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ADVERTISEMENT,

Prefixed to the ficlt Edition, viz. 4n. 1762.

T HE Author of thefe Sheets has Sormed a defign of offering to the Public,

from time totime, hisObfervations in Anatomy, Surgery, and Midwifery ;
and has therefore given fuch a Title to this Firff Part, as may in fome
“meafure comprehend the whole of his feheme.

The Second Part will contain an account of the Gravid Uterus; zhe
publication of which has been fo long retarded only by the author’s defire of
Jending it into the world with fewer imperfections. In the long interval of
time, fince propofals for executing this work were firff given out, fime
Javourable oppaortunities of making obfervations on this fubjet have occurred,
and, it is hoped, have furnifbed fuch matter of improvement, as may make

- Jome compenjation for the delay.—~—The plates, thuftrating the defeription of
the Gravid Uterus, moff of which have been engraved many years, will be
publifbed feparately in a large folio volume.
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Controverfy relating to any improvement or difcovery in the arts,
when there are complaints of unfair dealing, is an aukward fub-
je&t for a party principally concerned. The writer muft plead

his own caufe; and where he thinks himfelf in the right, and ill-treated,
he will be led to {peak in his own favour, and to the prejudice of another
perfon; both which a man of an ingenuous turn of mind would willingly
avoid. Another difadvantage, under which a writer in fuch a difpute
muft appear, is, that he will often feem to be magnifying trifles, claiming
what is not worth his poffeflion, and proving or denying things of no
confequence ; for the fubject in difpute is often of trivial moment in
itfelf, but becomes important to the parties concerned, when their moral
charaters are affected by it. Hence the reader is naturally firft offended
with an importunate eagernefs in the writer, then tired of fo much about
nothing, and, perhaps, condemns both, without attending to what

either has to fay.

Another circumftance, as unpleafant as either of thofe already men-
tioned, is, thatin order to do juftice to the caufe, it may be neceflary to
fay many things, which an author would wifh to avoid ; he may be
obliged either to fupprefs his evidence, or to call upon his friends, and

ublith the matter of private converfation; in fhort, to mention many
things, which though, for fome reafon or other, it may be difagrtﬁ':lble
to relate them, are yet neceflary in the defence of truth. y

As thefe are the genuine {fentiments of the author of the following pages,
it 1s natural to believe that he would willingly have declined a paper-war
with Dr. Alexander Monro jun. of Edinburgh. But the treatment, which
he has received from that gentleman, has been fo very {ingular, that it was
infifted on by his friends, that he fhould publifh a full flate of the cafe,’
fupported by unqueftionable teftimony. He urged, that his original

complaint again{t Dr. Monro was not worth the attention of the public,
in
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in any other way than as a paragraph in a literary journal ; and that to
an{wer the illiberal cenfures, and expofe the fubterfuges, in the Doctor’s
pamphlet, he fhould be obliged to defcend to things of too trivial a nature
for the notice of the public. They obferved, on the other hand, that this
ftep was become necefJary ; that the neceflity of it would prove its excufe,
&c. They prevailed,

If any part be found to be fevere, it will be the fadls rather than the
language. Juftice calls for fa&ts: the intelligent reader will make his
own refleftions, and will give his cenfure or his approbation, according
to his opinion of the merits, The difpute lies within a {mall compafs;
and the little, that has been already advanced on this fide of the quef-
tion*, is concife and to the point. Dr. Monro’s pamphlet Tis prolix,
“wvague, and without precifion. Thefe are faults which may happen in
controverfial writing, where the caufe is good and the heart upright;
but we more commonly find them where it it is neceflary to flifle truth,
to difguife falfhood, or to throw obfcurity over the whole, that the fair
inquirer may be tired, and forced to declare, that the queltion is too dif-
ficult and perplexed for him to decide.

The acrimony {o remarkable in Dr. Monro’s pamphlet may be exculed
by thofe who entertain a favourable opinion of its author. They will
tell us, that anger is a very natural paflion, and is often an attendant
upon an hopeft heart. We grant it; but ftill it is a fault, inafmuch as it
gives a fufpicion of a weak or of a bad caufe, and of a mind prone to do
an injury ; and experience often verifies the old obfervation, that the ag-

greffor is the moft irreconcileable enemy f,
But

* Critical Review for Nov. 1757, Art. IX. and for Dec. 1757, Art. IX. See Appendix,
No. 111 & V,

¢ Oblervations Anatomical and Phyfiological, &c. Edinburgh, 1758, 8veo.

1 If the reader fhould have forgotien the acrimony of Dr. Monro’s performance, and think
thefe hints too ftrong, we would beg the favour of him to {ay, whether gent/emen treat any liv-
ing charaéter, above the rank of the pillory, in the following manner. In bhis fecond page, he
thinks it bighly probable that Dr. Hunter’s confiience mufl bave rejelled what bis pen affirmed. In
page 4, he eomjeffures that Dr. H.'s intention was fo catch at any cecafion to propagate what was
falle and injurious, being cemfcious that it was fo. P. 1o, he reprefents Dr, H. as drove by the
rage of detraion 1o the myfl frivelous refources. P. 11, he fays, that Dr. H.'s proceedings mauf,
te every man of commen fenfey, appear not only bighly unjufl and malevelent, but equally weak and ridi-
culous : and he mentions fomething as the laf? gffirs whichk Dr. H.s imagination bas been able 4o
Juggel for throwing a reproach upom him,
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But whatI thought the great fault of the performance, was the open
violation of truth and candour. How far I had reafon for taking fuch
offence, the reader will judge. 'The original difpute between us is about
faéts and dates, and does not allow of quibble or evafion., One of us
muft be in the right, the other muft be in the wrong. Therefore, what
relates to the injection of the rubuli teffis, and to the ufe of the lymphatic
vellels, muft be hiftorical, and muft be fupported by fufficient vouchers.
That circumftance has rendered the firft part of this work more tedious
-than I could have withed, The latter part, I flatter myfelf, will be found
both more entertaining, and more ufeful, as it is interfperfed with many
curious experiments and obfervations, particularly on the fubjeét of ab-
forption, and onthe ftate of the feffis in the f@rus, which were made, and
communicated to me, by my brother,

I have added an Appendix, containing all that was publifhed in the
Critical Review, relating to this controverfy, before Dr. Monro wrote his
pamphlet, that the reader may be able to confult thofe papers with eafe,
when he finds them quoted.

If the world fhould think that I ought to have publifhed this defence
fooner, I beg they may recolle& that when my friends firlt engaged me
in it, I only promifed to do it with proper opportunity®. It required a
good deal of time, and I had little to fpare: the fubje& was unpleafant,
and therefore I was very feldom in the humour to take it up: Dr. Mon-
ro’s performance did not hurt me with my friends, and I was lefs folicitous
what others might think of me : no perfon could fuffer by the delay, but
myfelf : and, asI well knew that I could make every thing very clear, I
thought it of no confequence whether I appealed to the public a little
fooner or later,

* Critical Review, Vol. VL p. 316.
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Of the InjeQions of the Teffis

this {ubje&, in the following words.

“ About the beginning of November, 17352, in prefence of Mr.
“ QGalhie, and fome others, I inje@ed the Pas deférens in the human body
¢ with mercury, and by that method filled the whole Epididymis, and
¢ the tubes that come out from the body of the Teffés to form it: and
* obferved, in this operation, that the mercury continued to run, and
¢ the body of the T¢flis to become gradually more turgid and heavy,
¢ for fome time after the external parts were compleatly filled. I
¢ fhewed this preparation next night at my public letture, faid that I
¢ helieved we fhould find the internal zubuli likewife filled, but that I
¢* would not venture to open it, till I had got another, left I fhould
¢ f{poil what was already a‘valuable preparation; and delired my brother
“ to lofe no opportunity of making the trial.

 This was communicated as a piece of anatomical news to Dr. Do-
 nald Monro, then at Edinburgh, by a letter from Dr. Garrow, phy-
“ fician at Barnet, fome time in the fame month,

“ In fome fuch time as a week or fortnight, after the firlt public
* demonftration, my brother made the trial, and fucceeded. He fhewed
“ me the Te¢ffis opened, and the tubular internal fubfance very generally
“ filled with mercury. This preparation, which I flill preferve, I
“ fhewed at my public le€ture, that very evening, with marks of being
“¢ pleafed with the difcovery. In my next courfe of leftures, viz, Feb.
“ &ec. 1753, and in every courfe {ince that time, I have fhewn the
¢ fame, and fome other preparations of the fame kind ; and always gave
¢¢ the hiflory of the difcovery, to avoid taking that fhare of it from my
¢ brother which belonged to him.”

Whether this was a fair relation of fa&s, though unplealant to Dr.
Alexander Monro jun, or whether it was falfe, and confequently moft
impudent and weak, becaufe it could have been difproved by an hundred

living ‘witneffes, the reader will determine, when he confiders the fol-
B lowing

INthﬁ year 1757, I informed the public # what I had done upon

* Critical Review for Nov. 1757, Art. IX. See Appendix, No. IIL
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lowing teftinonies *. That he may betier underftand them, I beg leave
to obferve, that I have always given two courfes of lectures every winter,
each courfe lafting about three months. The firlt, and what is called the
Autumn courfe, is finifhed before New-years-day; and the fecond,
called the Spring courfe, begins about the 2cth of January.

Mr. Galhie, of Spital-fquare, furgeon, the gentleman abovementioned,.
in the account he gives me under his hand, fays;

« Having made no memorandum of the T¢flss, in which your brother
¢ had filled the internal tubes with mercury, I cannot be pofitive as to
¢ the precife time it appeared at le¢tures ; I remember, indeed, that the
« preparation was made within a few weeks after you had inje&ed the
“ firft Teflis; and, as it was fhewn to the pupils the fame evening it
“ was finithed, 7# mufi without dsude have been publicly demonftrated.
¢ fometime in the autumn courfe, 1752.

Spital-fquare, R. GaLHIE™
Nov. 24, 1758.

Mr. Watfon, of Marlberough-fireet, furgeon and reader of anatomy -+,
has given the following account of the matter.

« In the beginning of the Autumn courfe of the year 1752, Dr..
¢« Hunter got a Teftis, filled it, and fhewed it at public le@ture. In
¢ this preparation, the whole Epididymis, and the ducts between it
¢« and the body of the T¢fiis were all diftended with mercury; and, al-
« though the mercury had pafled very probably into the body of the
“ Teftss, yet the Dr. did not care to run any hazard of fpoiling fo fine
¢ a preparation to demonftrate this circumf{tance. 1 cannot charge my
« memory with the exal time; but I very well recolle&, that it was
“ put a few days after when I faw the whole Epididymis, the communi-
“ cating Tubuli, and the Tubuli in the body of the Tejtis, finely filled
¢“ with mercury. Iremember perfeitly well, that I firlt faw this {fecond

‘¢ preparation

* Let me once for all do juftice to the charafter of every gentleman, who has done me

the favour of giving his evidence in this difpute, by declaring, that none of them were

officious witnefles; and that none of them meant to take part with cither fide, but to fay
what they knew to be truth, when application was made to them for that purpofe.

+ I take the cpportunity with pleafure of doing this gentleman the fame juflice, that I
did him at my leCtures with regard to his obfervations upon the T2/7is, by declaring that he
firft thewed me the ducts coming out from the Teflis to form the Epididpmis, in a preparation
where he had traced them by dilfeCtion with great accuraey.
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¢ preparation in the Dr’s ftudy, one evening after leQure. Both thele
¢ preparations were produced and demonfirated by the Dr. in the
¢ Autumn courfe of the year 1752; the one within a few doys of the
¢ other. In this relation of fa&s, I have firicily adhered to truth; nor
¢ have I declared more than I was an eye-witnefs to.

Great-Marlbro® Street, Henry WaTson”
Oé&. 26, 1758.

Mr. Davenport, of Norfolk-ftreet, furgeon, fays;

¢ I declare that I attended both the firft and fecond courfe of leCtures,
¢ of the winter, 1752-3, with Dr. Hunter, and remember diftinilly,
¢ that it was i one and the fame courfe, that Dr. Hunter firlt thewed
‘¢ the Epididymis, and the internal Tubuli Teftis, filled with quickfilver *.
¢ To the beft of my remembrance, and from confulting my notes, it
“ was in the courfe of O&tober, November, and December, 17352.

