that
converfation, and referred to the Univer-
fity record (which I had taken care thould
be at hand) for the hiftory of the trani-
action that led to it, he interrupted me
with much keennefs, and gave his own
account, at fome length, of the converfa-
tion, and of my condu¢t to him. He ex-
prefled his regret that he had not brought
with him a certain letter about it, which
he had written at the time, but had not
{fent to the Principal, for whom it was in-
tended. I am {forry the letter was not
produced: It muft be a génuine and au-
thentic document of what were his {enti-
ments on that occafion ; and, making due
allowance for his complicated muftake, I
have no doubt but it will accord perfeétly
with the account which I have given of
what pafled between us, and which I
gave in his prefence to the Committee;
and no one particular of which he cholfe
to controvert.

He mentioned, however, and feemed to

lay great ftrefs upon one particular of that
con-
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converfation which I had not mentioned, be-
caudfe, in truth, I had not the leaft remem-
brance of it. He faid, he had applied to
the other medical profeffors, (whether he
meant fome or all of them I know not),
and that they had agreed to allow the pa-
per to be immediately reprinted, and men-
tion to be made 1n it of his Clafs ; and
that it was I alone who oppofed 1t.

This, no doubt, gives a different view
of the bufinefs, and muft make me appear
more blameable, or at leaft more harfh 1n
my conduc to him, than I had thought
myfelf. But I truft the whole of my con-
duct in this affair, and particularly my
{tating the particulars (in {fo far as I re-
membered them) of that converfation, in
his own prefence, that he might fet me
right, if he thought I mifreprefented any
part of it, will exempt me from the fuf-
picion of having wilfully fuppreffed any
circumftance that might be thought unfa-
vourable to myfelf, or favourable to him.

The converfation itfelf was fo very ex-
traordinary, that it is impoflible either Dr
H. or I could forget it: it was, I think,
ihe moft extraordinary that ever paffed in
my houfe; and more like a fcene in a lu-

i dicrous
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dicrous comedy or novel, than like any
occurrence in real life. But, after {o long
a time as nine years, I cannot be fure that
I remember every particular of a very an-
gry converfation that lafted at leaft ten
minutes or a quarter of an hour; though
I am fure I well remember the general
tenor, and many of the particulars of
it.

That particular, of the other profefiors
having agreed to what Dr H. required,
may have efcaped: my attention at the
time ; or may have efcaped my memory
fince. It accords very well with his violence
of paflion again{t me, and his n/fifling {o
often on what he required, as a matter of
right and juftice to him. But it does not
{o well accord with his fuppofing me the
author of the injury done to him: for all
my colleagues knew perfe@ly that 1 had
no concern in the eompofition of that un-
lucky paper; and none of them, I am
fure, could be fo malicious as either to
lead him into fuch a miftake, or even to
encourage him, or allow him to remain in
it, if it was originally his own; which,
from the whole tenor of his converfation
and condu@, I firmly believed it to be.

It
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It is very ftrange too, that Dr H. when
he found the other profeflors willing to gra-
tify him, or, as he conceived, to do him
juftice, and me alone obftinate, unreafon-
able, and unjuft, on that point which he
had fo much at heart, did not bring it
before the Univerfity ; as at one time he
{feemed fully determined to do. Even 1in
the Faculty of Medicine there would have
been five to one, and in the Senatus Aca-
demicus perhaps twenty to one, againit me
and in favour of him: {fo that my opi-
nion and my oppofition would have avail-
ed nothing.

However, I am f{fenfible that neither
thefe confiderations, nor my »of remem-
bering that very important particular, of
{fome or all of my colleagues having agreed
to Dr H.’s requeft, can reafonably be put
in oppofition to his pofitive aflertion of it
from diftin&t memory ; efpecially when
his memory is affifted by fo good and au-
thentic a document as that letter which
he intended to have fent to the Principal.
Perhaps that letter, which is ftill extant,
may explain fully what to me appears {o
ftrange and incongruous. [ therefore
admit it to have been as Dr H, {tates it :

K and
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and I fhould certainly have mentioned it
at firflt, if I had known or remembered
1t.

In the Committee of the Univerfity,
(December 22. 1792), Dr H. mentioned
another very curious particular, which
was quite new to me, and, I believe, to
all my colleagues, in relation to the candi-
dates for degrees in phyfic not being obli-
ged to attend the Midwifery Clafs : that
18, in other words, midwifery not being
deemed an effential part of the education
of a phyfician. He told us, that Dr Young
(his predeceflor, who took him in as his
colleague and fucceflor) had informed him
how that matter {tood, but faid, he hoped
it would {foon be put on the fame footing
with the other medical clafles, This con-
verfation, which was prior to Dr H.’s ad-
miflion as Profeflor, muft have been in
1780, at leaft three years before the time
of the unlucky paper which gave him fuch
cruel offence, by the omiffion of the Mid-
wifery Clafs. 'We may be certain, there-
fore, that he had long had much at heart
that enquiry which he told me fo vehe-
mently he m#/f make, and which J. John-
{on, E{q; actually hath made in fuch ran-

corous
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corous terms. ¢ Does this proceed from
“ the jealoufy of the other profeflors, the
“ negligence of the Profeffor of Midwife-
“ ry, or the ignorance of the Patrons of

“ the Univerfity ?”
The “ negligence of the Profeflor of

“ Midwifery” is quite out of the queftion,
even according to our author’s own ac-
count of the matter ; for he gives a true,
full, and particular account of Dr H.’s
extraordinary diligence, in reading no few-
er than three courfes of lectures every
year, teaching at extra bours, taking an-
nual pupils, &c. That query, there-
fore, is only a compliment to the Profef-
{or.

But the other two queries are no com-
pliments,’ either to the other Profeflors, or
to the Patrons of the Univerfity.

As to any jealoufy of the other profei-
fors, I can fafely declare that I never felt

any fuch jealoufy, nor ever faw nor ever
heard of any thing that indicated any
fuch jealoufy of Dr H. in any of my col-
leagues. I cannot even conceive the pof-
fibility of any fuch jealoufy on our part;
we have not the fame object of attachment
with him ; we are not his rivals, nor is he

k.2 ours ;
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ours; we are not engaged in the practice
nor yet in the teaching of midwifery. If
Dr H. or any other profeflor of midwife-
ry, by his extraordinary talents and un-
wearied diligence, thould contribute more
to raife the reputation of this medical
{chool, than all the profeflors of medicine
that ever have been 1n it, and more than
Boerbaave did at Leyden, or Hippocrates
at Cos, it would be no lofs to any of us ;
but, on the contrary, a very great ad-
vantage : it might, and certainly would
gain him our efteem and good will; but
never could excite our jealoufy.

Nor yet can I admit, that the Patrons
of the Univerfity are juftly charged with
ignorance in not making the Profeflor of
Midwifery a Profeflor of Medicine ; and in
allowing, as the Univerfity does, the ftu-
dents of medicine and candidates for de-
grees to attend his lectures or not as they
pleafe.

Without flattery to them, and without
attributing to them any {upernatural
knowledge, we may fuppofe them to know
that phyfic and midwifery are two very
different things ; which may be learned
and practifed ‘by perfons of very different

capacities
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capacities and educations, nay, even of
different fexes ; that it i1s juft as poflible
for a man to be a good phyfician with-
out being a midwife, as it is for a dif-
creet {ober woman who hath born three
or four children, to be a good midwife
without being a phyfician. They may e-
ven have known, that the moft eminent
phyficians, both in ancient and modern
times, from Hippocrates to Dr Cullen inclu-
five, were not midwives. They may e-
ven have conceived that Dr Cullen, whofe
talents contributed fo much to raife and
fupport the charalter of this medical
{chool, and on whofe fkill they relied
when health and life were at ftake with
themielves or thewr families, would have
made almoft as bad a figure, if called on to
play the midwife’s part, as a good mother-
ly woman of a midwife would do, if fhe
were drefled in his gown and wig, and pla-
ced in his academic chair, and defired to
teach the theory and practice of Phyfic.
As the practice of midwifery by men
is very fathionable, and as many who re-
ceive their medical education here may
choofe to practife midwifery, and as eve-
ry perfon thould learn what he intends to

practife,



[+ 78:4)

practife, it 1s very proper that there thould
be a Profeflor of Midwifery, and that the
ftudents fhould have every opportunity {}f
learning it. But, as many of our ftudents
never mean to practife midwifery, it
would be unreafonable and unjuft to com-
pel them to learn it ; more efpecially, as,
notwithftanding the influence of fathion,
there are many young men to whom it
is peculiarly difgufting ; and many wife
and good men, and women too, of all a-
ges, to whom the practice of midwifery
by men is an abomination, which degrades
the chara&ter of the one {ex, and {fullies
the purity of the other. Many Phyficians
even are of this opinion. The Royal Col-
lege of Phyficians in London does not ad-
mit as a Fellow any man who prattifes
midwifery. A licentiate in phyfic may
pratife midwifery without forfeiting his
general medical licence; but, I believe,
they have licentiates for midwifery only,
who are not entitled to practife phyfic.
The Royal College of Phyficians of E-
dinburgh has (of late years) allowed them
to become Fellows ; probably for various
reafons, which it is needlefs here to confi-

der. ~ I fhall only fay, that I efpoufed
their
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their caufe, not from any efteem I have for
their art, which I never f{tudied, becaufe
I was refolved never to practife 1t; but be-
caufe I hate all invidious diftiné&ions, and
every thing that has the appearance of an
illiberal corporation {pirit; and becaufe I
can fee no good reafon why thofe men
who pretend to help folk into the world,
and thofe who pretend to keep them in 1t,
or, as the malevolent prefume to{ay, who
help them out of it, may not live on good
terms with one another, and from time
to time drink a glafs of Claret together,
“ To the memory of their deceafed Bene-
¢ factors.” Befides, I am clearly of o-
pinion, that it is not for phyficians, but
thofe who employ them, to decide who
are to be deemed phyficians. If people
chofe to regard not only male but female
midwives as phyficians, and to call them
Doctors, I think we fhould gain neither
honour nor advantage by difputing the
rights and privileges of the learned fif-
ters.