London, R. DAvVENPORT.
O¢ct. 24, 1758

Mr. Davies, of King-ftreet, furgeon, gives me the following at-
teftation,

¢ | attended Dr. Hunter’s courfe of le&ures of Oéober, November,
“ and December, 1752, and can declare with the {triteft truth, that,
¢ in that wvery courf¢ he fhewed his pupils firlt the Epididymis, and
" ¢ then the internal fubftance of the T¢ftss, filled with quickfilver.

King-Street, Covent-Garden, GARLAND DAviEs.”
O&. 26, 1758.

Mr. Pile, of Parliament-ftreet, Weltminfter, writes as follows ;

¢ ] attended Dr. Hunter’s courfe of le€tures of O&ober, November,
¢ and December, 1752, and remember diftinétly, that in that time he
¢¢ {thewed publicly firt the Epididymis filled compleatly with quick-
¢ filver, and then the internal Tubuli of the Teftis likewife filled with
¢ quickfilver.

Parliament- ftreet,

O&. 25, 1758. DoM. Pire.”
B2 Mr.

* This is as much to our purpofe, as if he had remembered the very month and day, be-
caufe Dr. Garrow’s letter (admitted by Dr. Monro) proves that the firft preparation was
fhewn in the Autumn courfe, 1752.
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Mr. Nicolay, of Green-ftreet, Leicelter-fquare, furgeon, gives me the
following teftimony.

¢ [ attended Dr. Hunter’s Autumn courfe of le@ures of O&ober,
«¢ November, and December, 1752, and feveral other courfes afterwards,
¢ and do declare, that I was prefent when he firlt fhewed the Epididy-
“ mis filled with quickfilver, and likewife when he, fome days afterwards,
¢« fhewed the internal Tufu/i filled in the fame manner. Both were
¢ exhibited in one and the fame courfe *,

¢ So far as rclates to what was done in public, I do atteft the truth
¢ of what he has faid upon this fubjeét, in the ninth article of the
¢ Critical Review for November, 17357.

Green-{trect, Cuaris. Nicoray.”
Nov. 24, 1758
It is time to conclude this chapter. The candid reader is left to make
his own reflections upon it; he will fee that it is a full anfwer to all
the reafoning in Dr. Monro's pamphict, relative to this part of the
difpute; and the Do&tor will obferve that I have been difpofed to oblige:
him He defired me +, fo produce the nﬂrmmy of fome few of the number
o faw the preparation in queftiony in my Autumn courfe, fir the yecr

I;JE

G ~RA AP i
Of the Origin and Ufe of the Lymphatic Veflels.

TIIIE. bufinefs of this chapter is indeed a little more complex than

that of the preceding; yet a reader who is converfant with anato-
mical and phyfiological fubjefls will find the demonflration as clear, and
the teftimonies as {irong.

The authors of the Critical Review, in their account of Dr. Alexander
Monro’s book upon the Lymphatics §, did me the honour of writing
the following paragraph, which the reader will find neceflary to be pre-
mifed for underftanding this part of the difpute.

W

* This likewife is the fame thing as faying that it was in the Autumn courfe, 1752..
+ In the Gxtecnth page,
1 Catical Review for Sept. 1557, Art. VIII.  See Appendix, No. L
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Of the Origin and Ufe of the Lymphatic Veflels. 5

¢ Dr. Monro fays, the difcovery he has made with refpe& to the
lymphatics, was owing to experiments afcertained four years ago.
Now, Dr. Hunter has read public letures in anatomy cleven years,

and, in every courfe, made the following oblervations on the lymphatic

veins: That whereas the moft generally received opinion was, that
they were a continuation of lymphatic arteries; he, on the contrary,
believed them to be the fyflem of abforbing wveffols, and that they began
from all the internal and external furfaces of the body. This belief
he founded on thefe reafons: Every body allows, that all the furfaces
of the body are bibulous, or provided with ablorbent veflels, by
which, mercury applied to the fkin, colle@ions of water in the breaft,
belly, or in the cellular membrane, &ec. are occafionally taken up,
conveyed into the circulation, and. flrained oif again by fecretion.
That the lymphatic veins perform this office, feems probable, from
the following remarks: I cannot injeét them, as other veins, by filling
the arterial fyflem; fo that, in all probability, they are not continua-
tions of the arteries. I have fometimes obferved in inje@ting, that
they were immediately filled with wax, when the arteries burit, and
the wax was effufed into the cellular membrane. This looks, as if
they took their rife from thofe cells, like the veins in the fpung}’ part
of the Penss. If they were continuations of arteries, why fhould
they be fo pIEﬂtlﬁ.Hy pl’nu.;d with valves, which are not found in
the other veins of the Fifcera? But the moft firiking argument, is the
analogy between the i}mplmncs and lacteals: thefe two fyflems are,
to all appearance, the fame in their coats, in their valves, in their
manner of ramifying, in their paflage through the lymphatic or con-
globate glands, and in their termination, viz., in the route of the
chyle. As they are perfe@tly fimilar, in every other refped, we muft
fuppofe them to be fo in their origin and ufe. The lafteals are known
to begin from the {urface of the inteftines, and to be the abforbents
of thofe parts. There is no difference but the name. The fame
vellels are called /aéleals in the inteftines, and Aymphatics in the other
parts of the body. This doétrine explains the ufe of valves in the
lymphatics. In other veins, whether large or {mall, the fluid is fup-
poled tomove onwards by an smpezus received in the arterial fyftem ;
but the cafe is not the fame in veflels that fuck up a fluid from a
furface. Thele require valves, that every lateral preflure upon them
may have the effe& of an impulle at the beginning of .the canal, in
driving the fluid onward™towards their termination, This do&trine

{3 {!1:'-



6 Of the Origin and Ufe of the Lymphatic Veflels.

““ of the lymphatics is farther confirmed by the abforption and progrefs
““ of the venecreal poifon. The latteals were difcovered, traced, and
¢ their ufe afcertained from the circumftance of a manifeft and parti-
¢ cular colour in their contents, upon fome occafions at lealt. We have
“ not the fame advantage, with refpeét to the lymphatics ; but, in them,
¢ what we cannot trace with the eye, we find out by the effefls of this
““ poifon. We know from obfervation, that this virus may be taken in
‘¢ at any particular part of the body, and thence diffufe itfelf over the
““ whole conftitution. 'We muft fuppofe it abforbed by the fame
¢ veflels that abforb its antidote mercury, or any thing elfe, that is
““ carried into the mafs of blood by ablorption. Thefe things being
““ of a more inoffenfive nature, pafs unobferved: but this poifon, from
““ its irritating and deftruétive quality, is apt to raifc difturbance in its
¢« paflage, before it reaches far enough to mix with the blood. Hence
““ the lymphatic glands, through which every abforbed liquor muft
¢ pafs, are {o often the parts firft affeCted by the wvenereal taint, when
¢ it is {preading its contagion through the conflitution. This is the
¢« theory of the venereal éwbo. 1f the infetion be received in the moft
“ common way, the bubo happens in the groin, becaule the lymphatics
“ of the genitals pafs through the inguinal glands; but, if the in-
““ feCtion be received at the hand,*(a cafe that fometimes occurs) the
““ bubo, for the like reafon, is formed in the arm-pit: when the difeafe is
¢« communicated by the lips, the glands of the neck inflame and tumify.

« This is the very eflence of Dr. Monro's treatife; and thefe obfer-
¢ yations have been publicly made by Dr. Hunter to his pupils, for the
« {pace of eleven years, &c.”

This piece of criticifm occafioned an anonymous letter being fent to
the authors of the Critical Review ®, which Profeflor Monro jun. tells
us was written by his father 4: upon which I was defired by thofe
gentlemen to furnifh them with a concife account of the fadts relating
to the controverted point. I .drew up fuch an account, and they publith-
ed it with the abovementioned anonymous letter, in the Critical Re-
view for November 1757 1. It was as follows, * Ever fince 1 firft read
¢« anatomical leftures, in 1746, among other things a little out of
“ the common way of thinking, I have advanced the do@rine of the
¢ lymphatics being the fyftem of abforbing veffels, and have fupported

L1 my
* Sec Appendix, No. II.

t See his note at the bottom of the fecond page.
1 See Appendix, No. Il
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« my opinien by {uch arguments and experiments as are mentioned in
“ your Review of lalt September. 'This appears by the MS {yllabus
¢ of my lettures, which I have ufed in public from the beginning ;
« by many MSS of my letures in the hands of thofe who have ftudied
¢ with me; and by the general teftimony of thofe who have done me
“ that honour, I have many vouchers in my poffeffion from gentlemen
“ who have attended my leCtures, and 1 appeal particularly to the
“ following gentlemen, who are all profeflors or readers of anatomy
« now living; Dr. Collignon, profeffor of anatomy at Cambridge;
¢ Dr. Smith, reader of anatomy at Oxford; Mr. Hamilton, profeflor
« of anatomy at Glafgow ; Mr. Cleghorne, reader of anatomy at Dub-
« lin; Mr. Watfon, reader of anatomy in London; Mr. Galhie, of
“ London, and demonftrator or diffeCtor for the profefior of Cambridge.
¢ So that the faét of my having taught this doérine, and fupported it
« by fuch arguments, for a number of years at my public leQures,
« cannot, I think, admit of a difpute.

So I thought, and fo I fuppofe every reader, but the two Edinburgh
profeflors, will think, Now, to remove all peflibility of doubt upon
this fubject,. 1 fhall fubjoin fome paflages of letters fent to me upon this
occafion, and for the moft part taken literally from MS notes, written by
gentlemen for their own ufe, while they attended my leQlures. 1 would:
not wafte the reader’s time, by printing their letters at full length, but
fhall extra&t juft fo much, as to fhew that every argument, which I
alluded to in the preceding hiftory, was not only delivered by me at
public leGtures, but s now 2o be found in manufiripts written from my
lecturesy, before Dr. Alexander Monro pretends te have taken up the
thought, or made the difcovery : for it was not till (or after) the fummer,.
1753 % that he received ¢ the firft hint, that the lymphatics were not
« continued from the arteries ; but that they came from the cellular
¢ membranes, and confequently were abforbents --.”

In

* See page 22, 23, and 24, of his pamphlet.

+ Shall we call the year 1753, fortunate or unfortunate for Alexander Monre, jun. Pro.
feffor? Surely it was a remarkable year. He was then a ffudent of anatomy, and in rhat one
year made three difeoveriess viz. he filled the Tubuli Teflis with quickfilver, found out that the
i}'mphaticﬁ were abforbents, and {aw the orifices, and introduced briftles into the dufls of the
lachrymal gland in the human body. If he goes en at the fame rate, he will become a pro-
digy. DBut it was rather anferfunate, that Dr. Hunter fhould have done, and publicly taught,
the very fame three things before that time ; and that he fhould be able to prove that a MS of
his leftures was ae that time in the bands of fludents at Edinburgh, in which there was fome-
thing more than a bimt about the lymphatics, as we fhall fee hereafter.
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In juflice to the gentlemen, who have favoured me with the following
extradls, I muft beg the reader to remember that they were not written
for the prefs, but as memorandums for private ufe: therefore the moft
ample allowance is to be made for the drefs in which they appear. One
of thefe gentlemen, after trand cribing what he finds in his notes, fays,
“ [ hope you will excufe any inaccuracy in thefe notes, as you well
“ know how difficult it is for young anatomifts'to carry off the particu-
“ lars of any le@ure, in which both their cars and their eyes are em-
“ ployed.” Another fays, “ This is all1 can find in my journal, re-
¢ lative to the topics mentioned in your letter; it is very poflible, I
““ may have miflapprchended you in fome points, and omitted material
¢ arguments to prove others, as I was abfent fome days, and my notes
“ were all taken from memory*after leGture, and thrown together in a
““ hafty carelefs manner.” In the laft place it muft be {fuppofed, that
my lelure was not always precifely the fame. The longer I confidered
the fubje, 1 fpoke with more firmnefs, and colleGted more proofs of
the do@rine; and as I always {poke principally from memory, we may
imagine the arguments, brought at different times to fupport it, were
not alua} s the fame, nor ranged in the fame order.

Mr. Symons of Exeter, furgeon, attended my firlt courfe of le@ures,
in 1746, and the three following courfes, and likewife affifted me in
diffeGtions. He writes to me from Exeter, June 13, 1759, thus: <]
“ {hall endeavour from recclle&tion, and the afliftance of notes taken at
¢ your le@ures, to fet forth the do&rine you taught, concerning the

¢ lymphatics, the two firft years you read.----= and then told us you
“ thought the lymphatics were abforbent veflels, and that valves are
¢¢ neceffary where there is no propelling force.----When fpeaking of the

¢ Teftis, you told us if we made a hole, through the Tunica Albuginea,
¢ broke or bruifed the Twbuli, we might diftend the lymphatics by
¢« blowing into its {ubflance ¥. - You aflured us that the Receptaculum

€6 Cﬁf&

* This experiment I learned from Dr. Nicolls, when I attended his le€lures, and I have
flill a preparation of a horfe’s T¢fis begun by him and finifhed under his direction, in which
v vail number of lymphatics are filled by this method. Mr. Weltbrook, of Dartmouth-ftreet,
very well remembers the pr cparation. He was prefent and affifted when it was made; fo
was Mr. Young, furgeon, of Soho-fquare. 1 .-_:":Lr-.-.-.-ardﬁ filled the lymphatics in a calf’s {pleen
siation. Thefe things firft made me think they 'were as to ongin and ufe like
the lafleals, which they re ._mlstf' fo much in other circumitances: and this opinicn was
cvery day more and more confirmed by innumerable anatomical experiments and obfer-

hich 1 was then wholly employed. ‘The abforption and progrefs of poifon as a
['Tl'rf-f
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% Chyli might be filled, before the feparation of the T¢ftss from the
¢ body by the above method.”

Dr. Collignon, profeflor of anatomy at Cambridge, attended my
le@ures in the beginning of the year 1747, but not till the courfe had
been fome time begun. 1In his letter to me from Cambridge, Nov. 13.
1757, in anfwer ‘to a paragraph in my letter to him about this dif-
puted doctrine, he fays; ‘¢ I always imagined, that the doctrine of the
‘¢ lymphatics, as defcribed by you in the third paragraph, and which I
“ held as orthodox, was delivered by you at your le@ures; but the length
“ of time elapfed fince 1'had the pleafure of attending them, my having
“ omitted to takes any notes, and the frequent intercourfe which L have had
* with many of your pupils for fome years, make it impolhble for me
“ to recollet with certainty, whether I firft had it from your own
“ mouth, or colle@ed it from fucceeding pupils.”

Mr. Hamilton, profeflor of anatomy at Glafgow, who attended my
leGtures in 1748, and again in 1749, in a letter to me, dated Glafgow,
Nov. 21. 1757, fays; * From what I heard in your le&tures, and from
¢ fome converfations with your brother, 1 learned the method of de-
““ monftrating the lymphatics by blowing into the excretory duéts of
‘¢ the glands and fubftance of the T¢ftis. 1 have by me a preparation,
¢ which 1 had from your brother, where, from an extravafation, a
“ number of veffels are filled, which appear to be lymphatics, and
““ which I keep to demonftrate them. Your demonftration of their
¢ fimilarity to the laceals, I have adopted fince I read here; though
* always with the candour of owning you as the author of that, and
* a number of other things.”

Mr. Watfon, reader of anatomy, and furgeon to the Middlefex
hofpital, has favoured me with a long letter on this fubjelt, dated

C Aug.
proof of this dofirine firft came into my mind upon reading what Mr. Freke fays upon

the caufe and cure of the venereal bubo, fometime after the publication of his Art of heal-

I made enquiry among furgcons that were much employed in venereal

ing in 1748. S 5
‘rom that

cafes, and in inoculation; and all their obfervations confirmed my hypothefis.
time, I ufed the argument drawn from the abforption of poifons. In the fpring, 1753, I
attended a cafe with Dr. Pitcairn, which confirmed this doétrine, as I obferved to him at
the time : And much about the fame time, Dr. Macaulay had a very painful inflammation
in his h:l.l'ld, from fcrﬁtching his ﬁngc::r in D[u;ning a1 morbid dead 'rmdj-f; a red and pai:lful
line ran up from his finger towards the armpit, and there terminated in a painful fwel-
ling: he afked me, what I thuught it was, if a nerve, or what? My brother and I, upen
fecing it, gave our opinion, that it was a lymphatic veflel inflamed by the poifon which
it had taken in. The Dotor remembers this circumftance particularly well.
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Aug. 27. 1760, of which I fhall give fuch parts only as are dire&tly
to the points in queftion.

¢ waae | keep to no particular dates, as not being material; fince
« from my firft attending your anatomical le€tures in the year 1748, to
« within a year or two I believe of Dr. Monro jun. his attending them,
¢ | have heard you deliver yourfelf, over and over again, fometimes
“ in a fhorter way, and fometimes much more fully on the fame fub-
“ jeft.----You fpoke indeed at firft with all that modefly a man would
¢ do, who thought he had reafon to difagree with the common received
¢ opinion, and you grew more pofitive only as you had ftronger
““ conviction. .

¢« ——--You could not fay what was their (Lymphatics) precife be-
“ ginning.---You believed they were not continuations from arteries,
“ but a particular fyflem of wveffels by themfelves, the true abforbents. In
¢ {fome fucceeding courles, you declared you was fully convinced of
“ this, becaufe you had never been able to inject them. If continuations
¢ of the arteries, why not injet them, fince we do inje& the lymphatic
« arteries ?---You never could fill them by injefting the artery, till you.
¢ had made an extravafation in the cellular membrane. You thought
“ them the abforbing weffels, becaufe they have vailves, as the lac-
¢ teals have, which are known to be abforbing veffels.-—~~Why fhould .
¢ they (Lymphatics) have valves in the Viftera, when the veins have
‘ none ? 'Which you anfwered by obferving that la&eals have no im-.
‘« petus from the arteries, as the veins have; therefore they. are fur-
“ nifhed with valves, and for the fame reafon thefe lymphatics hawe
“ valves.----You particularly defired us to attend to what happens with
* regard to the progrefs of the venereal poifon.---It was readily ab-
¢ forbed by the Penis, and conveyed to the firft neighbouring
¢ lymphatic gland: thus from the Penss to the Inguwem: but if re-
““ ceived by the finger, it would then be as readily conveyed to the
« axillary glands; thefe being the two places, where the Bubdo is
# commonly formed.

“ You told us---You had traced the ]vmphat:—::s from the Teftis
“ of a dog into the thoracic duct *.---You informed us, the lvmphatics:

i m‘gh't

* The reader will better underftand the reafon of this obfervation, when I have told
him that, in fhewing the lymphatics diftended with air in the horfe’s Teflie, 1 ufed to fay
that in the preparation indeed it might be doubted, whether they were lymphatics or
veins 3 but that I was certain they were lymphatics, becaufe 1 Lad inflated them by the fame

method



Of the Origin and Ufe of the Lymphatic Veflels. 1i

« might be demon(irated  either by blowing into the artery, or by
« making a ligature on the emulgent vein in a living dog; for in cach
¢ way they will be diftended: but you obferved at the fame time,
¢ that thefe experiments were no proofs of their being continued from
¢ arteries, as the cafe might be the fame as in inje&ing.---You pro-
¢ duced before us, a preparation of the Teftis from a horle, in which the
*“ artery was injefled red, and the lymphatics dried hollow, diftended
¢ with air, which you told us had been thrown into them by inflating
¢t the cellular membrane.---1 think 1 could recolle® fome few more
¢ particulars upon this fubje@: but I fhall give nothing from memory,
¢ not caring to truft to it, at this diftance of time. What I have here
« faid is a mere relation of falls, extracted from the notes I have taken
¢ at your leCtures.”

Dr. D'Urban, in his letter to me from Richmond, Nov. 12. 1757,
fays, ¢ I have been looking into the notes I made from your leCures,
¢ in the beginning of the year 1749, and---fhall tranfcribe the para-
¢« graph juft as it flands.

¢ Lymphatics] A preparation of the lymphatics of a horfe's Te/fé/s ¥,
¢ ...] do not believe them continuations of the feriferous arteries, but
¢ abforbent veffels placed in every interftice of the body, which take up
 any fluid, thrown into the Abdsmen or any other cavity ; as is feen
« from daily experience. I have injeéted the fpleen, which is full of
¢ lymphatics, with the moft fubtle injetions, filled every branch of
« the artery or vein, when after tying the vein, and forcing the in-
« jection till the veflel burft, immediately on the extravafation the
¢ lymphatics became filled. ' This I have tried more than once, with
¢« the fame fuccefs. Hence I conclude they are not a continuation of,
* por have any communication with the arteries 1.

Ca Dr.

method in a2 dog, when the Teffis was not feparated from the body, and traced them all the
way up to the thoracic duct.

* The preparation above-mentioned, where the lymphatics are filled by blowing into the
{ubftance of the Teflis, and which I have generally produced at my lectures both as a (pecimen
of thofe veffels, and as a proof of the doftrine. The reader is defired here to obferve, that
I had then a preparation, and {hewed it, of the lymphatics of the Teffss filled in this man-
ner ; and Profeffor Hamilton had from my brother a preparation of the lymphatics filled
by extravafation. Bur, nutwithﬁanding all this, Profeffor Monro has the modcﬂ}- to affert,
(pag. 43-) that * Dr. Hunter never had made any fuch experiments or preparations, nor
“ even imagined the thing poffible.”

+ This gentleman (Dr. D'Urban) ftudied at Edinburgh, in the winter 1752-3, after
having attended my leCtures, was acquainted with Alexander Monro jun. then a ftudent,

and
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Dr. Smith, reader of anatomy at Oxford, gives me the following
extra@ from notes taken at my Autumn courfe of leCtures, 17350. < If
¢ you blow or throw water into an artery or vein in the liver or {pleen,
«« &c. you can raife the lymphatic veins : hence alfo they were thought
¢ to be continuations of the lymphatic arteries; but I doubt it, for on
« injeing the fpleen, I could not throw the injettion into the lym-

« phatics

and received particular civilities (as he exprefles himfelf in his letter to me) from Profeffor
Monro fenior. The reader might now admire the clofenefs and neatnefs of Dr. Monro's
reafoning, in_his 35th page, &c. e there * evidently proves” that what 1 faid fo ftrong.
ly in Dr. D'Urban’s prefence, in the beginning of the year 1749 was * gleaned from his
Inaugural Diflertation” in the year 1755. The Profeflor writes thus, page 35, “ But I
¢ fhall evidently prove, that before that time, (viz. January, 1756) he never made the moft
¢ material remarks, and the only ones which lay the ground-work for a juft and allowable
¢ conclufion; but that he gleaned them from my ineugural differtation, which 1 prefented
“ to him on my coming to London.—Such are the two firft experiments, with which he
¢ fets out, by means of which enly, what had pafled for politive and dire& proofs of
¢ Jymphatic arteries, can be refuted.

< That the lymphatic weins perform this ¢ffice (viz. of abforption,) feems probable, fays Dr.
« Hunter, from the follswing remarks.

¢y, I cannot injeit them as cther veins, by filing the arterial fyfem; fo that, in all prebability;
¢ they are nat continuations of the arteries.

w o I bave ﬁmdfmfs ahfm;d’ in r'r.j;'n!}‘frfg, that I'.E?e:}' TwEre fmm::ffﬂfr{'v ﬁ'fnlf wwith suax aoben the
“ grteries burfly and the wax was effufed into the cellular membrave. This lacks as if they took
& sheir rife from thefe cells, like the veins in the fpuncy part of the Penis”

Let the reader, for the fake of amuflement, compare thefe two arguments with Dr. D'Ut=
ban’s and the other teftimonies, and then read Dr. Monro’s book from page 36 to page 43,
and he will fee by this fpecimen, what fort of a profeflor we have to deal with.-
« Thefe experiments therefore being fully explained and infifted upon in my Inewgural
« Différtationy (viz. in 1755.) which the Doctor had perufed, it is poffible he might have
¢ firft learnt them from it,” (very poflible indeed to have extrated the knm-.*l::d%: of 1749
from that of 1755.) * That he did colle& them in this way only, and never had made
“ or imagined any fuch experiments before, the fequel does not allow us to doubt. In the.
“ firft place, the Doctor’s dry manner of relating them, &c.” After a chain of fenfible and"
correft reafoning, he concludes thus, (page 45.) ¢ It is therefore moft evident, that Dr..
« Hunter never had made any fuch experiments or preparations, nor cven imagined the
“ thing poflible : and confequently he firft learmed from my inaugural differtation, and:
“ from the one 1 publifhed (afterwards) at Berlin, that the common experiments offered
¢ a5 direft proofs of lymphatic arteries could be refuted by experiments. Hence he is, in
“ this refpeét, not only guilty of a felf-convi€ting plagiarifm from me; but, by attempting:
“ to turn my own cxperiments and words againft myfelf, as ftolen from him, has added
 an abufe to injury.”