As I heard no more of Dr H.’s peremp-
tory demand of reparation, nor of any
application from him to the Univerfity on
the fubject of the printed paper, I took it

for
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for granted; that either his own deliberate
“refle@ions, or the admonitions of fome of
his colleagues to whom he might have lift-
ened more than he did to me, had con-
vinced him that my arguments againft re-
publithing it mmmediately were not juft
fuch Sophifiry as he was pleafed to call
them : but as he never made any apulngy
to me for his {trange and almoft outra-
geous behaviour, which moft men would
have thought it neceflary to do after fuch
conduct as his, if they were convinced
they had been in the wrong, I doubted
whether he had ever been convinced how
egregioully he was miftaken in fuppofing
that I had ever injured or intended to im-
jure him. But ftrange as his conduct was,
it certainly could neither juftify nor pro-
duce any ferious or permanent refentment
on my part; and I am perfuaded that my
conduct towards him in the College of
Phyficians, (which was near four years af-
ter the other affair), muft have convinced
Dr H. that I entertained no fuch {fenti-

ments towards him.

WHEN
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neral {ufpicion or belief entertained among
our {tudents, that Dr H. was concerned
in the compofition and publication of the
Pamphlet of J. Johnfon, E{q; I was told,
that this opinion was founded partly on
the firiking fimilarity of {everal fentences,
and of many words and phrafes 1n 1it, to
thofe ufed by him in his le&tures ; as well
as on the general tendency of it to raife
l}is fame and promote his intereft, and to
injure thofe whofe intereft was inconfiftent
with his. This raifed my curiofity to
get a fight of a copy of his leGtures ; but
I could not procure one. One gentleman
who had heard of the general obfervation,
but who could not {peak to it from his
own knowledge, at my defire, applied to
fome gentlemen, who were qualified to
Judge of it, to mark fome of the fenten-
ces and phrafes that they recognifed as Dr
H.’s.
* They marked accordingly the fentence
beginning, “ When the practice,” Pug. 26.
of the Pamphlet, Pag. 3. of thefe Remarks ;
the one about the importance and expence
of his preparations, Pag. 27. of the Pamph-
let, Pag. 4. of thefe Remarks ; and the one
L con-
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containing the climax of “ the unimpreg-
“ nated, pregnant, parturient, and puer-
¢ peral ftate ;” Pamphlet Pag. 72. Re-
marks, Pag. 13.

The peculiar phrafes {pecified as current-
ly ufed by Dr H. in his leGures, are,
“ Healing art,” and * Praitioners of the
“ healing art,” for phyfic or medicine, and
phyficians, *“ advanced f{tudents,” ¢ extra
“ hours ;” all which are ufed pg/fim in the
Pamphlet.—No perfon, however, {o far as
I could learn, recognifed the enguiry, (of
which {fo much has been already faid), as
occurring in Dr H.’s lectures.

I need {carce fay, that many perfons, e-
{pecially authors and public {peakers, are
as well known by their peculiar favourite
words and phrafes, as they are by their
faces, perfons, or voices. But I muft
mention, in juftice to Dr H. that he ad-:
mits thefe words and phrafes to be what,
he ufed in his le¢tures, and the minute
detail given of the plan of them to be ac-.
curate, and what he gives himfelf; and
accounts for thefe things appearing in the:
Pamphlet, on the very fimple and eafy {fup--
pofition, that fome one of his pupils who)
had learned them by attending his leGtures,,

wass
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was concerned in the compofition of the

Pamphlet.
His calculation, (which ke ftated fully,

both on the 22d of December, in the Com-
mittee, and on the 1ft of January, in the
Senatus Academicus ), Was, that as he gives
three courfes of lectures in a year, and
as many f{tudents remain here three years,
fome of them may have heard his lectures
nine times, particularly the introductory
le@ure, in which the plan of his courfe 1s
detailed.

The calculation is exa& ; and the fup-
pofition (or indeed much lefs, the hearing
three or even two courfes, nay, even one
courfe) fully accounts for the poflibility of
a perfon’s remembering his moft frequent
expreflions and moft remarkable fentences.
But the difficulty is, to explain how any
perfon, having no intereft to ferve nor pai-
fions to gratify by fuch condud, fhould
ever think of making fuch an ufe of his
acquifition, and writing fuch a Pamphlet
as |. Johnfon, E{q; has done.—Befides, our
author muft not only have written down
or got by heart the words and phrafes of
Dr H. about his own le&tures, but muit
alfo have made him his model for ilyle

L 2 and
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and compofition: for the {ame phrafes,
“ Healing art,” &c. occur in parts of the
Pamphlet, that do nor relate to midwifery,
and never could have made a part of Dr
H.’s leCtures. See Pamphlet, Pag. 1. 14.
15 37 1o,

THE Preface to the laft volume of the
Medical Commentaries ftrongly excited
my curiofity to read the tranflation by Dr
James Hamilton junior, of the propofed
French -Medical Conftitution, and to com-
pare the {tyle of it with that of the Pamph-
let of J. Johnfon, Efq; Though the one
1s a tranflation and the other an original
compofition, yet, either from the force of
prejudice, or from fome real fimilarity be-
tween them, I was much ftruck with ma-
ny comncidences, not in expreflion only,
but in thought and fubftance. I fhould
not feruple to give it as my opinion, that
the French Medical Conflitution is the
prototype of the “ Guide,” and firft fug-
ge{ted the general plan of it, and even

many
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many particulars of the train of thought,
which J. Johnfon, Efg; gives as his own.,
Such a general obfervation, like the
perception of likenefs among living per-
fons, is too vague to be either refured op
eftablithed precifely ; it may {trike differ-
ent people very differently. But to {how
that it is not altogether groundlefs, I fhall
point out a few particulars of the COINCi-
dence or refemblance both ip ftyle and
thought, which cannot admit of difpute,
“ The healing art,” and « Pra&ition-
“ ers of the healing art,” occur more fre-
quently in the French Medical Conttity-
tion, even than in the Pamphlet ; fome-
times twice in a page; and at leaft eleven
times in the firft eight pages ; how much
oftener afterwards I cannot tell, having
fatisfied my curiofity, and tired of count-
ing the frequency of it,' In one place
(Pag. 181. of the volume, ~th of the pa-
per, 4 21.) it feems plainly to be a clofe
tranflation of fome French phrafe, I {up-
pole lart de guerir 5 it may be {o in every
other place of that paper ; but furely it is
ROt a tranflation from the French in the
Pamphlet of J. Johnfon, Efg; in the very
firft fentence of which, and in feveral 0-
thers,
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thers, the unlucky ¢ healing art” makes
a confpicuous figure.

As {pecimens of the coincidence 10 point
of thought, as well as of expreflion, between
the French Medical Conftitution, as trani-
lated by Dr J. H. junior, and the Pamph-
let of J. Johnfon, Efg; [ feleét the follow-

ing paflages.

¢ Tt will not be confidered improper to
require, that the Profeffor of Materia Me-
dica thould alfo teach botany, not only in
a botanic garden containing the ufual of-
ficinal plants, and in the fields, but alfo
in hot-houfes, to make the pupils acquaint-
ed with the exotic plants ufed 1n medi-
cine.” Medical Commentaries, vol. 17.

2. 203. 204.

Let any one compare that with the pa-
ragraphs of the pamphlet, bottom of page
12. and top of page 14. (quoted verbatim
in page 14. line 10. and page 15. line 10.
of thefe remarks), and he will inftantly
perceive, that the fentiments of J. John-
{on, Efq; are taken from the French Con-
Qitution, and adapted to the meridian of

Edinburgh,
The
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The fame refle¢tion will occur to any
perfon who fhall compare the following
paflages relating to the mode of teaching
the Praétice of Phyfic,—

« The Profeflors of the Practice of Me-
dicine fhould teach that great and noble
feience in its full extent.

Their courfes {hould occupy two years ;
one of which ought to be appropriated to
acute, and the other to chronic difeafes ;
but they fhould give thefe courfes by
turns ; {o that, while one 1s employed in
detailing-the treatment of acute difeafes,
the other thould be engaged in treating
chronic ones. By this plan, the {tudents
will have an opportunity of attending a
complete courfe every year.” Med. Com.
vol. 17. p. 2006.

—with what is faid of my le@ures, and
my mode of proceeding, in the Pamph-
let, Pag. 33. and 34 ; quoted already in
thefe Remarks, Pag. 20. £ 21. J. John-
fon, Efg; had been very imperfe&tly and
erroneouily informed of what I had done,
and what I had left undone ; and is com-

pletely
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pletely miftaken with refpect to my fup-
pofed plan and intentions ; but this point
I thall not infift on, as it is not worth while
to {fet him right.

But the moft curious and edifying kind
of affinity, is that between the gene-
ral plan and courfe of ftudy propofed in
the French Medical Conftitution, (Med.
Com. p. 239. &9 240.), and the various
plans and courfes of ftudy propofed by J.
Johnfon, Efq; for thofe who ftudy phyfic
in the Univerfity of Edinburgh; (Pamph-
let Pag. 54.—68.). The paflages are much
too long to quote, and I therefore refer the
curious to the original work.

By the French plan, the courfe of ftudy
was to laft fix years. This J. Johnfon,
Eiq; knew would never do for Edin-
burgh.

In the French plan, very httle is {aid of
midwifery ; much lefs indeed than I thould
have expeéted. By it, the ftudents are not
even to begin the ftudy of midwifery till
their fourth year. This, it 1s plain, would
never do for J. Johnfon, Efq;

Accordingly he has taken effe&tual care
to fupply that lamentable defedt, by ex-
horting his followers to begin, continue,

and
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and end with the ftudy of midwifery.
And as to the fix years courfe of ftu-
dy, with wonderful dexterity he has
contrived to hafh it into various forms,
which are detailed in two different clafies
and fix different tables, as he calls them,
which are accompanied and enforced by
{uitable remarks and exhortations. Yet
{till it is eafy to fee whence the general no-
tion of fuch direéions is borrowed.

M Bl b
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VI

J - JOHNSON, Efg;’s Dedication of his
Pamphlet is dated from London; but
there is reafon to think, that this is part
of the fame fhallow artifice with the falfe
name on the title page. Every circum-
ftance about it, the language of it, the ge-
neral purpofe and tendency of it, the mi-
nute knowledge of many recent occurren-
ces in this Univerfity which it fhews, all
concur to prove that it is an Ediaburgh
~ production.

Of this, moreover, I have pofitive infor-
mation. When enquiry was made about
_ it of Mefl. Robinfons, (the London pub-
lifhers), one of the younger partners, the
only one whom  the attorney found in
‘their {hop, told him that they had it from

their correfpondent at Edinburgh ; that
he



( 9t )

he fhould make no difficulty in giving the
name of the author; but he added, that
he wifhed firft to confult his partner, who
knew more of the bufinefs than he did.
He was allowed till next morning to con-
fider of it. That day, November 28. 1792,
the elder partner wrote to the attorney,
telling him, that he really did not know
the name of the author of the Pamphlet;
that it had been put into his hands by a
friend to be publithed; that his friend
was at a great diftance from London ;
that he himfelf was going down to Bath,
and fhould not be back till December
14th ; that if by that time he could gain
the defired information, he thould have no
hefitation in giving it, &ec.

The attorney wrote to him again, De-
cember 3d, repeating and urging the en-
quiry, and received for anfwer, * That
“ being from home, he did not fee his
“ (the attorney’s) letter tsll that moment ;
“ that 1f he had feen it before, he could
not have given him an anfwer fooner;
—declared upon the word of a man,
that he did not know the author of the
“ Pamphlet in queftion ; that it was put
“ 1nto his hands by a gentleman who does

M 2 ““ not
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“ not wifh to be known in the bufinefs,
“ and therefore he could not give him
“ up.” This letter is dated December 5
1792. There was therefore abundance of
time between November 28th, and the
day when it was written," for the Me(l.
R. to write to their correfpondent in E- |
dinburgh, and to receive his anfwer and
inftru&ions.

It is at leaft poffible, that a London
bookfeller’s correfpondent in Edinburgh
may be an Edinburgh bookfeller. It is
poflible even, that, in the prefent cafe,
the correfpondent may be one of the
four Edinburgh bookfellers whofe names
appear on the title-page of the Pam-
phlet. And this poflibility is rendered
fomewhat probable with refpe@ to one
of them, by the fa@, (of which I am
well aflured), that fome very intereft-
ing information about the hiftory of the
Pamphlet had tranfpired from his thop be-
fore any alarm was taken' about it, and
when it was only an obje& of merriment
and curiofity. The intelligence to which

I allude was fo particular, as to imply the

knowledge of the origin of the Pamphlet
a confiderable time before it was publifh-
ed
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ed here. But as it is not at all of the na-
ture either of internal or of circumitantial
evidence, it can have no place in thefe Re-
marks : nor indeed can it be properly efta-
blifhed and made effe¢tual but by a judi-
cial examination of the perfons through
and from whom 1t came to me,

FOR
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FOR the knowledge of the following
particulars, I am indebted to a’ gentleman
on whom I can perfe@ly rely: and who,
though nowife ambitious to appear in this
bufinefs, is ready, when judicially called
upon, to declare on oath all that he knows

about it,

To this gentleman Dr James Hamilton
junior hinted one day laft autumn, that
he had already publithed more than one
pamphlet or book without his name ; and
certainly faid, that he fhould foon appear
before the public in that way.—This con-
verfation pafled about the end of Septem-
ber or beginning of October ; that is, near
a month before “ the Guide” was publifh-
ed here.

A few days afterwards, Dr J. H. junior
thewed this gentleman a copy of * the
¢« Guide,” infcribed . from the author,”

and allowed him to perufe it,
No
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No other converfation pafled between
Dr J. H. junior and this gentleman on the
fubject of the Pamphlet till about the be-
ginning of December, when Dr J. H.
one forenoon, told the gentleman that ;1:3
(Dr H.) had been accufed of having writ-
ten it ; that he was exceedingly hurt with
the imputation, and requefted of him to
contradict it, if ever he heard it mention-
ed. The gentleman advifed him to do
that in a much more effe@ual way, by ap-
plying to the real author, J. Johnfon, Efg;
through the medium of the London pub-
lithers, and requefting him to ftand forth
on the occafion. Dr H. faid, ¢ that
“ his father had obje@ed to his doing this,
¢ as Dr Rotheram had alfo been vaguely,
“ but, he thought, unjuftly pointed at.”
—He added, “that the author might pof-
“ {ibly have received fome hints refpecting
“ the prefent publication, from his father
* or himfelf, by means of fome informa-
“ tion which had been conveyed to a
“ friend in London.” He alfo hinted his
fufpicion, that the report might have come
from Mr Hill or his men : and faid, he
wondered how %e could be fufpected of be-
ing the author, as his time was o fully

occu-
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occupied with the tranflation of Morga-
gni, the anfwer to Dr Ofborn, the Medical
Conftitution of France, &c.

On thefe particulars I make no commen-
tary ; leaving it to every-reader to judge
for him{elf.—The converfation, I obferve,
pafled at leaft a week after Dr H.’s formal
difavowal of the Pamphlet in his letter to
Dr Rutherford, which he hath printed,
and as long before I moved in the Senatus

Academicus for an enquiry into the orrgin
of it.

VIL
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VII.

ON the 24th of December 1792, I had
the very great and very unexpected plea-
{ure of receiving a letter from J. Johnfon,
"Ffg; It was dire@ed, Dr Gregory, Pro-
fefflor of Medecine, [ Medicine], Edin-
burgh. The tenor of it was as follows :

Pater-Nofter Row, Dec., 18. 1792,

14 SIR}

Your office induces me to apply to
you, on the fubje of the unfortunate
Pamphlett [ Pamphlet] which has given fo
much uneafinefs; 1 defigned to offend

N no
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no one *; I wrote what I had feen and
heard ; but I did not write the whole
truth, for I could have faid things much
more offenfive, without in the leaft de-
viating from its paths. But this is from
the purpofe : as it has given offence, which
I did not intend, as it is fuppofed to in-
jure fome whom I refpe@ *, I have given
orders to ftop the f{ale, and you will hear
no more of it. _

What my motives may be for this ftep,
you need not know. It does not proceed
from apprehenfion, for I am not even
moft remotely connected with the Univer-
fity. My fortune cannot be affected by
the refult of any verdi&t; and my prac-
tice, eftablithed on a well-grounded confi-
dence, you cannotinjure. In fhort, I am,
in every view, out of your reach. If ma-
levolence had actuated me, I fhould be
amply gratified by your purpofed profe-
cution ; for every literary journal fhould
record the trial, every Profeflor {hould be
fubpeenad [fubpand’d] to give his evi-
dence, and ample proofs fthould be pro-
duced of numerous deficiences, of defi-

#* Sce Page 14.—18, of thefe Remarks.

clences,
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ciences, Sir, even in your own Clafs. If I
wifhed to raife one Profeflor over another,
the attempt would, I know, have failed
from its weaknefs: The idea would
have been abfurd. Yet I fee this, with o-
ther marks of equally unfounded illiberal
abufe, attributed to me in the laft Gentle-
man’s Magazine, a publication which thofe
who know how it i1s conducted, will beft
know how to value. I fhall not imi-
tate your friends, by retorting’ abufe in
the language of Bilinfgate [ Billing fzate.]

Such is the ftate of the circumftances,
and I would requeft you to weigh them
well. If I have injured any one, I am
ready to make any reparation for the in-
jury.—But, I own, I feel the warmeft in-
dignation, when I refle& on the language
and the conduct it has occafioned.—For
you 1in particular, I have been ufed to feel
a fincere * refpe& ; and when the circum-
ftances make a myftery no longer necefla-
ry, a period not far diftant, you will find
me your real friend, and an old acquaint-
ance.

J. JOHNSON.

* Sce Page 48, and 49. of thefe Remarks.

N 2 Since
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Since I now write to you as Secretary,
I muft requeft that this letter be commu.
nicated to the Committee.”

The wonderful jumble of reproaches,
of flattery, of threats, of declarations which
it 1s impoflible to believe, of profeflions of
contrition for paft mifdeeds, and of inti-
mations of further mifchief which he has
in view, contained in this letter, afford
an admirable {fample of the underftanding
and character of J. Johnfon, Efq; But
they are too bad for animadverfion. Some
other things in his letter deferve more at-
tention,

He muft have been minutely informed
of the part I had taken, and of what the
Univerfity was doing, with refpect to his
Pamphlet. He knew the language and
conduét it had occafioned : that is, my
language and my conduct, when I exprefled
in very plain terms my fentiments of the
turpitude of 1t, and mentioned the gene-
ral opinion that prevailed as to its origin,
and propofed that a ftri&t enquiry fthould
be made in order either to eftablifh or
refute that opinion, He felt  the warm-

¢ eff
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« eft indignation” at that language and
conduct : yet not fo warm as to make him

ftand forth, either to take vengeance on
me, or to vindicate his friends, whofe fame

and fortune he was fo eager to raife, from
that foul {fufpicion which they had fo un-

happily incurred : on the contrary, it only
made him fupprefs his Pamphlet, and em-
ploy all his eloquence to prevail on me to
defift from my propofed enquiry. Thefe
are more like the effe@s of cold fear and
confcious guilt, than of warm indigna-
tion.