Give us leave to add, that by the fame reafoning it s mef# evident, that our. poffeffor
ig not only a clofe and clear reafoner, and a fair and candid enquirer after truth, but an
elegant and delicate writer.
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« phatics till the artery was ruptured, and then it got into the lympha-

« tic veflels. Befides, why fmall valves in the lymphatics, if veins, when

« other veins of the abdomen have none? They feem to be abforbents

« of a fine fluid, to be conveyed into the receptacle of the chyle, for di-

¢ lution, &c. We find the lateals, which are allowed to be abforbents,

‘¢ have valves ; and the reafon is, that on the lealt motion, the progreflive

¢ circulation may be accelerated. The lymphatics therefore feem to-
¢ begin from cells and furfaces.” His notes upon the lymphatics of the

Teftis, run thus, ¢ Dr. Nicholls cut through the aelbuginea into the

«« {ubftance of the tefticle, and blowed with a blow-pipe: He raifed

¢ the lymphatics along the tefticle, and running up the fpermatic rope;.
¢ and as a pmnf that they are not veins, I have traced them in a dog

« up to the receptacle of the chyle.”-=--He adds, ¢ That I was quite fatis-

¢ fied with your account about the nature and ufe of the lymphatics,

« and therefore taught it ever fince I began recading here, is not to be

* made a queftion. The firft courfe of znatomy that I read for myfelf,

¢¢ began November 21, 1753.”

Mr. Davenport of Norfolk-ftreet, attended my courfe of O&ober
1751, and {feveral fucceeding courfes. He gives me the following literal
tranfcript of notes, which he took down in that firft courle.

¢ Some aflert, that thefe lymphatic veflels alfo originally take rife from
# the extremities of arteries; which, they tell you, may be proved in the
* dead fubje@ by tying the vein, and then inflating the artery, as they enter
“ the fpleen or kidney, for inftance ; or in the living, by making your li-
s« gature; either of which methods, fay they, will make thefe veflels
« very confpicnous. But, both thefe experiments are fallacious, and
« prove nothing; for this appearance never comes out in either, till the
« air or fluids have made themfelves a paflage, by deftroying other ten-
¢¢ der parts that naturally oppofed them *,——----The tefticles have alfo

¢ lymphatics,

* Profeflor Monro (pag- 20, 21.) by way of introduétion to his {ubjedl, tells usthe arguments
by which former anatomifts were perfuaded that lymphatics were continuations of arteries
(particularly air, water, and quickfilver, pafling readily from- the arteries into them) and
then adds, * Without therefore acconnting in fome otherway for thefe experiments, and
“¢ refuting the arguments drawn from them, to propofe a contrary opinion as a remarkable ~
. difmvcr}r, is certainly I:rttraying a very weak and precipitate manner of hurr}ring to comn-
“ clufions, contradifted by premifes.” Dr. Hunter, as we {ee by this evidence, accounted
for thefe experiments in another way, viz. by extravafation. Dr. Monro did the fame feveral
years afterwards. Iwill truft the reader for fecing the force of this ; and now beg of him to read
Dr. Monro from p. 50 to the end of that chapter : but left he thould not be able to give himfelf

that entertainment readily, from not having Dr. Monro’s pamphlet immediately at hand, I will
de
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¢ Jymphatics, though too fmall to be demonfirated otherwife than by
“ Dr. Nicolls’ experiment of inflating them with air, conveyed by a
“ blow-pipe.”

He tells me the following was an additional note, taken at a {ubfe-
quent lecture, to the beft of his recolle@ion and belief in the year fol-
lowing, viz. 17352,

“ As the veins called Bartholine’s lymphatics are too minute to be
¢ traced to their origin, anatomifts are not agreed from whence they
“ arife. 'The generality take them to be continuations of {mall arteries;
¢ and their proofs are by no means trivial, if it be true, (as it is afferted),
¢ that by making a ligature upon the vein proceeding from any gland,
¢ you will fee the lymphatic veflels of that gland greatly diftended, as of
¢ the kidney for example. And they tell us too, that by driving air into
«¢ an artery in the dead fubje&t, you inflate thefe veins; and thus demon-
¢ ftrate the truth of this do&trine. Notwithftanding thefe {pecious ar-
« guments, however, Mr. Hunter is clearly of opinion, that thefe veins
“ are rather the abforbents arifing from all the different cavities of the
“ body, as the wvefica wrinaria, fellis, veficule feminales, 8c. &c.=m=-- A
¢ ftrong prefumptive argument at leaft in {upport of this notion, is the
¢¢ clofe analogy they in many circumftances bear to the lateals; for thefe
¢ rife like the lymphatics, have little elfe than the kneading motion in
“* refpiration to promote the progrefs of the chyle, and are furnifhed with
“ valves at due diftances, that the chyle may be always fure of pafling
““ on to the receptaculum chylr, and duflus thoracicus.----- The fame place
¢ of termination have all the lymphatics ; in like manner are thefe pro-
¢ vided with innumerable little valves; their coats are thin and fine as
¢ the lalleals ; they anaftomofe frequently like them ; and in fhort, feem

“ in

do him the pleafure of tranferibing one paragraph (from page 52,) which in every line fhows
an eafe in writing, and a firmnefs of mind, almolft bt‘}rmld conception. *¢ ] have, however,
“ clearly proved” fays the profeflor, * that Dr. Hunter never had fhewn any preparations,
“ nor made experiments on the lymphatics, from which any conclufion relating to their
“ origin could poflibly be drawn: and that, fo far from pretending to explain or refute the
experiments of Nuck, Cowper, Lifler, &c. in proof of lymphatic arteries, he never fo
much as mentioned them. Confequently Dr. Hunter's pretenfions to even the fmalleft
thare of what he is pleafed to call,” (which by the b}'{: I never did) *¢ the im'p.:lra'pu.r J.ir};-
“ wery, that the valvular lymphatic veffels are a fyflem of abforbent wveins, are evidently founded
““ on a declaration or conclufion contradicted by premifes. And this conclufion, fo far from
meriting praife, can enly be faid not to deferve cenfure, on the fuppofition, that he was
ignorant of what had been done on the fubjett.”
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in nothing to differ from each other, but in the nature of the fluids

““ they convey, &c.”

Mr. Cleghorne of Dublin, reader of anatomy, who attended my

leGures in the beginning of the year 1751, fends me the following ex-
tract from his notes.
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¢ The Lymphatic Veins.
¢« Wednefday, Jan. 23. The origin commonly affigned to the lym-
phatics {eems to be falfe.----Small veins that arife from correfponding
arteries have no valves, the lymphatics numerous valves, (though not
at fuch regular diftances as authors paint them). Hence, it is probable
they are made up of the fmall abforbent veins that come from the
different parts of the body; and therefore have the fame occafion for
valves as the lacteals, &c.----
¢ N, B. The lymphatics demonftrated in a calf’s milt, by cutting the
external coat and throwing in air.
¢ Thurfday March 7. The lymphatics appear in livers long kept,
being diftended with air generated by putrefation.”
Mr. Davies of King-ftreet, Covent-garden, furgeon, fays, ¢ The
following 1s a literal extract of the notes I made when I had the plea-
fure of attending your courfe of leQures January 1750-1; fpeaking
of the lymphatics.----- According to Mr. Hunter, their origin more
probably from all the cavities and interftices of the parts of the bo-
dy.-----From the common method of raifing them in the fpleen and
teftes—-=-- from analogy with the la@eals.-----Hence Mr. Iunter will
have them to be the abforbents.
““ As this was the firft courfe of anatomy that I had attended, I was
not able to write my notes fo fully ; in the next courle (to wit, in Oc-
tober 1751) I find that, upon the fubje@ of. lymphatics, I have been
a little more particular.----My notes begin thus: There are two kinds
of lymphatic veins: the one kind, are thofe in.which the lympha-
tic arteries terminate, and whofe contents go with the blood, as thofe of
other veine, into the heart; the other kind are the Iymphatics of Bartho-
line, which are, &c. After the defcription of them in my notes, comes
this paragraph : Mr. Hunter’s own private opinion, that thefe lymphatics
of Bartholine are nothing but the true abforbents of the body; and that
they have their origin from all'the cavities, furfaces, and interftices
of the parts of the body: His reafons . are, 1. the common method
of raifing them in the fpleen ard reffes with a blow-pipe, which
could never raife the other lymphatics.-----2. Thefe.lymphatics of
*¢ Bartholine:
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Bartholine have valves in the viftera; whereas, no other veins in the
wi/cera nave valves.-----3. Thefe lymphatics are never injeted from
the arteries.-----4. The analogy they bear to the lateals, which
have alfo valves.----5. Thele veffels end for the moft part, (if not
all of them) in the thoracic du or route of the chyle; whereas, the
other lymphatics end in the blood veflels.

«« After your courfe of October 1751, 1 attended feveral fucceeding
courfes, but was fo much engaged as houfe-pupil at the Lock-hofpital,
that I had not time to write; but, I remember well your explaining
the venereal dufs, upon the principle of abforption by the lympha-
tics, and your afking me one night after leGture, if I did not find
your dollrine confirmed by the different feats of the dudo, in the pa-
tients of that hefpital.”

Mr. Galhie of Spittle-fquare, fays, “ As I attended your le&tures fo
carly as the year 1751, I fhall, agreeable to your delire, tranferibe from
my notes, what you then declared as your opinion, with regard to the
origin and ufe of the lymphatic veins. That they were not continua-
tions of the arterics, as generally beiieved, but abforbing veflels, be-
ginning imperceptibly from the different cells and furfaces of the bo-
do, you was fully perfuaded, 1. Becaufe you could not inject them
as other veins, by filling the arterial fyftem. 2. In inje&ing, you
fometimes obferved, that they were fuddenly filled when the arteries
burft, and the injeftion was effufed into the cellular membrane; a cir-
cumflance which you imagined {ufficiently explained, and refuted
thofe anatomifts who pretended to have filled the lymphatics direély
from the arteries or veins: . 3. As a farther confirmation of this doc-
trine, you mentioned the valvular ftrufture of the lymphatic veflels, not
oblervable in other veins of the viftera; the great likenefs of the lym-
phatics to the lateals in their coats, valves, courfe, and terminations ;
and lailly, the abforption and progrefs of the venereal poifon, and ino-
culated matter of the {fmall pox.”

Dr. Abernethie of Edinburgh firflt attended my le@ures in the Spring,

1752. The extract which he has fent me from his notes runs thus:

L1
L3
L1
L1
i

Lymphatics (fays the MS.) are of two kinds; one, which carries the
thinner part of the blood back from the arteries, and fo are continu-
ations of the lymphatic arteries; the other abforbs the lymph, which
is feparated in all the different parts of the body for the lubrication
of the parts, and conveys it into the conftitution, or vafcular fyltem,

through the Receptaculum Chyli and thoracic du&, or into the liver,
« and
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« and fo are properly the abforbents of the body. In the abforbents
« are many valves irregularly placed, and at different diftances; and in
¢ all refpets they are like the lacteals, thin tranfparent veflels. The
« abforbents do not arife as the firft kind of lymphatics juft now men-
¢ tioned, but from the interftices of the fibres in all parts of the
i bﬂd}f"."

I fhall add the teftimony of Dr. Hadley, phyfician to St. Thomas’s
hofpital. The paragraph upon the lymphatics in his manufeript is this,
“ Le&. 4th. Jan. 31, 1754. The lymphatics are fo {mall, and full of a
« liquor fo colourlefs, that their beginnings are diflicult to be found out.
¢¢ They are molt vifible in the {pleen of a calf.