He knew of the appointment of the
Committee of the Univerfity to confer
with me and Dr H. about the Pamphlet,
Whether the blunder of fuppofing me
Secretary to it be his own or his inform-
er’'s I know not, nor does it fignify. He
requefts me to communicate his letter to
the Committee. 'This implies, that he
thought his letter would reach me in time ;
that is, before the meeting of the Commit-
tee. This again implies, that he knew
when the Committece was to meet. His
information feems to have been very ac-
curate, and wonderfully early, earlier by
a day than mine was, though I was fo

much
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much interefted in the bufinefs, and was
in the college every day. The Commit-
. tee met (as {ummoned) on Saturday 22d
December 1792. He {feems to have known
of this intended meeting on the preceding
Tuefday, the 18th, which is the date of
his letter. If his letter ‘had come in due
courfe of poft from London, I {thould have
received 1t on Friday the 21ft, the day be-
fore the meeting of the Committee, and
then I might have complied with his re-
queft by communicating it as he defired.
But I did not receive it till Monday the
24th, two days after the Committee had
met, and conferred with me and Dr H.
and agreed on its report: {o that it was
impoflible for me to comply with his re-
queft.

Between the 18th, the date of the letter,
and the 24th, the day on which I recei-
ved it, is twice the time required for a let-
ter to come by poft from London to E-
dinburgh ; or, in other words, juft the
time required for one to go by poft from
Edinburgh to London and return to Edin-
burgh. Such I inftantly guefled had been

the very eccentric orbit of the letter of J.

Johnfon, Efq; But wifhing to get all the
infight



( 103 )

infight T could into the matter, I applied
to the Secretary of the General Poft Office
in this city, and begged to know how it
came to pafs that a poft-letter from Lon-
don fhould be fix days of coming to Edin-
burgh. On Examining: the date, and the
poft-marks on the outfide of it, he imme-
diately affured me that there was no irre-
gularity in the conveyance of 1t, in {o far
as the Poft-Office was concerned. He
fhewed me that it bore the London poft-
mark of the 21ft December 1792, teftify-
ing that it came into the General Poft
Office there that day, and not before ; and
that it bore the Edinburgh poft-mark of
December 24. teftifying that it came into
the General Poft-Office here that day, in
due courfe from London. To have reach-
ed London on the 21ft, it muft have left
Edinbuigh before four o’clock in the a:f;-
ternoon of the 18th, wunder cover, ¥o
doubt, to fome confidential friend in Lon-
don. /

That it related to the approaching/meet-
ing of the Committee on the 22d /of De-
cember, I can have no doubt ; fo# the on= -
ly two days ever mentioned for its meet-
Iing were that Saturday, and, as I and o-
thers
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thers had underftood, the preceding one, thé
i sth of December. The Committee was ap-
pointed on Monday evening, December 10.
The Principal mentioned at that time, that
it muft meet on Saturday, the Profeflors
being fo much engaged every other day.
That | bona jide believed to mean Saturday

next enfuing. But the Committee was not

fummoned to meet that Saturday ; and 1t

was afterwards (January 1. 1793) explain-
ed to me, that it meant only fome Satur-
day.

It is plain, that J. Johnfon’s letter was
ot intended for the meeting of the Com-=
mittee on the Saturday firft fuppofed to be
meant, however accurate, and authentic,

and early his intelligence of it might be;

for the date of his letter is three days la-
ter than it, and three days more would
wave been required for it to come from
15ndon to Edinburgh. But, according to
its date, it fhould have reached me the ve-
ry day before the Committee was at laft
to mest, and is plainly intended to influ-
ence the proceedings of the Committee.
Withoutithe moft particular information,
he could hot have known or fuppofed, that
fuch a Committee would be fo- long of

meering |
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meeting on fuch an urgent piece of bufi-
nefs, which might be done in an hour or
two as well as in a month.

I think it probable, therefore, that, on
Tuefday December 18. J. Johnfon, Eig;
had fomehow learned that the Committee
was to meet on Saturday the 22d, and
knowing there was time between Tuef{day
and Saturday for a letter to come from
London to Edinburgh, withed to avail
himfelf of his knowledge, and try his elo-
quence on us, to make us drop the pro-
pofed enquiry or profecution ; that, in his
great wifdom, he falfified the place of
writing, by inferting Pater-Nofter Row,
(the place in London where his bookfel-
lers the Robinfons have their fhop), in-
ftead of Edinburgh ; butin his great hur-
ry {of which indeed the compofition of
his letter amply teftifies) forgot to falfify
the date of it, and by miftake wrote the
real date of it ; and that he forgot to cal-
culate, or perhaps did not clearly under-
ftand, that from Edinburgh to London,
and back again to Edinburgh, is twice as
far, and, in courfe of pofl, takes twice as
long time, as fimply from London to E-
dinburgh. The confequence of his firft

0O miftake
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miftake was, that his date and the poft-
marks differ by three days ; of his fecond,
that I did not receive his letter dll two
days after the Committee had met, and
agreed on 1its report.

It 1s yet a matter of fome difficulty to
conceive how J, Johnfon, Efg; came to
know, even in Edinburgh, on the 18th,
in trme for the London poft, that the
Committee was to meet on the 22d of De-
cember. I did not know it on the 18th;
and actually wrote a letter to the Principal
that evening, begging to have the earlieft
notice of the meeting of the Committee,
that I might arrange matters {o as to be
able to attend i1t. Next morning I recei-
ved his anfwer, informing me, that be-
fore he received my letter he had given
orders to fummon the Committee to meet
on Saturday the 22d. ;

Having heard that Dr H. had bf:en
much difpleafed at the Committee not
meeting, as was expected,” on Saturday
the 15th, and had even made a very
frong application to the Principal about
it, I thought it poflible that he might

have known -a day or two {ooner than
1
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1 did when the Committeg was really to

meet.
At the meeting of the Senatus Academi-

cus, January 1ft, it was afcertained by the
Principal’s anfwer to a written query of
mine, which the Secretary read, that he
had received a very urgent letter from Dr
H. on that fubje&, affer which, and in
confequence of it, though he meant to
have done it at any rate, he had ordered
the Committee to be {ummoned to meet
on the 22d of December. He did not
mention, nor did I afk, whether he had
anf{wered Dr H.’s letter or not. Butfrom
the Principal’s well eftablithed characte
for good fenfe, good manners, and know-
ledge of the world, and attention to the
duties of his ftation, there can be no doubt
that he anfwered it immediately, and in the
moft fatisfaCtory manner; and that it was
after receiving Dr Hamilton’s letter, and
before receiving mine of Tuefday Decem-
ber 18th, that he ordered the Committee
to be fummoned to meet on Saturday De-
cember 22.

I then read to the Senatus Academicus i
]Dh.nfun’s letter, which I had no {31‘1}?0‘1--
tunity of reading to the Committee -

|
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after a few dry remarks on the date and
pofticript and poft-marks of it, concluded
with thefe words, (referring to the happily
emphatic expreflion of one of my colleagues
on a former occafion), “ I fhall not fay
‘ that there 1s a Judas Ifcariot among us,
“ but I fay with confidence, there 1s a
“ Judas Ifcariot very near us, who has
 early intelligence of what pafles among
us. —A propofition which I have not
hitherto found any perfon inclined to dif-
pute. J. Johnfon, Efq; will underftand
perfecétly, and may explain whenever he

pleafes, why I mention here that peculiar
expreilion.

1

Dr Hamilton declared, that the letter
“ was all a myftery to him.”

J. Johnfon Efq; in his great hurry of
writing that letter, and his exultation in
the belief that “ he is in every refpect out
“ of my reach,” has dropped a hint that
deferves attention, becaufe it fuggefts
fome eafy and natural emguiries. “ My
« practice, eftablithed on- a well-ground-
¢« ed confidence, you cannot injure.” I

have no doubt that he thinks it eftablifh-
ed
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ed on well-grounded confidence; and I
can aflure him, that, if I could, I would
not injure his practice ; for I take no con-
cern in it. But by his own account this
Efquire is engaged in practice, which in-
deed appeared very plainly by the inter-
nal evidence of his Pamphlet. By the
fame evidence it muft appear clearly, (I
mean to the private conviction of every in-
dividual, though perhaps not as a matter
of legal proof) that the place of his prac-
tice muft be Edinburgh, and the Z#e of it
midwifery.

His boaft of well eftablifhed practice
completely refutes the fuppofition at one
time f{tated, that the Pamphlet was the
work of fome fludent. 'To that {fuppofition,
as being both vague and gratuitous, I be-
lieve no regard was ever paid. Probably
there is not a fingle ftudent at the Uni-
verfity, who would not difclaim with ho-
neft indignation fuch a fuppofition if made
with refpect to himfelf or his companions.
But, from the whole {pirit and tenor of the
Pamphlet, it is plain that in the author of
it, the facred fire of youth had either ne-
~ver burned, or had foon been finothered

by
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by the fordid rancorous paflions of matu
rer years. -

The field of enquiry is much Jimited by
J. Johnfon’s account of his own pradice,
and the irrefiftible implication with re-
fpet to the kind and the place of it, The
number of fuch praétitioners in Edinburgh
is but {mall, and their charaters and their
connections are pretty generally known.
Every one of them muft be either con-
nected with Dr H. or not conneted with
him.
If J. Johnfon, Efg; be nof conneéted
with Dr H. (I mean connected with him
by the facred bond of interéft), he can
be no fit obje&t of animadverfion or en-
quiry,; and his calamitous fituation muft
foon make him generally known. The
poor man muft be deemed fe/o de Je, un-
lefs it can be proved, that he 1s zon com-
pos mentis, for taking {o much trouble,
and publithing a Pamphlet of fuch turpi-
tude, as torequire the ufe of a falfe name,
and every poffible precaution to prevent
his being known ; and all this to raife the
fame and promote the intereft of a rival
pradtitioner. ,
Such
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Such condu@, though not phyfically,
is morally impoffible ; it is as contrary
to the moral, as living on ftones, or fal-
ling headlong to the clouds are to the
phyfical nature of man: and as incredi-
ble, as that J. Johnfon, Efg; merely out
of a frolic, and without any enmity to
himfelf, {hould bite his own nofe off:
which, I have been told, was the plea
{fet up, and even {worn to by two wit-
nefles, 1in vindication of a man who, 1n a
~ broil, had done that extraordinary injury
to his adverfary.

If J. Johnfbn, Efq; be connefed with
Dr Hamilton, he muft be either his Son,
Dr James H. junior, or not him. /e
difavows moft folemnly any concern in
the Pamphlet; we muft therefore fup-
pofe it written by fome other perfon.
Now, 1if this were ftated to one hundred
people, probably ninety-nine of them
would {ay, “ Then who the Devil can that
i perfon be i

As the publithers either could not, or
would not anfwer that queftion, I thought
the moft likely way to obtain a {fatis-

factory
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factory anfwer to it would be by a pro-
per application to J. Johnfon himfelf;
fuch an application I mean, as fhould
induce him to appear, or at leaft to fpeak
out, in propria perfona. This I attempted
in the following manner.

VIII,
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VIIIL,

HAVING been favoured with fo ac-
ceptable and edifying a letter from J.
Johnfon, Efg; it was plainly incumbent
on me to return him a proper anfwer to
it : and an anfwer I did return him accor-
dingly, of a very extraordinary kind ; not
to be paralleled by any of the letters of
Cicero or Pliny, nor even to be matched
by any thing in that valuable work called
the Complete Letter Writer. It was in
every refpect a truly original production ;
and, without vanity be 1t faid, a very
good one : but, if it thould ever make its
appearance, it muft not be judged of by any
common rules of criticifin. It was good,
in my opinion atleaft, as being well adapt-
ed for the purpofe it was intended to ferve,
which was a very uncommon one: it was

B neither



\ ( rrg )

nieither to make the perfon who thould re-
ceive it laugh nor cry; neither to make
him wifer nor to make him better ; nei-
ther prodefle nor delefiare, but quite the
reverfe ; to provoke him to fury, to alarm
him with the apprchenfion of the proba-
ble bad confequences of his Pamphlet to
himfelf in his real charadter and perfon,
which I endeavoured to {thew him were a-
bundantly well underftood ; and to drive
him to fome abfurd public exhibition or
explofion, in propria perfona, that either by
itfelf, or in concurrence with other cir-
cumf{tances, might make him generally and
indifputably known.

I intended and expefted; that my letter
fhould operate on him as the touch of
Tthuriel’s {pear did on the toad at the ear
of Eve : and fure I am, that if there had
been but half a grain of gun-powder in
his whole compofition, he muft have gone
off like a fky-rocket before he had read it
to the end.

My letter was directed moft precifely to
J. Johnfon, Efq; Author of * the Guide,”
and contained the meoft pointed anfwer to
his letter, almoft {fentence by {entence, and
a few general 1'e1naf“%:on the whole of it,

and
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and on his own charaéter and conduct ; fo
that it was impoflible it fhould affe® any
perfon, or be applied to any one that was
not concerned, either as principal or accef-
{fory, in the compofition of that letter and
Pamphlet. But if my letter thould have
« wandered, Heaven dire&ed,” to Dr James
Hamilton junior, which I own I thought
- much more than poflible;, then he muft
have found himfelf difleéted and anatomi-
zed in a moft horrible manner. He muit
alfo have found in it the moft cogent rea-
fons (at leaft the moft cogent that I could
think of for him) to induce him to try
fome expedient, if poflible, to take ven-
geance on me, and at leaft publicly to vin-
dicate his own charaéter, and to prevent
fome of the evils with which he was threat-
ened.

A legal profecution of me was furely the
moft obvious expedient; but my letter,
for many reafons, was hardly oftenfible ;
and if it had been produced, he could
found no action on it, nor have any caufe
to complain of it. 'What is it to Dr J. H.
junior what I fay to J. Johnfon, Efqg; of
himfelf, in anfwer to. his letter to me?
Dr J. H. junior could not cven acknow-

B2 ledge
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ledge having feen that letter, (in which,
to the beft of my remembrance, neither
his name nor his father’s is mentioned),
without thewing that he was in habits of
the moft confidential intimacy and cor-
refpondence with the author of the Pam-
phlet ; which would go near to eftablifh
for ever the opinion {o generally enter-
tained from the firft, that he had {ome con-
cern in that work. Befides, there might
be many other reafons, efpecially the em-
barrafling affair of the judicial examination
of witnefles, for not making my conduct
the fubje of legal profecution. An appeal
to the public was feemingly free from
thofe inconveniencies and dangers ; and
might be carried no farther than fhould
be deemed expedient.

My aflertion, that what I faid to J.
Johnfon, Efq; in anfwer to his letter
was adapted to produce a public anfwer or
explofion, not from him under his afflumed
name, but from Dr J. H. junior in his
own name, 1s {o ftrange a paradox as can-
not be believed till it 1s explained, which
may eafily be done by a fingle {pecimen.
—In his letter to me he fays, “ I am not
# even moft remotely connected with the

| ¢ Uni-
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“ Univerfity.” My anfwer to that part
of his letter (as nearly as I can remember)
was as follows : “ Itis true, at leaft in one
¢ fenfe of the words, that you are not e-
 ven moft remotely connected with the
“ Univerfity ; and it fhall be my ftudy
“ to prevent you from ever being more
“ nearly connected with it.” Of the pro-
priety of fuch ftudy with refpe@® to the
author of the Pamphlet and letter in que-
ftion, whether his name were J. Johnfon
or not, there could be no doubt. I leave
it to the candid and intelligent reader to
judge how fuch a hint was likely to ope-
rate, Much more to the fame purpofe
was {aid in anfwer to his vaunt, that he is
in every view out of my reach.

Such being the general purpofe and te-
nor of my letter, I think it may be rec-
koned good, in the fame way that we rec-
kon ipecacuanha and rhubarb, though
very naufeous drugs, good medicines ;
they are good for their feveral purpofes,
and accordingly, in certain circumftan-
ces, might be recommended to an Alder-
man of London, nay, to my Lord Mayc}r
himfelf, as better than venifon or turtle,
Champaign or Madeira,

Lol

Cal

My
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My letter was fent under cover to the
Mefl. Robinfons, the London publifhers
of the Pamphlet, whom I begged to for-
ward it, if they could, to J. Johnfon, Efg;
and, if they could not tranfmit it to him,
to {fend it back to me. The latter part of
it (for it was too big to go all in one
frank) went from Edinburgh January 3.
as the former part had done January 1.
Neither part of it was fent back to me; I
prefumed, therefore, that the whole went
in due courfe to J. Johnfon, Efg; The
latter part of it could not have reached
London till Monday the 7th, no poft en-
- tering that city on Sunday. In courfe of
poft it might have reached its deftination
in Edinburgh on the 1oth; but as the
packets were very bulky, I thought it pof-
fible that Mefl. R. might either wait a day
or two to procure franks for them, or fend
them down by the ftage-coach, as is often
done with Reviews and Magazines, or get
the opportunity of fending them hither
by fome perfon coming to Edinburgh ; fo
that the fecond part of my letter might not
reach Edinburgh till two or three days af-

ter the 1oth,
No
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No explofion happening for feveral days
after the time that I expected it, I began to
fufpec that J. Johnfon, LAqg; had difcover-
ed myintention ; and to fear that I {hould
be totally difappointed in my plan, from
which I had entertained fuch fanguine .
hopes. |

But I was not difappointed. On the
17th of January (pretty late in the even-
ing) I had the pleafure of receiving that
letter from Dr J. H. Junior which he hath
printed.  Judging from the tenor of it
that my letter to J. Johnfon, Efq; was
likely to operate, I took care that my an-
fwer to Dr J. H, which he hath alfo print-
ed, thould co-operate with it. I had inj
ftantly formed an opinion about the rea]
caufe of the ftep he had taken, but I was
unable to form any conjecture about the :
ofténfible caufe that he could aflign for i,
My propofed judicial enquiry (which had
been at an end more than a fortnight be-
fore) related not to him, (who was ng
wife fubje@ to academical authority or
t:enﬁlre) but to his Father, a member of
the Univerf; ty, whofe condu@® was {urely
fubjed to the review of the Univerfity,
and of the Patrong of it. The expreflion

in



o 1120 )

in his letter, “ I am told that you ftill
¢« perfift in alledging, that the work origi-
¢« pated from me,” &c. plainly refers at
leaft to fomething very recently {aid by me,
if not to a frequently and recently repeated act
or habit. But from the time that the U-
niverfity had difmifled the enquiry, which
coincided with the time of fending the
firft part of my letter to J. Johnfon, Efg;
I had, for very obvious reafons, carefully
avoided the fubjed ; and from firft to laft
I had been peculiarly careful not to ha-
zard any f{imple pofitive allegation (imply-
ing direct and immediate knowledge) with
refpec to the origin of the Pamphlet. I
had been at pains to explain to my col-
leagues and others that I had no fuch di-
re@ knowledge, and that my conviction
on that point was founded on the {trong
internall evidence of the Pamphlet itfelf,
and on many concurrent particulars of cir-
cumitantial evidence of which I had cer-
r2in knowledge. Ithoughtit pofiible, that
fome people who had told Dr J. H. of my
conduct, had not duly attended to that
precifion and diftin&ion, which I explain-

ed, or at leaft tried to explain fully to him
hl
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in my anfwer to his letter. But he did
not choofe to underftand me.

Still however I was at a lofs to guefs
how my letter to J. Johnion, if it had
reached its deftination, and was to operate
at laft, thould be {o long" of operating as"
from the 1oth or 12th to the 17th of Ja-
nuary. But next forenoon this was in
fome meafure explained to me. Meeting
the poft-man on the ftreet, I received from
him, along with {fome other letters, a re-
ply from J. Johnfon, -Efq; but without
any {ubfcription : this defect I imputed to
his not quite relithing the way that I had
chofen to read his initial J. my letter, at
the end, having been addrefled to Judas
Johnfon, Efg;

Thas reply 1s dated, ¢ Benares, in the
“ 1850th year of the ®ra of Bikramajit : to
preclude, I fuppofe, any further remarks,
{uch as thofe I had given him on the place
and date of his former letter. But Cwlum
- non amimum mulant, qui frans mare currunt.
J. Johnfon, Efq; had profited {o little by
his travels, and by his former experience,
as not yet to underftand the {yftem of the
polt-marks on letters, and the evidence re-
fulting from them. This letter of his

vy bears
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bears the Edinburgh mark of the 18th of
January, (the day I received it), and the
correfponding London mark of the 1sth
January 1793, Between the 1oth (the
earlieflt day that the fecond part of my let-
ter could have reached Edinburgh) and
the 15th, there is abundance of time for
his letter to have gone from Edinburgh
to London, and be put into the General
Poft-Office there on the 15th.