¢¢ There are two forts of lymphatic veins, the one merely the conti-

D “ nuations

-~

* That ftudents of anatomy were conftantly going from London to Edinburgh, and from
Edinburgh to London, and giving accounts of their ftudies, and of what was paffing at one
place to their fellow-ftudents at the other. That it has been a cuftom with the more ftu-
dious to write notes of the anatomical lectures, and to lend their manuferipts to be perufed
or tranfcribed by others, &c. are things {o notorious, that I need not prove them. That
the profeffor’s fon, who was educated with a view of being himiclf a profeflor of anatomy,
who was to be fent to London to do me the honour of attending my le€tures; and was in-
timate with many who had attended them, and with fome who had manufcripts of them,
which they lent out among the ftudents at Edinburgh ;—I fay to fuppofe that in thefe cir-
cumftances, he had not the curiofity or opportunity to know any doétrines or improvements
that were believed to be peculiar to me, would be a wery gosd matured fuppofition in the
prefent cafe. Upon enquiry I found, that manuferipts of my le€tures were very common
among the {tudents at Eﬂil'lburgh, about the time that Profeflor I'-Inn[u pretends to have
made his difcoveries : I was told of two in particular, one written by Dr. Alexander Bruce,
who had attended feveral courfes with me, and who by thefe means had got it pretty com-
plete; the other was Dr. Abernethie’s. Dr. Bruce was gone to Barbadoes, fo that I had
no oppertunity of learning what it contained, or to whom he lent it at Edinburgh. 1
wrote to Dr. Aberncthic upon this fubje€t, and in anfwer he fent me the extraét upon the
Iymphatics as above ; and with great candour told me he lent his manufeript at Edinburgh to
Mr. Mackbane, for whom part, if not the whale of it, was tranferibed by his father, in
17553 and, if he was not mi!'taker_i, he lent it to Mr. Greenhill in the winter 1752-4; and
he has fome notion that Dr. Palmer or Dr. Amory had the ufe of it for a little while the
fame year. So that as it is plain there was a very good eppportunity, I think the young pro-
feflor muft for his own credit plead fome unaccountable sncapacity. His brother fays (a), < 1
“ diffected hve years for my father, from 1545 to 1750, and had in the winter conftantly
‘‘ numbers of the pupils about me, and was intimate with many of them, efpecially of the

“ Englifh young gentlemen, yet while I remained at Edinburgh, [ never conld Pusw one
¢ thing Dr. Hunter was doing.” 3

. —— S e S i W B i e e

f2) Critical Review for Dec. 17§73 page 515,
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“ puations of the lymphatic arteries, and of courfe carrying the fame
“ fluid contained in thofe arteries: the other {ort terminate only in the
< Receptaculum Chyli and thoracic du. But thefe laft feem only abfor-
“ bent veins---they are called Bartholine’s lymphatics---they will run
“ a great length without an Anaftamgfis---they are traceable from the
“ tefticle of a dog to the thoracic du&---they are very full of valves,

“ Mr. Hunter’s conjeCture of them is, that they are the abforbent veffels.
« Inthe Abdomenof a dog particularly,and in an hydropical leg, their effects
““ are very vilible. Their valves {feem to argue likewife for this; for, confi-
“ dering the veflel as a vein, the valves feem ufelefs, but as an abforbent vein,
“ (i. e. granting that they do not rife from the arteries) abfolutely neceflary,,
*“ as there is no mpetus from the arteries to drive the fluid forwards.---The
“ laQeals begin in the cavity of the inteftines, and run to the receptacle
“« of the chyle. Thele are abforbent veflels: when dry they are not
¢ diftinguifhable from the lymphatic veins.---In the progrefs of the ve-
“ nereal poifon, whenever it gets into the conftitution, it appears firft in
“ fome of the lymphatics, fituated near the place where the infe@ion
“ is received ; if (e. g.) it 18 received at the Penss, it will appear in
¢ the glands of the groin, if, by any accident, in the hand, the Budo is
« formed in the axilla.”

If there be any reader, who is not fatisfied with thefe teftimonies, I
muft fuppofe, either that he does not underftand the fubje@ in difpute,
or that he is refolved not to be fatished. I will therefore conclude this.
chapter, and leave Dr. Monro in the full pofleflion of all his reafoning,.

TR 7 VR S T

The History of the DisPuTE..

N the two preceding chapters, the reader has been informed what Dr.
Hunter had done on the fubje of the Ze¢ffis and lymphatics; pre-
vioufly, not only to Dr. Monro’s publications, but to the times when he
himfelf fays he firt made the difcoveries. Let us now fee when, and
upon what occafion, Dr. Monro publithed thefe difcoveries, the rife and
progrefs of the prefent difpute, that the reader may be enabled to pafs his

judgment according to the evidence of fads..
Dr..
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Dr. Monro publifhed his account of the injeftion of the rwbuli tefiis
in the Edinburgh Effays and Obfervations, in 1754. Dr. Hunter took no
other notice of this than by declaring to his pupils, that he had thewn
thefe subuli injeCted at his leCtures, before Dr. Monro pretended to the
difcovery.

In the fummer, 17§5, Dr. Monro publithed a Thefis, ( De Teftibus in var.
animal. ) in which that difcovery was improved and extended. In the 12th
chapter of this zAefis, after fome obfervations made upon the lymphatics of
the 7¢ffis, he fays *: * I have explained thefe experiments at greater length,
¢ as they firft incited me to try others on the-lymphatic veflels in gene-
“ ral; and, as I have found that thefe could not only be filled from the
¢ excretory dulls of the glands, but likewife in a manner not hitherto
¢ remarked by authors, viz. by an effufion of fluids into the cellular
¢ membranes and cavities of the body, of which I .have already given
¢« feveral examples; and that, without an effufion into the cellular mem-
¢ branes, they never, in my experiments, did admit liquors injeted
“ into the blood-veflels to enter them: thele, among other things, fur-
¢ pithed me with arguments of no {mall weight to prove, That the val-
“ aular lymphatic veffels, through the whole body, were a [fyftem of abfor-
¢ bent verns ; and that they did not proceed from the branches of arteries,
¢ as is the common opinion. But at prefent to propofe all that might be
¢¢ difputed upon this fubject, would far exceed the bounds of fuch a dif~
¢ fertation; and it will be much fitter to treat of them apart, viz. of
¢ their origin, fabric, manner of alting and ufe, when my time fhall
“¢ better permit.”

Dr. Donald Monro foon after prefented me with this z/efis, and the
author’s compliments, telling ‘me he was coming up to London to attend
my lectures. I looked it over at my leifure, and muft own the above-
mentioned paffage firuck me, and gave me fome {ufpicion that he was
going to treat me unrfairly about the lymphatics. However, he was
the fon of my old mafter, he bore the charalter of an ingenious young
gentleman, he was appointed conjunét profeflor of anatomy at Edinburgh,
and his coming to ftudy with me was furely a particular honour conferred
upon me; I therefore wifhed from my heart to procure his friendfhip,
and thought it my duty to receive him kindly, and with refpe@. It
was very natural to with all this upon my own account, as it muft be
agreeable to any man who reads anatomy in London, to ftand well in

D2 the

® | have gi'.‘f.‘ll his own tranflation of the ;:r:lr:!grn.ph from the 3E'rth page of his pamphlet.
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the opinion of a profeflor of anatomy in a fchool of phyfick, which
does fo much honour to this country. Befides, I thought that if a
youthful eagernefs for reputation, flattered by paternal partiality, had
mifled him in any point with regard to me, I fhould be more likely to fet
him right, by a friendly and open behaviour.

As | had conceived fuch hopes, the reader may imagine what kind of
reception I gave him. I told him, that Profeflor Monro’s fon had a
right to command any fervice I could do him in the profecution of his
ftudies ; and it gave me fome pleafure to think, that I might be of fome
little ufe to him. Sir, faid I, you mean to devote yourfelf to anatomy,
and to teach it. You will therefore wifh for every poflible advantage.
In London we have commonly a greater plenty of fubjefts than at
Edinburgh, and for that reafon perhaps have made fome progrefs in
the pra&ical part of anatomy; particularly in the arts of making pre-
parations *. In the diffe@ing room you will find a great deal of that
fort of work going on through the whole winter, under my brother’s
dire@ion. 1f you can make any ufe of us, you will do us a pleafure.

After my leéture, I often fpoke to him in a familiar way upon anato-
mical points, and never once {aid any thing at my leture, that I thought
he could complain of. I there related how, and at what time, I had
fhewn the fubuli tefiss, mentioned his having done the fame thing in a
variety of animals; and when 1 was obliged to fpeak of the tube, which
he fays he difcovered rifing from the epididymis, 1 did not name him, be-
caufe I could not acknowledge it to be a difcovery ; and treated the mat-
ter tenderly, becaufe I believed it to be a miftake. But, however that
might be, when I was claiming my juft right in his prefence, I did not

pre-

* Some readers may perhaps think this was a very free fpeech. It was free, but, I hope,
not rude. Profelfor Monro fen. has acquired, and undoubtedly has deferved, great reputation
im anatomy 3 but, in every body’s opinion, ke might have been a much hrtler anatomift, if
he had had better opportunities ; if he could have been better fupplied with dead bodies, and
had been lefs interrupted h':' his private pratice. Tho' he had written upon injeﬂinna and
preparations, when 1attended him, he had almoft none. In his leGtures, his cuftom was to
undervalue preparations (if 1 underftood him right) and to infinuate that they were of no
ufe; and indeed the very few he had were well adapted to fupport the opinion. In
London Mr. St. Andre, Dr. Sandys, Dr. Nicholls, and fome others had improved this
branch of anatomy. Their methods were made public, and explained fully (with any little
improvement that “occurred to me) at a lecture, which ithas been my cuftom to fet apart for that
porpole; and now, if I am not mifinformed, even Profeffor Monro fen. fpeaks of preparations-
with temper and approbation, and his fon has been much employed in making them..
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pretend to more, and therefore ingenuoufly confefled, that I knew no-
thing of that duct.

When I treated of the lymphatics in his prefence at lecture, I was
pretty full upon the fubje& of their being ablorbents ¥, and faid 1 had
taught this doftrine, and fupported it by fuch arguments as I then made
ufe of, from the firlt of my reading le@ures. I faid fo, that I might put
him upon his guard. And then I did him the juftice to add, thatI
found this do@rine laid down or advanced in a general way, in his Inau-
gural Differtation . 1 was not afraid of truth, and therefore did not
Jupprefs what he had done.

After all this, he printed his treatife on the lymphatics at Berlin,
1757, and his brother foon after prefented me with a copy, in the name
of the author. I read it over, and was aftonifhed to find there the hy-
pothefis 1 had advanced, fupported by the very arguments which I had
ufed for the fame purpofe }, with the addition of an introdudion, in
which he quotes above twenty of the lateft writers, to fhew that the
opinion: was new. I fay I was aflonifhed, that he could do this without
once even mentioning my name.

The reader would be aftonifhed too, if he knew the circumftances mi-
nutely, many of which I am under a neceflity of fupprefling. I will
take the liberty of mentioning only one little piece of private hiftory,

which

* This Dr. Monro allows in his 35th page.

~* This he allows in his 37th page.

1 He made fome of the experiments indeed with quickfilver, which I had made with.air,
and with common injection ; but the experiment was ftill the fame, and we both drew the
fame conclufion from it. I {peak now of air, injettion, or quickfilver, getting into the
lymphatics from the cellular membrane. In the argument taken from poifon, I mentioned
indeed only the venereal and the variolous, but meant that it might be applied to all poifons

which are abforbed ; as is plain from the opinion given in Dr. Macaulay’s cafe, and men-
tioned in the laft chapter.

1 may take this opportunity of explaining upon the fame principle, a fymptom in venereal
cafes, which puzzled me for a long time, and about which I think the learned Dr. Aftruc
himfelf has not given much fatisfaction. When the. penis is affected, efpecially when there
are fores in that part, we frequently obferve a hard chord, like a piece of cat-gut, under the
fkin, running along that member. Sometimes there is one on each fide. At firft it is only
to be felt at the extremity of the pesis coming from the affeted part, but it foon extends
itfelf to the root of that organ, and frequently may be traced in the fav of the pubes ftretch-
iﬂg acrofs towards the groin. From its courfe, it is plain, that it cannot be a nerve, artery,
or vein. I have for fome time been well convinced, that it is a lymphatic veflel of the
part, indurated by the poifon which it conveys: but I have not yet had an oppertunity of.
bring certain of the falt by diffelion.
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which I prefume will be fatisfattory. I knew that Dr. Black, profeflor
of medicine at Glafgow, who gave the letter in favour of Dr. Monro %,
had ftudied at Glafgow before he went to Edinburgh, where I imagined
he muft probably have known fomething of my opinion about the lym-
phatics before he became acquainted with Dr, Alexander Monro jun,
I made fome enquiry, and was informed my conjefiure was well founded:
then I wrote a letter upon the fubjeét to Dr. Black, in which I propofed
the three following queftions ; firft, if he had feen a MS of my leftures
at Glafgow or Edinburgh; fecondly, if he knew it was an opinion of
mine that the lymphatics were the fyftem of abforbents, previoufly to his
{eeing Dr. Monro’s MS on that {ubjet; and then, thirdly, if he had
faid any thing of this to Dr. Monro when he faw his manufeript. In
anfwer to this letter I received the following, which I fhall give at full
fength.

«“« DEAR SIR,

¢ The difpute between you and Dr. Monro has given me a great deal
¢« of concern, and I have often wifhed that my endeavours to prevent it
¢t had been {uccefsful. But fince | was not fo happy as to effeft this, and
¢t that I am called upon as a witnefs, the only tafk left me is to do im-
«¢ partial juftice to both fides, by attefting thofe facts of which I have
“ any knowledge, and concerning which my teftimony is demanded.
¢ This I have already done with refpet to Dr. Monro; and fhall now
< Jikewife anfwer thofle queftions which you have been pleafed to put
“* to me, :

¢ In anfwer to the firft queftion I muft affure you, that I never faw,
¢ nor ever had any knowledge of any manufcripts of your letures.-----
¢ But I muft declare, in anfwer to the fecond, that | knew it was an
¢ opinion of yours, before I went to ftudy in Edinburgh, that the lym-
¢ phatics were a {yftem of abforbents, and therefore quite diflinét in
¢« their nature and office from the veflels which belong to the {yftem of
¢« the heart. This [ learned from Dr. Cullent; and the argument
“ mentioned to me, according to the beft of my remembrance, was,
that in making injeflions, you had obferved that the lymphatics were
« commonly filled when the inje€ted matter was extravafated, and not
“ otherwife ; and, if | am not miftaken, he likewife told me, that, agree-

4« able
* Dr. Monro’s pamphlet, page 27.
+ At that time profeffer of medicine at Glafgow.
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¢ able to this opinion, you filled the lymphatics of the tefticle with air
¢ by bruifing its fubflance a little, and blowing air into it thro’ a hole
% in the Tunica Albuginea.

« The converfation which paffed between Dr. Monro and me wher
% he fhewed me the manufcript for his #hefis, was, according to the
¢ beft of my remembrance, to this purpofe. As foon as I had read it,
“ I told him that he muft firike out intirely the Differtation upon the
¢ Lymphatics, becaufe the opinion he there propofed and fupported, had'
¢ been entertained by you a very long time. I even ventured to tell him,
“ ] could not help fufpe&ing his having got a hint of it, fome time or
¢ other, from me. He feemed furprifed and difpleafed, and afferted,
* that it occurred to him in confequence of fome phenomena in his ex-
¢ periments, as related in the Diflertation; that he owed it to no perfon
¢ whatever; and that he was refolved to publifh it immediately. I in-
¢ fifted that, at any rate, if he did publith it then, it would be abfo~
* Jutely neceflary for him to mention Dr. Hunter as having been of the:
“ {fame opinion before him, both becaufe I thought politenefs and can-
* dor required {uch a confeflion, and becaufe he might expofe himfelf
“ to very difagreeable fufpicions by acting otherwife ; but advifed him to
* delay the publication of it until he had frankly converfed with Dr,
“ Hunter himfelf, whofe courfe he propofed to attend the following
* winter, not doubting but that, by fuch a converfation, all caufe of
“ thynefs and difpute would have been prevented one way or other.

¢ This, Sir, to the belt of my remembrance, is the fubftance of what
‘¢ paffed between us upon this affair, the confequences of which have
“ f{ince given me a great deal of uneafinefs.

¢ 1 am, my dear Sir, with the greateft efteem,

Glafgow, Your moft humble fervant,
L e Josern Brack.™

When I fhewed this letter among my friends, fome of them feemed to
think, that, in firi& juflice, Dr. Black ought to have mentioned fome of
its contents in the letter which he gave as a teftimony for Dr. Monro. 1
own his condu@ did not require any apology with me; I was well con-
vinced' of his integrity, and approved of his benevolent tendernefs..
However, 1 wrote to him again upon the fubje@, and was favoured with.

his anfwer, which I think it my duty to lay before the reader,
“ DEAR



24

19
& £
&
£
111
T
g
(11
€€
if

L1

111
111
e
[1]
(41
1
L3
e
(1
it
£t
ik
il

e

(1]
ik
44
i
(13
11
Lk

The ‘HiSTDRY of the DispuTE.

<« DeAR SIr,

¢ I received your letter of the 1oth of this month, and cannot oppole
your intention of printing my former. I am obliged to you for the
tendernefs and delicacy with which you exprefs your concern, left the
world fhould find any difficulty in accounting for my conduét in this
affair. I confefs it has been improper.  When [ wrote my letter to Dr.
Monro, I ought, no doubt, to have alfo declared thofe circumflances
which feem to favour your fide of the queftion: nor do [ pretend to
offer a fufficient apology; but you muft give me leave to tell you,
how I was induced to a& as I did. And if I difclofe fentiments which
may not perhaps agree altogetier with yours, you muft fnrgive the
freedom I take, and confider that it is requifite for me to give my
motives for what I did.
“ I muft own therefore that I was under no neceffity, but moved by
compaflion for a friend, who bad taken a flep which 1 no doubt thought
exceffively wrong, but who was threatened with the moft afflicling
and infupportable of misfortunes, the lofs of his charadter and repu-
tation, and who, after all, might poflibly fuffer this lofs undefervedly
too, through my being forwa:d in publifhing what you have lately got
from me. For tho’ I could not help fufpeéting, from the circumflance
of our frequently converfing together when I was in Edinburgh, that,
tho’ he might afterwards forget it, he might have had the firft idea of
that opinion concerning the lymphatics from me, yet I had no reafon to
be fatisfied of this point. And that he could pick up every particular
of your arguments and experiments in order to publifh them as his
own, is what I could not believe. 1 knew him to be acute, induftri-
ous, and keen in the purfuit of knowledge; and believed him very
capable of inventing the feveral arguments and experiments which he
has publifhed in his T/Ae¢/is and Differtation, but could not conceive him
to be capable of the other: and I muft obferve, that before I faw Dr,
Monro’s papers, tho’ I had a general notion of your doérine upon the
lymphatics, I was not mafter of many arguments in fupport of it;---=
becaufe no doubt 1 had not attended fufficiently to the fubjec, or had
forgot a part of what I had heard, or had not heard the whole: but
this [ am fure of, that I read this part of his papers with particular
pleafure, as finding that do&rine rendered much more probable and
interefting than | had conceived it before ; for he did not communi-
‘ cate
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¢ cate his thoughts upon the fubje& to me until he had put them toge-
« ther in writing.

«* When I therefore confidered what he muft fuffer, fhould I add pro-
¢ bability to the accufations with which he was charged, and confidered
¢ at the fame time, that I had no reafon to be fatished that he deferved
¢ fuch diftrefs, I was perfuaded to give at that time fuch part of my
“ evidence only, as was perfectly direct and conclulive; and to referve
¢ the reft until you laid me under the neceflity of declaring the whole.

* You defire to know in what particular manner Dr. Monro commu-
¢« picated to me the method of railing the lymphatics by blowing air
¢ into the glands. So far as I remember, when he faid that he could
¢ raife the lymphatics in this way, he told it me as a piece of anatomical
‘¢ news, or as a curious anatomical fa&, which I imagined was a difco-
« yery of his own, as I had not confulted Nuck or Cowper upon the
* fubject; but I cannot fay, that he cither mentioned Nuck or Cowper,
¢ or faid that it was his own.

¢ | hope you will forgive the freedom I have taken in this letter, and
¢ believe me to be with the greateft refpedt,

Your fincere friend and humble fervant,
Glafgow,
Feb. 15%:-6: Josern Brack.”

Thefe letters are fo ftrong and clear, that they need no comment.
Upon this friendly admonition, Dr. Monro in the mean time fupprefled
the differtation, and in the following winter came to London to attend
my le&tures. His father, Profeffor Monro fen. affures the public %,
that, * he went to London in abfolute ignorance of Do&or Hunter’s
¢ having any particular opinion concerning lymphatics---=-- attended his
¢« lectures, and was furprifed when he heard Dr. Hunter teach the doc-
¢ trine of lymphatics being abforbents.”” Mercy upon us! Did Profeflor
Monro fen. really know how things were, and make this public declara-
tion? He fays, in the fame paper, I thought it my duty, as a friend
* who knows the fats relating to the prefent difpute, to fend you a
¢ fair ftate of them,”
If {fo, I cannot with any decency fuppofe but that the fon muft have
concealed from fis father, that he knew my opinion of the lymphatics;
E that

* Critical Review for November, 1 1757, page 432. See the Appendix. No. II. The young
profeflor tells us (pag. 2.) that this was written by his father.
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that the father was not trufted with Dr. Black’s remonftrance; and that
the fon informed him from London of his being furprifed to hear me
teach that do&rine. This fuppofition excufes the father, but how does
it affect the fon? If he was fully fatisfied that the difcovery was honeftly
his own, as foon as he found that it might, and probably would be
difputed with him, it is almoft impoffible to imagine he fhould not have
confulted his father in fo ticklifh a fituation; that, on one hand, he
might not lofe his juft right, nor, on the other, be fufpected of a low
plagiarifm, which to a generous mind would be {till more infufferable *.

1 fhall now proceed in the narrative. He came to London, attended
my lectures, never {poke to me upon the fubje&, went next winter to
Berlin, and there publifhed his differtation ; and though he knew from my
own mouth, in prefence of a great number of ftudents, that I had taught
the fame do&trine, and fupported it by the wery fame arguments feveral
“years before, he did not mention my name, not even in a marginal note.

What made Dr. Reimarus join my name to Dr. Monro’s, when he
{poke of this do&rine in his #hefis 7 Was it not becaufe iz was bur juft,
becaufe Ais confeience did not accufe him?2------\What made Dr. Monro
avoid it?

The authors of the Critical Review gave an account of Profeffor Mon-
ro’s differtation in the Review for September, 1757, and did me juftice
upon the occafion. In the Review for November, 1757, they publifhed
an anonymous letter, afterwards acknowledged to be from Profeflor Mon-
ro {fen. in juftification of Profeflor Monro jun. and a fhort flate of the
cafe frony me.  Laftly, in their Review for December, 1757, they pub-
lithed a letter from Dr. Donald Monro, followed by remarks which:
he had given me an opportunity of making; and, at this precife
time, the young profeflor pafled through London in his return from
Berlin to Edinburgh. Let us here try to guefs at the ftate of his mind,
by his behaviour on this occafion,

Had he received no civilities from me, but, on the contrary, infults

on

f it were not to break in upon the reader's reflettions, I would now defire him to con-
iider the account that Dr. Monro has given of his thefis, (pag. 25.) and to allow it all the
weight and credit which he thinks it deferves: and to confider Dr. Monro’s hiftory of his

proceedings upon this fubject, (pag. 23, 24, and 25.) and believe, if he can, that Dr. Monro
would have faid nothing of them to Dr. Black, till they were drawn up for publication,
if he had been eafly in his mind. Young men are not fo flow in talking with their friends

of their purfuits and difcoveries. But if he felt any forebodings that Dr. Black might be
unpropitious, it was no wonder he kept him ignorant as long as he could.
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on himfelf and his friends, as he pretends #, and had I behaved in his
abfence fo as to deferve the load of infamy and reproach which he pre-
fently after threw upon me in an abufive pamphlet ; furely it would have
been indecent meannefs of {pirit to thew me any refpe& in paffing
through London. Yet he tells us 4, * he called at my houfe, in com-
¢ pany with his brother, and, not finding me at home, left his name
¢ with my fervant, and defired him to tell me, that ke would have called
““ more than orce, but that he was only pafling through London in his
¢ way to Scotland, and was to fet out next morning.”