I found, te my great fatisfaétion, that
he had not even fufpected my intention
in writing him fuch a letter as he had got
from me; but had confidered it only as a
difcharge of bile, and (as he faid) was
much entertained with it. He tells me,
my arrows have mifled their aim, &ec,
which I took the liberty not to believe ;
partly, I own, in confideration of the let-
ter I had received about twelve hours be-
fore. He is to write a whole pamphlet
againft my Fflays, to thew his mathema-
tical knowledge, which in my obfervations
on the date and poft-marks of his former
Jetter I had held very cheap ; he is to ruin
my Clafs, by expofing the weaknefs and
impetfections of my Lectures; he is to
annoy me with letters from the principal

towns
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towns in the kingdom ; he is to ftick faft to
me ; he is to meet me at Philippi. He
muft have been exceflively entertained in-
deed with my letter.

On returning to my own houfe I recei-
ved Dr J. H.’s fecond letter, which he
hath alfo printed. If it had not been for
the unfortunate accident of my meeting
the letter-carrier, and his knowing me,
and giving me my letters on the flreet,
I fhould have received, at the {fame mo-
ment, the {econd letter of Dr J. H. junior,
and the fecond letter of J. Johnfon, Efg;
—both of them threatening me with pu-
blication vengeance. The common
time of the arrival of the London poft, and
confequently of the delivery of the letters
that come by it, 1s well known.

Thus I found myfelf placed between
two fires ; one from the open ftationary
battery of Dr J. H. junior, on the Caftle
Hill of Edinburgh, the other from the
maiked flying battery of J. Johnfon, Efq;
i Pater-Nofter Row, at Benares, nay, per-
haps, at every town in the kingdom. Itwas
impoflible to refift fuch fuperior artillery,
and fuch exquifice generalfhip, I there-

Q2 fore
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fore fubmitted in filence. The firft dif-
charge from Dr J. H.’s battery foon took
place ; to the aftonifhment and entertain-
ment of all who heard it: the deeper thun-

ders of J. Johnfon’s artillery are ftill in re-
{erve.

Now all thefe coincidences may have
been accidental ; but I own they do not
appear {o to me. I beg it may be obfer-
ved, however, that I do not prefume to
aflert or allege, that J. Johnfon, Efqg; was
at laft caught in his own trap; nor- yet,
that Dr J. H. junior is J. Johnfon, Efg;
nor that he ever had any connection or
correfpondence with him, or ever faw,
or ever heard of my letter to him. Poff
boc, ergo propter bhoc, 1 know is but {curvy
Logic. At any rate, I am no more entit-
led to hazard a {imple allegation than I
am to make oath on thofe points. The
impropriety, though perhaps not the falfi-
ty, of fuch an oath or allegation muft be
very apparent. It would be virtually af-
ferting or {wearing to the infaliibility of
my own judgement,in the inference I drew
from the various concurrent circumftances
which I have mentioned : for, in every act

of
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of belief founded either wholly or partly on
_circumftantial evidence, there 1s involved
{fome exercife of judgement. Now {fuch
judgement may be erroneous ; and 1t cer-
tainly is not quite uniform among differ-
ent people, as belief 1s, when founded on
the evidence of intuition, of demonftra-
tion, of fenfe, or of good direét teftimo-
ny. Hence it is, that mere circumitan-
tial evidence, though it muft always have
great weight, forafmuch as belief 1s 1nvo-
luntary, is not by itfelf deemed legal
proof, on which a perfon may be convict-
ed in any penal cafe. Hence too it is, that
our Scottifh jurymen, who decide by a
majority, often differ irreconcileably, as
to the force of evidence, partly circum-
ftantial, partly of teftimony.

On the point in queftion, all that I am
entitled to allege or to {wear, is, that I
wrote {fuch a letter, with all the circum-
ftances of time, place, and manner which
I have ftated, and for the very purpofe of
producing an explofion from the- perfon
who thould receive it; and Dr J. H.s
printed letters amply teftify, that, in & few
days, the explofion took place in the very
perfon in whom I expeéted and intended

to e
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to produce it.—The oftenfible reafon of the
explofion is a mifreprefented account of what
I had faid more than_five weeks before ; and
which, fuppofing it to have been as it is
{tated, and alfo to have been really inju-
rious to Dr J. H. junior, would have been
(what my letter never could be) a very fit
fubje@ for legal profecution; to which
teft I had repeatedly defired that my con-
du&t, and the myfterious origin of the
- Pamphlet, might be brought. The ul-
timate inference from thefe, and all the
other particulars that I have ftated in the
preceding pages, I leave to the candid,
attentive, intelligent reader. For my own
part, I do not fcruple to avow that the
perfeét coincidence of {o many particulars,
independently of any dire¢t teftimony or
information, would have produced in me
the fulleft cﬂnwﬂlnn that Dr J. H. junior
was concerned 1n the compofition and pu-
blication of the Pamphlet which bears the
name of |. Johnfon, Efq. To the beft of
my judgement fuch comncidences could
not have been by mere chance; nor yet
by any defign or contrivance: and like
the exat fitting of tallies, or the difcove-
ry of a key that fully explains a Writiflg

in
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n cypher, they feem to partake fo much
of the nature of demonftration as to make
the oppofite belief impoflible. If this be
poflible, it can be produced only by fairly
and rationally accounting for them all
fome other way.

Having mentioned my receiving two
letters from J. Johnfon, Efg; and two
from Dr J. H. junior, it is proper to {ay,
in juftice to the latter, that the letters from |
J. Johnfon are not in the fame hand-wri.
ting with his, The fpelling of J. John-
{on’s letters, as will appear from the print-
ed letter, is fomewhat peculiar. But a
more extraordinary remark has been made
on his letter.s_";- Some perfons, at the firft
hight of them, have guefled them to be in
the hand-writing of a woman. This did
Tot occur to myfelf on reading his firft let-
ter; nor am I even yet quite convinced that
the remark is juft. But it is fomewhat
confirmed by the unqueftionable fa&
that the fpelling at leaft i female, form.
Ing a curious contraft with the claflical
learning difplayed in the quotation from
P'*?’ij:“: (Pag. 49.), which, by the by, was
originally wrong {pelt too ; fuppellex, in-

{tead
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ftead of fupellex : but this peculiar {pelling,
which was a blunder in profody, as well
as etymology, J. Johnfon, Efg; had cor-
reCted, by erafing with a pen the fe-
cond p.

~ Thefe things T take notice of, not as
matters of mere idle curiofity, but as lead-
ing irrefitibly to the dilemma, that ]
Johnfon, Efg; either employs occafionally
a female Amanuenfis, or elfe 1s itfelf an
Hermaphrodite. I incline to the former o-

‘nion : but I own it is 2 moot oint,
P 3 P

IX.
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IX.

IN a kind of poftfcript fubjoined to his fe-
cond letter to me, Dr J. H. mentions, that
to # (the one in which he told me that my
letter and my condut fthould be laid be-
fore the Public) no reply had been made,
at the time he printed the letters.

No reply ever was made to it, nor could
any be reafonably expected. Certainly I
fhould never think of carrying on any cor-
refpondence with a man whofe avowed
purpofe was to lay my letter before the
public, that the public might judge how
far my conduct had been upright and o-
pen ; and who was actually employing
mifreprefentation and falfehood in the ac-
count which he gave of my words and of
my conduct. I did not even think it in-
cumbent on me to fet him right as to

R thofe
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thofe mifreprefentations, being convinced
they were wilful. As he feemed to think,
notwithftanding what I had told him, that
I muft be afraid of an appeal to the pub-
lic, I chofe rather to let him feel his mif-
take than to tell him of it.

Next to that {trict judicial inveftigation
of the queftion refpe@ing the origin of
the Pamphlet which I had been endea-
vouring to obtain, and which would have
¢nabled me to call on the proper witneffes,
and perhaps get diret teftimony in addi-
tion to the internal and circumftantial e-
yidence, nothing could be more agreeable
to me, than to have a fair opportunity of
ftating publicly the internal and circum-
{tantial evidence by themfelves. In my
own opinion they are amply {ufficient to
decide the queftion to the private convic-
tion of every individual, and of courfe as
to public opinion, which is but the aggre-
gate of many private opinions. If they
were not {ufficient, I {hould have wifhed
them to be fairly examined and {fet a-
{fide ; for I had no ill-will, and meant no
injuftice, to either of the perfons fufpected.
At any rate, I could not have prevented Dr
* J. H, from making his appeal to the Pubs

lic ;
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lic ; and fince he was to do it, I own it
was gratifying to me to fee him fet out
with the moft unequivocal evidence of his
own difingenuity.——In this refpect he
has been very obliging to me.

When a man who fays he is injured,
inftead of feeking that efle@ual redrefs
which the impartial laws of his country
would certainly aftord him, tries the ina-
dequate, precarious, difgraceful expedient
of an appeal to the public, he muft no
doubt have fome very particular reafons
for a¢ting sn a manner apparently {o pre-
‘pofterous. It muft certainly be thought,
either that he is not fo much injured as
he would have the public believe, or at
leaft that there are circumftances of his
ftory not quite fit for ftrit:judicial en-
quiry.

When a man who makes fuch an ap-
peal, and withes the public to decide in
-~ his caufe, inftead of telling the whole tale,
tells but a very little of it, and that little
very erroneoufly, f‘tatmgr only what is
in his own favour, {fupprefling whatever
can make againft lnm and mifreprefent-
ing the words, the meaning, and the con-
duét of his advmfary, it muft be believed

R 2 that
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that he has the moft fubftantial reafons for

acting in a2 manner {o evidently difinge-
nuous.