Did he call upon me in civility, and leave {fuch a refpe@ful meflage after
fuch my behaviour to him ; and after he had been in London fome days,
when he muft have been informed of all that had paffed in his abfence ;
and the evening before he fet out for Edinburgh, where he foon after
wrote the furious pamphlet againft me? No body will believe it,
But when I have told the reader one material circumftance about that
vifit, he will begin to conceive the intention. He called upon me
indeed at my houle in Jermyn-fireet, but it was when I was reading my
leffure at Covent Garden ; that is, when he was certain I was not at home,
for he knew my hours of reading, and he knew that nothing but the
moft urgent bufinefs could prevent my being at leGture at the ufual
hour ; an accident which he knew would as certainly prevent my feeing
him, if 1 fhould not be at lecture 1.

Now if the reader believes that I had been really civil to Dr. Monro,
when he attended my le@ures, he will fee a reafon for his thinking it
right to thew me this refpe@: in the next place, if he believes that Dr.
Monro had not properly returned my civilities, and had atted difinge-

E .z genuoudly

® Page 17. 1 Page 3.

1 In this difpute, I appeal to falts, and therefore fhall here annex the affidavit of my
fervant.

¢ I, James Duncan, do voluntarily make oath, that fome time laft winter, ( I believe it
¢ was on the 13th of December,) Dr. Alexander Monro jun. in company with his brother,
% called at Dr. Hunter’s (my mafter’s) houfe in Jermyn-ftreet, while he was at his lectures
« in Covent Garden, at the ufual hours. Dr. Alexander Monro afked if Dr. Hunter was
¢ at home : I anfwered no; and he left his name, and defired me to tell Dr. Hunter he had
¢« called. Thiswas all he faid to me. He did not fay, that he would have called more than
“ once, nor that he was only pafling through London, nor that he was to fet out next
¢ morning. When my mafter came home, I told him, and he faid that Dr. Monro could
¢ not fuppofe he was at home at that hour. James Duxcan.”

Middlefex, to wit, {fworn before me this 26th day of O&ober, 1758. J. FIELDING,
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nuoufly in his publication, he will fee a reafon for his chufing a time,
when he was fure not to find me. In the laft place, the reader will not
perhaps err greatly, if he fuppofes that Dr. Monro, returning to Edin-
burgh, found that he would infallibly fuffer in his reputation, if he did
not write a bold defence of himfelf, and make the world believe, that
Dr. Hunter had not one grain, cither of knowledge, candour; or veracity.
This fuppolition is the lefs improbable, as every man who has ftudied at
Edinburgh for thefe thirty years laft paft, muft know that he would na-
turally fall into the hands of a ftrenuous advifer, who has been long
pratifed in exhibiting the characters of anatomifts.

G -H A Posvdy.

Remarks upon fome EXTRAORDINARY Paracrarns in Dr. Monro’s
Pamphlet. '

N the three foregoing chapters [ have given the authenticated falls
relating to the principal points in queftion, together with the rife
and progrefs of the controver{fy. In thele, fome reflettions and in-
ferences have been made; but decifion and judgment was left to the in-
telligent and impartial reader, It might therefore be expefted that T
{hould now have done with the fubject. I certainly fhould, if the Dotor
had kept to the points in queftion between us. My firft and only argu-
ment was, that having been prior to him in both the improvements or
difcoveries, I had a right to be mentioned, in a marginal note at leaft,
in his treatife of the lymphatics, as having been of the fame opinion.
This negle€ was the charge that was brought againft him. But, inftead
of a plain and candid anfwer, his defence turns out, almoft in every page,
a violent accufation of me; and he has introduced feveral things foreign
to the difpute, as it he wrote, not to juftify himfelf, and to get the
better of the argument, but to deflroy the reputation of his antagonift.
It is therefore incum’ent upon me, after having furnithed the reader with,
materia's for judging between us in the original difpute, to confider-
fome of thefe injurious reflections, left they fhould be fuppofed unanfwer=~
able. I fhall take them in order, as they occur.
§ 1. In his introdultion, pag. 2, 3, and 4, he complains very much of
a polifeript which 1 had written, and pretends to think it bighly probable,
my confeicnce muft have rejected what my pen there affirmed, Se. Te. The
fak
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fa@ was this : Dr. Donald Monro wrote a letter {See App. No. IV.) to the
authors of the Critical Review, in defence of his brother, December 7,
1757, which they fent to me on the next day, and I immediately wrote
fome remarks upon it. In two days after this, Dr. Alexander Monro-
came to town in his return from Berlin. I then imagined that fome al-
terations might be made, or that the paper might be recalled, in confe-
quence of the two brothers having confidered the affair together; I gave
notice of this to the authors of the Review, and begged the favour of them.
to defer, as long as they could, printing his letter, and my remarks. On
the 22d day of the fame month, that is, eight days after Dr. Alexander
left London, I was informed by the authors of the Review, that they
had heard no more from Dr. Donald Monro, and that they could no
longer defer the printing. 1 then dated my remarks; and, as Dr. Do-
nald’s letter was concluded with obferving, that it was dving juflice to a
brother who was not prefent to anfwer jfor limfelf, 1 put down this poit-
feript, viz. Dr. Adlexander Monro jun. who was abroad, has been lately in.
town, and we are therefore bound to believe he has approved of the fleps
which his brother has taken in his defence.  Was not the fact true, and
the inference both natural and fair? Muft not we believe that his brother.
told him what he had juft done; and, if he did not approve, why did
he not ftop the proceeding? Why fhould my confeience reject what my.
pen here gffirmed 2 Why of all things fhould it be confirued calling Dr.
Donald’s veracity in queflion 2 But, as [ would. leave as much as poflible
to the reader’s determination, 1 will only beg the favour of him now ta
read what the Doctor has faid upon this fubjet in his firft four pages.
He will then fee what I was to expect from fuch a fpirit of mifapprehen-
fion or mifreprefentation.

§ 1. I muft next give a large quotation of four paragraphs, which
are of a very fingular nature, and feem to deferve the reader’s attention.
He fays, pag. 17.

1. * The Do&or has thought proper to mention the refpet and civi-
« lities he thewed me in London, with the appearance indeed of compli-
¢ ment; which he has, however, {o mifplaced, that fome think it ra-
““ ther implies a reproach of my ingratitude *,

*“ Now, as I am not conlcious of deferving this reproach, I fhall ex-
¢ plain to the reader the real fenfe of thefe civilitics, by an example re-
« lating to the prefent fubjet ; and affure him, that 1 could preduce fe~

“ verali
 # Critical Review, pag..438.



10 RemARrRKs upon fome Extraordinary Paragraphs

¢« yeral others fuch like, if not to myfelf, to thofe at lealt in whom I
¢« muft think myfelf interefted.

2. ¢ On coming to London I prefented my Incugural Differtation de
« Teffibus in varits Animalibus, to the Do&or. A few days thereafter he
¢ demonflrated the male organs; and, among other things, obferved, that
““ fome had defcribed remarkable veflels coming off from the epididymis,
¢ and affirmed that they were feen frequently *; but that, for his part,
¢ he had made a confiderable number of experiments, and that he never
‘¢ had feen any fuch veffels; and that he, therefore, very much queftioned
¢¢ if fuch difcoveries, or rather pretences to difcoveries, were much to
“ be trufted. I don’t fay thefe very words were ufed by him, but he
¢ {poke to that purpofe, and in a manner which cannot well be deferib-
¢ ed; but which, with his never citing Dr. Haller, plainly fhewed at
¢ whom he levelled. Moft unluckily, however, for the Doétor, when he
¢ handed about his preparation, I evidently faw in it one of thefe very vef-
¢« fels, as confpicuous as I had ever obferved before ; which I remarked
¢ to Dr. Farr, now phyfician at Lymington, who chanced to fit next to
¢ me, and afterwards particularly to Mr. J. Hunter, brother to the
¢« Dottor.

7. “ Whilft this ferves as a fample of the Doctor’s civilities and refpedt,
¢ it may at the {fame time give an idea of his accuracy in making obferva-
“ tions, and circumf{pe&ion in drawing conclufions.

4. ¢ A proof too of the Doftor’s candour is, that, fince that time, he
¢« demonflrates {uch veflels, and paffes over in filence by whom they
¢ were firlt remarked, and defcribed; or, in what way, or by whom,
¢ they were firt pointed out in his own preparations to his brother, and
“ {o to himfelf.”

In the laft chapter I have faid with what a difpofition I received Dr.
Monro, and how I meant to behave to him at the lectures. If the rea-
der believes what I faid, he will eafily believe what I muft have felt in
reading thefe four paragraphs. [ fhall examine them in order.

1. The only remark which I fhall make upon the firft is, that I am forry
I cannot altogether clear him from what he calls the implied reproach.
But if he thought it any breach of the refpe@ due from me to him, or to

his father, that I differed from both of thém in fome anatomical opini-
ons,

¢ % T before mentioned my having firft painted fuch a veffel in the Philofophical Effays of
¢ Edinburgh, Vol, I. I had afterwards given three or four figures of it from different {ub-
¢ jecls, in my Inaugural Diflertation.”
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ons, I grant that he muft have met with offence. But why was he fo
unreafonable ? Upon all thefe occafions 1 meant to be as tender as pof-
fible ; and never then named either of them, that the point itfelf mxght
be mnﬁdered and not the author of the opinion.

2. In the fecond paragraph he gives an inftance of an unmannerly in-
fult received from me at my lecture. I affure him, and the reader,
upon my honour, that I meant nothing lefs. Thofe who know me will
not, I hope, readily believe that I was very unmannerly before a nume-
rous affembly to a perfon who behaved like a gentleman, who was
known by the company to be the fon of my old mafier, and who, by the

rules of the place, was not at liberty to {peak in his own defence. I do

not pretend to fay that Dr. Monro did not feel what he exprefles. Where

there is a fore, there will be fome tendernefs: but I declare again, that

I did not mean to hurt him. 1 was therefore thocked at the imputation ;
and afked a number of gentlemen, for the fatisfaction of my own mind,
if they could recollect, whether what I then faid had appeared to them as
it feems it did to Dr. Monro. All of them affured me that there was no-

appearance of difrefpet to the author of the opinion, that is, to Dr.

Very fortunately, there happens to be the molt unqueftionable

Monro.
It is

evidence in my favour, that the nature of the thing could admit of.
the teftimony of a gentleman of undoubted underftanding and honour,
who was prefent ; and who, from fome circumfitances which I fhall pre-
fently relate, muft have been without prejudice when his judgment was
formed, and who could not poffibly forget what that judgment was. I
fpeak of Dr. Warren, phyfician to St. George’s hofpital. The account
which he gave me, when afked was this: he happened not to know who
the anatomift was that had defcribed the dutt in queftion; and on the next
day, while my expreflions and manner were yet frefh in his memory, he
was afked by a friend to Dr. Monro, whether he did not think what I
then faid was ina flighting way. He gave that gentleman his opinion free-
ly, but in the negative; and fays now, that he is fure his judgment was
unprejudiced, becaufe he did not know at that time who was meant ;.
and is fure that he has not forgot, becaufe the next day's converfation with
Dr. Monro’s friend made a deep impreflion upon his memory. I prefume
the reader will here make a reflection, or two; and therefore I will not

difturb him with any of mine.
I come next to conflider the laflt part of the fecond paragraph, viz.