Such however has been the conduét of
Dr J. H. in his appeal to the public. He
has {tated the evidence (if evidence it may
be called which can have no weight) in
his own favour; I mean his difavowal of
the Pamphlet imputed to him. But he
has {aid not one word of the ftrong inter-
nal and circumftantial evidence on which
the common belief with refpet to the ori-
gin of the Pamphlet is founded. Unlefs
thefe were alfo ftated, the public could
not judge what regard was due to his dif-
avowal. No man can be fuppofed {fo weak
and 1gnorant as to think the difavowal or
denial of a fufpected perfon complete proof
of his innocence, 1n oppofition to all poili-
ble internal and circumf{tantial evidence.

In his firft letter to me he ftated very
precifely, that he had been told by feveral
people that I ftill perfifted in alleging that
the work (the “ Guide”) originated from
him, or that he had aflifted the author.

As there might have been a bona fide
miftake, either on his part, or that of his
informers, with refpe& to what I had

{aid,



( 2333 ))

{aid, notwithftanding all my care, not on-
ly not to hazard any fimple pofitive allega-
tion on thofe points, but to ftate exprefs-
ly what was the nature and ground of my
conviGtion with refpect to them, I thought
it incumbent on me to explain the matter

fully to him ; which I did in the follow- |
ing words :—* Having no dire¢t know-
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ledge of who were or who were not con-
cerned in the compofition and publica-
tion of the Pamphlet you mention, I
never thought myfelf entitled to allege,
or {imply and pofitively aflert, that you
or that your father had or had not any
concern in it. On the contrary, I
thought it would have been neceflary
for the Univerfity to have obtained a
{trict judicial enquiry into that matter,
which enquiry thould have terminated
either in the full and honourable ac-
quittal, or in the complete convidtion
and exemplary punithment of the per-
{on fufpeited. You know perfectly
the general fufpicions and opinion
which have prevailed concerning the
origin and purpofe of that Pamphlet.
.You know alfo on what particulars of
mnternal evidence and collateral circum-

“ {tances
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ftances that opinion is founded. From
the hour I read the Pamphlet I adopted

that opinion, and I fhll retain it. I
have mentioned it openly, and alfo
the reafons on which it is founded;
particularly in fo far as related to your
Father. {

“ This, I prefume, the perfons who
gave you your information have call-
ed, perfifting in alleging that the Pam-
phlet originated from you.”

As he alfo mentioned, ¢ the confe-
quences of falfely calumniating any' per-
{on’s character,” I told him 1n my an-

{fwer, « If you think fit to do me the ho-

L1

(14

(4

L ]

(11

1

nour to {ingle me out as the object ei-
ther of your perfonal refentment, or of
legal profecution, for that general and
very natural opinion, you are heartily
welcome.”

I could not tell him in more explicit

terms, that-my firm conviction with re-
fpect to the origin of the. Pamphlet de-
pended not on my own dire&t knowledge
of it, but on the force of evidence
which I deemed competent and ftrong,

though
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though it was not fufficiently precife to
touch cither him alone, or his Father a-
lone, exclufively of the other; and that I
was willing to let it be made the fubject
of legal difcuflion.—But Dr J. H. did not
choofe to underftand me.

In his fecond letter to me, (the reply
to mine), he fays, “ You mentioned to my
“ Father, on the 1i1th of December laft,
“ that you could bring your charge home to
¢« me. You have now DENIED that, and
¢ fhelter yourfelf under the canopy of
“ public opinions and fufpicions.” The
firft of thefe aflertions 1s evidently his Fa-
ther’s, the two laft of them plainly his

[ &l

OWIL

All three are falfe. The two laft of
them are fuch glaring and palpable falfe-
hoods, as hardly to require animadverfion,
I know of no fuch canopy as he mentions,
nor of any fhelter that public opinions and
{ufpicions could afford me : at any rate, I
fought no fuch fhelter ; nay, I formally
and explicitly renounced it, by telling him
on what kind of evidence my opinion
was founded, and inviting him to make
my conduct the fubje¢t of legal profecu-
tion,

et
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Yet, with a wonderful incongruity of
thought, which would be abfolutely in-
credible, were 1t not afcertained by his
own printed letters, and which {eems ve-
ry near akin to fome of the incongruities
that appear in the Pamphlet of J. Johnfon,
E{q; he makes his appeal to that very
public whofe opinion he knew was fo de-
cidedly declared againft him as to afford
me fhelter, or, in his own metaphorical
language, to be a canopy to me.

As to the point of my being able to
bring home my charge to him: in the fir{t
place, I never afferted it; and in the fe-
cond place, I never denied it.

That I never denied it, 1s evident from
my letter which Dr J. H. hath printed, in
which there is not one word about it ; nor
could I, when I was reading and anfwer-
ing his firft letter, have guefled that he
alluded to that point, or to any thing that
had pafled between his Father and me
concerning it. To have faid on the r1th .
of December that I could bring my charge
home to him, which, it thould feem, his
Father had told him, and to perfift in al-
leging, on the 17th of January, that the
Pamphlet originated with him, which he

{ard
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faid in his firft letter he had been told by
feveral people, are plainly very different
things ; efpecially if it be confidered that
the difcuflion with refpec to the Pamph-
let took place in the intermediate time ;
viz. on the 22d of December, and on
the 1ft of January. To change the
terms employed in any ftrict difcuflion, is
always difingenuous ; it is never done, I
believe, but in order to pervert their mean-

- ing; 1t can {erve no other purpofe; and
it 1s equally thameful and unavailing.

I conceive that a perfon may reafon-
ably allege or fimply aflert any thing of
which he has certain and dire@ know-
ledge, whether he can bring evidence of
‘1t or not ; and that he may properly {ay
'that he can bring home a charge, if he can
\produce fatisfaCtory evidence of it, whe-
ither he have any dire& knowledge of it
.0r not.

But theaccount of my converfation with
\Dr H. on the 11th of December js very
amperfe@ ; and, fuppofing it to have been
reported by Dr H. as his Son has ftated it,
rmuft be wilfully erroneous. It is an’, ats

tempt to convey a lie in the words of
o truth,
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truth,  All the words imputed to me were
really uttered by me to Dr H. that day;
but they are not all that I faid to him even
1n one {entence, and by the fuppreflion of
the reft of the fentence my meaning is
perverted. My converfation with Dr H.
was very thort, and I remember it dif-
tinétly.

On that day, to my great f{urprife, he
accofted me on the {treet, and after tell-
ing me that I had been very r4/b, and
that my conduct was izfidious, declared, as
he had done the evening before, that he
had no concern in the Pamphlet. 1 told
him, Zhat would appear on the enquiry.
To this he aniwered with great warmth,
¢ [ defy all the Devils in Hell to bring it
“ home to me,” with a peculiar emphafis
on the laft word me 3 alluding, as I under=-
ftood, to what he had faid the evening:
before, that he could not conceive how:
{uch things about his lectures were in the:
Pamphlet, unlefs that his Son had beens
correiponding with fomebody in London
about it. This diftin¢tion between him
and his Son I had always held very cheap;;
thinking it almoft abfurd to fuppofe thats
the Father could be in any degree clearedj

by
i
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by the conviction of his Son, his affiftant
in bufinefs and in teaching, and his known
agent in the writing of books ; more ei-
pecially when, to my certain knowledge,
{everal of the fentiments, and even ex-
preflions, and one very pointed intention,
to be met with in the Pamphlet, were the
Father’s. My reply to him (which put
an end to our converfation) was, “ No
¢ matter, I {hall bring it home euther to
“ you or your Son’—Any one who hath

read the preceding pages may judge whe-
ther or not I was entitled to {ay {fo.—Take

away but the three little words printed in
Italics, and there will remain juft what
Dr J. H. with his Father’s knowledge no
“doubt, and on his teftimony, hath ftated
as what I {aid to him.

It was very natural and very wife for
Dr H. to with to get out of the fcrape
himfelf, /i poffet recte, fi non quocungue modo,
even thougch he thould leave his Son in
the lurch; and to choofe to appear in the
characer of a witnefs, rather than in that
of a party in the bufinefs: but I never
underftood that he could have his choice
in that refpe. The enquiry which I had
propofed the evening before that conver-

S 2 {ation,

-]

-
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fation, and the particulars of internal and
circumftantial evidence which I ftated to
the Committee of the Univerfity eleven
days after it, related folely to him. I fta-
ted that alternative to him at that time, in
allufion to what he had faid the evening
before. For though in my own private
opinion the internal and circumitantial e-
vidence brought it home both to him and
his Son, yet I knew, that in the courfe of
judicial proceedings, further evidence, I
mean teftimony, would be required : and
I thought it pgfible that teftimony might
be obtained which would affect his Son
only. I thought fo for reafons with which
I meant to have regaled them both, when-
ever the queftion came into a Court of
Juftice. Thofe reafons remainin full force,
and await them full.

I have no doubt that Dr H. heard all
that [ faid, as well as that part of it which
he hath reported, and that he underitood
me perfectly. '

The next time he choofes to play the
witnefs in his own caufe, and in a cafe
in which his intereft and his paflions are

deeply
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deeply concerned, he will pleafe to re-
member, that it 1s the duty of a witnefs to

tell the truth, the whole truth, and no-
thing but the truth.

From the tenor of his conduct and of
his Son’s letters, I judge that they confi-
der nothing but direct tefimony as evi-
dence of the origin of the Pamphlet, or
bringing home the charge. 'This plainly
was the notion of J. Johnfon, Efq; as ap-
pears by his utterly negle¢ting the ftrong
internal and circumftantial evidence in his
work, while he took the utmoit pains to
prevent any teftimony with refpe& to it
from being obtained.

By the metaphorical phrafe bringing bome,
I underftand, proving by competent evi-
dence of any kind. By evidence I under-
ftand whatever produces belief. It may
be of various kinds ; internal, circumftan-
tial, or tefimony, or all of them combi-
ned. 2

On fome points internal evidence is {u-
preme and conclufive : for example, with
refpect to the purpofe of any written com-
pofition or publication. It would be ab-
furd to fet about proving by teftimony,

that
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that the Pamphlet of J. Johnfon, Efq; was
intended to raife the fame and promote
the intereft of Dr H. and to injure the
profeflional characéter and fortune of the
Profeflors of Botany and of Mathematics
in this Univerfity. And it would be worfe
than abfurd, to attempt to prove by tefti-
mony that it was not {o. If an hundred
witnefles thould fwear this, they could not
be believed.

Deliberate inconfiftency in any ftory or
declaration 1s decifive evidence of falfe-
hood ; and if fuch declaration were given
on oath, the inconfiftency would be legal
evidence of perjury.

The perfect {amenefs, or even #ery riear
refemblance, both in thought and expref-
fion, were it but in a fingle fentence or

couplet, to the compofition of a preceding
author (if it were not acknowledged as

borrowed) would be complete internal e-
vidence of plagiarifm. Such f{amenefs
or clofe refemblance in a whole work
would, in certain circumitances, be legal
evidence of another kind of literary theft,
which bookfellers call piracy.

Internal evidence, ftriétly fo called, I

believe, can never be explained away, or
otherwile
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otherwife accounted for, as circumftantial
evidence often may be: Yet even this
kind of evidence has great weight, unlefs
it can be fairly accounted for, or explain-
ed away.

If 2 man were found robbed and mur-
dered, and his property were found 1in the
pofleflion of the perfon fufpected of the
crime, and ufed by him as his own, tho’
fuch a circumftance might not convict
him, yet, if it were not well accounted for,
it would fix indelible {fufpicion on him.

Crim. Con. is generally proved chiefly
or folely by circumitantial evidence; for
this good reafon, that it is not ufually
committed in prefence of witnefles. If
Fack were found in bed with Zom’s wife,
it would be no dire& proof that he had
committed, or ever intended to commit
adultery with her: i1t would be only a
{trong circumftance againft him, which
might be accounted for by proving that
{fome of his companions had found him
dead drunk, and had conveyed him thi-
ther by way of a frolic; the lady being
faft afleep, or in the {ame fituation with

' him,
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him. Butinthe mean time (that is, till fuch
proof were given) Zom, though he might
be egregioufly miftaken, would not be in
the leaft criminal, if he thould think him-
felf a cuckold, and fhould {peak and a&
as men ufually do in fuch circumitances.
And if Fack thould offer no fuch proof,
and only fay, that he fuppofed it might
be {o, or that he did not know how he
came to be in that bed, Zom would be
well entitled to fhake his head, and hold
faft his firft opinion, and pay as little re-
gard to ‘Fack’s proteftations of his inno-
cence, as has generally been paid to Dr
J. H.’s difavowal of the Pamphlet which
bears the name of J. Johnfon, Efg;

This point, with refpe¢t to the import of
the term ¢vidence, and the phrafe bringing
home, 1s of great confequence in this difcud-
fioh. It 1s conceivable, that, per fas aut nefas,
all direct teftimony may be with-held or
fupprefled. In that cafe, according to Dr J.
H.’s notion of the matter, there would
be no evidence at all againft him; that
is, no more reafon to think that he, than
that any indifferent perfon, was concerned

in the compofition of the Pamphlet; and
of
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of courfe, that the belief that he was con-
cerned in it muft be groundlefs, unjuft,
and malicious. '

According to my notion of the matter,
though every perfon who could give his
teftimony with refpect to the origin of the
Pamphlet, were annihilated, the wvarious
particulars of internal and circumftantial
evidence relating to it would fully juftify
and for ever eftablith that opinion of its
origin, which even a {fmall part of them
had at firft produced.

The only difference between the having
or not having dire¢t teftimony in this cafe
is, thdt wich it there might be, whilé&with-
out it there could not be, legal conviction
of the author. No court will depart, or
ought to depart,1n any particularcafe, how-
ever {trong the circumftances of it may be,
from its eftablithed general rules of pro-
ceeding, whether thefe be of pofitive infti- .
tution, or only the refult of refle@ion and
cuftom. Where the law requires two wit-
nefles to prove an a&, a court will not be
contented with one, though that one were
Cato himfelf. Where the law requires
two men to witnefs and authenticate the
fubfcription of a perfon to any deed or in-

i {trument,
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{ftrument, a court will not be fatisfied
with the atteftation of two women. But

in all fuch cafes the difference is only as
to legal decifion, not as to general and
juft belief, which does not depend on
courts of juftice, nor on any human laws.

“From the conduct of Dr J. H. in at-
tempting to vindicate himfelf by fimply
difavowing the Pamphlet, it appears that
he thought his own declaration f{uflicient
evidence, in oppofition to the internal and
circum{tantial evidence. I believe it was
generally thought, and fuch I am fure
was my opinion, that his difavowal could
have no more weight againft that evi-

dence, than it would have had in oppofi-

tion to dire¢t teftimony, if thi$ had been
obtained by the judicial examination of
competent witnefles.

As he {;lid not {ecem to underftand the

gentle hint which Dr Rutherford gave I

him on that point, I endeavoured, in my

: i -
an{wer to his firft letter to me, to explain |

it to him more fully ; tlelling him,

¢« 1 never dreamed of afking any per-:
« fon whether he were the author of that

¢« Pamphlet,
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Pamphlet, nor of paying any regard to
“ any perfon’s denial of his being concern-
“ ed in it; for this plain reafon, that I was
% fure whoever was concerned in it would
“ deny it. It contains fuch things as no
“ man can avow withoutincurring lafting
« jnfamy. This the author well knew ;
« and accordingly publithed 1t under a
¢« falfe name, and with the moft extraor-
“ dinary precautions to baflle enquiry.
“ He publithed it with a refolution to de-
“ ny it. The falfe name on the title-page
 is ipfo facto a denial ot it by the real au-
% thor or authors.”

I withed to make Dr J. H. underftand
that his difavowal of the Pamphlet, in the

circumfitances in which he was placed, was
juft like a prifoner at the bar pleading #os
guilty, which has no force in oppofition to
any kind of evidence. Far from being
confidered as true, it is not even deemed
a falfehood, when it is difregarded in
confequence of the moft decifive evi-
' dence,

As I do not find that he hath paid any
 more regard to my explanation than he
1did to Dr R.’s hint, I fhall tell him what
K g one
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“one of the wife men of Greece faid in a
cafe fomewhat fimilar. A young man had
unluckily incurred the fufpicion of Crim.
Con. with his neighbour’s wife ; I prefume
on circumftantial evidence only. - Difplea-
fed at the fufpicion, he afked Thales whe-
ther he might not vindicate himfelf by
his oath. “ Young man” (anfwered the
Sage) “ Perjury is worfe than Adulte.
(24 I“j’ 22

The two cafes, I own, are not Exa&ly!
parallel ; ‘for in this one there is neither |
adultery nor perjury ; nor can it be faid :,.
with truth, that the difavowal is worfe *
than the deed ; 1f there be any difference, §
it is lefs bad. But there is a wonderful in-
congruity of thought in it. Itis felf-evi-~
dent that no regard is due to any declara-

e ey il Wi v %

!

have no pretenfions to veracity or credi--
bility. 'What regard then can be paid tof}
the declaration of one {uppofed to be the:
author of it ? '

Surely no man’s fimple declaration canf

Yet if 2 man, who, in any cafe in which®
his own paflions and intereft were deeply -
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ral fufpicion of perjury, were to offer to
prove his innocence by fwearing that he
was not perjured, we fhould be more 1n-
clined to laugh at the expedient than to
liften to his oath. Such a mode of vindi-
cation is in truth a downright Bu/l. The
only thing fimile aut fecundum to it that ever
I heard of, was the conduc of the great
Baron Monkbhaufen, of authentic memory,
when he had one night unluckily fallen in-
to a deep pit, which he could not get out
of. He waited there per force till morn-
ing ; then went to a village two leagues
off, whence he fetched a {fpade, and return-
ed to the pit, and dug himfelf out.

POST-
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: IT muft no doubt appear ftrange that
this Anfwer to Dr J. H.’s printed letters
fhould be fo long of appearing. They
came forth the 21ft of January. — The
unavoldable length of this anfwer, as
comprehending {0 many particulars and
difcuflions, and my own well-known oc-
cupation in the Univerfity during the
winter months, will in part account for
the delay. But I muft own there was an-
other, and a ftronger reafon for it. J.
Johnfon, Efq; in his reply to my letter
(which he fays entertained him much)
promifed and vowed to write a whole
Pamphlet of ftriGtures on a Philofophical
and Mathematical Eflay which I publifth-
ed laft year; and alfo an Analyfis of my
Le&ures, expofing all their infufficiencies

and
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and blunders, &c. &ec.; the latter 1s to
prove his medical, the former to prove his
mathematical knowledge. I have no doubt
but his publications will be decifive in both
thefe refpeés. The analyfis of my Lec-
tures I could not in reafon and conicience
expect to fee till near the beginning of
next winter. But the pamphlet againit
my Ellay, I thought might have appeared
bv this time: for I am fure ]J. Johnfon,
Efq; 1s fingularly qualified for fuch an
undertaking, and could do it as well in
one day as he could in feven years. I
withed to have enriched this Anfwer with
a few {famples of his mathematics, of which
his great difcovery (page 36. 39.) had gi-
ven me a very exalted notion. But as his
pamphlet has not yet (after four months)
appeared, and as I have no doubt that he
had as early intelligence of the printing
of this Anfwer as Dr J. H. had, I prefume
it 1s in vain to expect to {fee his Pamphlet
till after this Anfwer has appeared. I
muit be fatisfied therefore with the honour
of announcing his pamphlet, which will
certainly be expected with impatience and
perufed with avidity. Fof my own part,
I have no doubt that it will infinitely fur-
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