“ Moft unluckily, however, for the Dottor,” &c. Some, I prefume,
will
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will not think it very probable that Dr. Monro, with one glance of his
eye, fhould plainly fee in my preparation, when inclofed in a bottle, what
neither I, nor my brother, who bhad injefted, diffe@ed, ftudied, and
handled the part, knew any thing of. Dr. Monro did indeed mention his
opinion about that preparation to my brother; butin a very proper man-
ner, and received, in a very decent way, my brother’s anfwer, viz. That
1t was not a ducl going from the epididymis, but a little procefs or projeéling
pare of the epididymis itfelf. That it was {fo, I am certain from feveral
circumftances, and that fuch a procefs is no very extraordinary thing,
Dr. Monro will probably know when he has had fome more experience.
But that [ might anfwer Dr. Monro with fadls, rather than opinions, my
Brother took the preparation out of the bottle before proper witnefles, ex-
amined the part by diffetion, and gave me the fillowing account: ¢ I
“ took the preparation in queflion.out of its bottle, in prefence of Mr.
¢« Jones and Mr. Blount, October 9, 1758, and carefully examined by
« diffection the little appendage of the epididymis, which Dr, Monro
¢ had fpoke of to me. I foundit to be (what1 always took it for) a lit-
« tle part of the ¢prdidymis projecting beyond the reft, as a little procefs
¢« or lobe. Iunraveled the greateft part by diffe€ion, and obferved that
¢ it was made up of the convolutions of the common excretory canal.
¢ And when-it was thus unraveled, we faw plainly that this portion of
¢« the canal came out from one part of the epididymss and went into an-
¢« other; fo that it could not poflibly be a tube or du& going off from
¢ the epididymis to any other part of the body.

¢« What madé me very clear in my opinion from the firlt, was, that in
¢« injecting this z¢ftis (the firt in which the internal rwéuli were filled
¢« with mercury) I attended very particularly to the appearance of the
¢ quicklilver, as it was running along’ the meanders of the epididymis,
““ and obferved this procefs Gll in regular progrefs before any of the mer-
““ cury got beyond it, or higher: and without doing any thing more than
¢ continuing the preflure, the mercury ran afterwards through all the reft
¢ of the epididymis, and into moft of the internal zubuli, Now, if it had
““ been a duct going off from the part, it was {o large, and admitted the
“ quickfilver fo readily in the beginning of the procefs, that the mer-
¢ cury muft have run out, or filled this du& fome way up the fpermatic
cord, much fooner than run thro’ the {lender and long winding tubes at
¢ the upper end of the epididymis and in the body of the zeftis.”

3. After what has been faid, it will be unneceflary for me to make

any
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any remarks upon the third paragraph of the quotation from Dr. Monro,
I will only beg of the reader to make his own obfervations and draw his
own conclufrons,

4. I fhall now anfwer the fourth and laft paragraph, viz. ¢ A proof
¢t too of the Doctor’s candour is, that, fince that time, he demonilrates
¢ fuch veflels, and pafles over in filence by whom they were firlt re-
* marked and defcribed; or, in what way, or by whom, they were
“ firlt pointed out in his own preparations to his brother, and {o to
¢ himfelf.”” The fhort and plain anfwer is, that this affertion is direlly,
and altogether contrary to truth and fa&. I never faw fuch veflels in my
life, (I mean any other than lymphatics) I never fhewed, nor pretended
to fhew them in my life, either at le€ture, or any where clfe; and 1
always was inclined to believe, and am fo to this day, that no fuch veflels
exift; and that Dr. Monro had taken a common lymphatic of the part
for fome remarkable tube, which hitherto had efcaped the purfuit of
anatomifts. In my autumnal courfe of 1758, foon after Dr. Monro's
pamphlet was publithed, I did myfelf juftice with regard to this accufa-
tion, in prefence of {everal gentlemen who had attended all my courfes fince
Dr. Monro’s going to Berlin; and called upon them to witnefls (which
they readily then did) that in every courfe during that time, I fpoke
of thofe veffels in the manner I have juft related. The only excufe I can
poflibly fuggelt for this bare-faced affertion is, that Dr. Monro was fo
informed. But even upon that fuppofition he was inexcufable for af-
ferting it abfolutely, as it affeted another perfon’s character fo materially.
He furely ought to have confidered that his information might be falfe,
either from fome miflake at fir, or in the conveyance; or that it might
be fome malevolent mifreprefentation. 1f I am not milinformed, he knows
inftances of the laft kind with regard to me. For example, he knows, I
believe, that a young profeflor attended my leGures, and fome time after-
wards read leCtures himfelf *. Among other inftances of difinge-

F nuous

* To underftand this anecdote, the reader ought to know that there is among my prepa-
rations a tongue, one half of which is injeCted and the other not; fo that the one half is red
and the other white. The line of divifion is ftrait, and exaéltly in the middle. 'The foramen
carcum is very confpicucus. 1 have often fent it round at lefture, as a fpecimen of that foramen ;
and judging it ufeful to illuftrate difeafes, and to fltamp them upon the memory of fludents,
by objects of fight, whenever it can be done, I ufed generally then to {peak of the bemiplgia,
in the following manner. Jf we fuppofe the nerves of each fide to terminate exaily in one Laif of
the body, we fee how in the pally of one fide the fenfiblc and infenfible halves will be divided by an
exall middle line.
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nuous behaviour, he fhewed his pupils a tongue, one half of which was
injected, the other not, and faid, (as I was informed) ¢ Dr. Hunter
¢« fhews fuch a preparation as this in his le&tures to explain the ﬁfﬂrr:pfrg:l?;"
and with a fneer added, ¢ but I have always looked upon the Aemiplegia
¢ as a difeafe of the nerves, not of the blood-veffils.”

§ HI. The next thing to be confidered in Dr. Monro’s pamphlet, is
what he fays of the lymphatic glands, pag. 38, 39, and 40. 1 fhould
have paffed it over, with fome other things of the fame kind, if Pro-
feffTor Monro fen. * had not defired to know what I had done upon this
[ubjett.

I had made no fatisfaltory obfervations upon the lymphatic glands for
feveral years after I had read le@ures, and therefore never took upon me
to decide between Nuck and Ruyfch, whether they were cellular or only
vafcular. All this, as well as the manner in which the latteals and lym-
phatics pafs through them, I profefledly gave from authors, and not from
my own obfervations. My brother found out, to the beft of my recol-
leCtion, in the year 1733, or 1754, that he could fill thefe glands uni-
furmly, and the lymphatic veffels going from them, by pufhing a pipe
into their fubftance, as Dr. Nicholls had done in the #¢ftis. When exa-
mined in this way, they have exactly the appearance that Nuck deferibes.
After I had feen this experiment repeated to my fatisfaction, I mentioned
it in my lettures, and then confirmed what Nuck had faid, from my
own obfervation. Having found eout fo eafy a method, my brother
then intended fo have difcovered or afcertained the ftruilure, and, if
poffible, the ufe of the lymphatic glands ; to have traced the lymphatic veffils
all over the body, and to have given a compleat defeription and figure of the
whole abforbing fy/tem. This he propofed to accomplith, as his other
employments fhould permit. He occafionally filled thefe glands with air,
with mercury, and with foft wax. They always appeared to be cellular,
and the lymphatics to pafs through them in the manner that was com-
monly fuppofed. To fee more exaétly how thefe things were, he in-
jeted fome with wax, and then fteeped them in fpirits of fea-falt for
corrofion: but he learnt nothing of them by this experiment; for in
wathing they all crumbled to bits, not only the fuppofed cellular part,
but the vilible branches of the lymphatic vellels: which was occafioned,
as he imagined, by the frequency or number of valves in them, interfet-
ing the column of wax., As he wifhed not to be anticipated, I treated

the

* Critical Review for November, 1757. See Appendiz. No. IL.
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the fubje& lightly at my leQures, and to the beft of my remembrance,
only mentioned his manner of filling the glands, and the eafy method
of raifing the veflels wherever there are fuch glands, and his opinion
of the thoracic du& climbing fo far as the upper cava, inftead of ter-
minating immediately into the lower, viz. that the chyle was carried a
great way before it was poured into the blood, probably for the fake of
being firlt mixed with almoft-all the lymph of the body. DBoth thefe
obfervations I made as from my brother, when Dr. Monro attended me;
and when the hurry of diffetions was pretty well over in the {pring,
my brother fat about a preparation, which he propofed as a bafis for his
intended defcription and figure of the adforbing fiflem. Dr. Smith of
Oxford happened to be in town at that time, and being much pleafed
with the intention and with the preparation, was frequently in the dif-
fe@ing room while my brother was diffe&ing, and while Mr. Riemsdyk
was making the drawing * : fo were many gentlemen of our acquaint-
ance, befides ftudents.

In that preparation and figure, the lymphatic veffels from the ham
upwards to the thoracic duét were feen, as well as the inguinal and lum-
bar glands, all the larger laQeals at the root of the mefentery, the re-
ceptaculum chyliy (or what is fo called) and the thoracic dud, all I fay,
finely filled with mercury. So far my brother had gone. A very indiffe~
rent ftate of health, the effet of too much application to anatomy, which
obliged him to be much in the country, other unavoidable avocations,
Dr. Meckel’s publication upon the lymphatic glands, and a diflike of
having any difpute with Dr. Monro, which, by his father’s letter in the
Critical Review feemed to be threatened, all thefe things, I fay, have
from that time made him lay afide the {cheme; and he will herecafter

finifh it, or not, as he may think proper.
Ba2 After

* In feveral parts of his boock Dr. Monro has proved logically, that my emclufions were
contradidied by premifes, and therefore from me they were unjuftifiable : yet thele very conclufions
were found to be right, when he had taken a great deal of pains and drawn them from preper
premifes. He muil furely wonder how I had hit upon fuch truths, without making any ob-
fervations and experiments, and without any ideas of relation, connelion, and inference.
Call it a power, a gift, fecond fight, or what you pleafe, it is fomething that has fet me
tight {feveral times. 1 fhall give an inftance of its influence. At the time my brother was
working upon this preparation, I told Dr. Smith, (but in confidence as he remembers) that
Dr. Monro would next undertake the fympbatic glands. This prediction was to be fure at that
time againit all human reafon or probability ; it was @ conclufion contradicled by premifes, and
vet the very thing happened. Sce his note, pag. 40.



26 RrmAarks upon fome Extraordinary Paragraphs

After giving this account of what was publicly done concerning
the lymphatic glands, I fhall make fome remarks on this part of the
Do&or’s pamphlet. He quotes, (pag. 38.) that experiment of blowing
or pouring mercury into the gland, and then fays, ¢ Dr. Hunter’s afflum-
‘« ing this experiment as his own, is certainly either the moft undeniable
¢ proof of ignorance of what had been already done upon the fubjeét, or
¢ the moft palpable invafion of the property of our fore-fathers, if the ex-
¢ preflion can be allowed, that has ever perhaps appeared in print.” How
does the Profeflor prove this ftrong affertion? He prates about Nuck and
Cowper, and finithes with the following flourifh : ¢ From which it was
¢¢ reafonable to conclude, that he, (Dr. Hunter) had not made any fuch
«« experiment; and that he was but the echo of Nuck or Cowper.”
Now, do Nuck and Cowper fay that they blowed or inje€ted mercury by a
pipe introduced into the lymphatic gland ¢ No, neither of them fays fo;
neither of them ever did it, or knew that it could be done, fo as to fill
the lymphatic veflels, and what they call the cells of the gland. They
both inje&ed the mercury by {mall pipes introduced into the lymphatic
vellels. What a fhameful mifreprefentation is this in Dr. Monro, after
fuch a direCt and full affertion that ¢ My taking the experiment as my
‘¢ own was either the moft undeniable proof of ignorance of what had
“ been done upon the fubjed, or the moft palpable invalion of the pro-
« perty of our forefathers, that has ever perhaps appeared in print.”
That he fhould expofe himfelf thus to the world! That his father thould
fuffer him to do fo!

In his next page, (viz. 39.) he appears with great advantage, (as he
[eems to think) in proving that this experiment s no evidence of the
lymphatics being abforbents, and that therefore Dr. Hunter had better
omitted to mention 1t in proof of the general dolirine of the lymthatics being
abforbents.  Dr. Hunter never thought it any proof of that dotrine,
nor ever mentioned it as fuch. He mentioned it in his leftures, as a
new experiment that might be ufeful, and as an eafy method of exhibiting
the Iymphatics: and the authors of the Critical Review mentioned it
without any direct application. A word to the wife, they fay, is enough
but Dr. Monro would not take a hint. The experiment was mentioned,
we may fuppofe, that he might not (among other things) take it to him-
felf. Yet he has done {o in the note of his 30th page; and it appears
that he did fo at Edinburgh in 1755, for he then told Dr. Black the ex-
periment, and has got Dr. Black’s certificate of having done fo. Would
he have done this, if it had been an experiment to be found in Nuck or

Cowper ?
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Cowper? Did he then learn this experiment (among many other things)
at Edinburgh from Dr. Hunter’s pupils? Can we doubt, if we trace him
a little upon the fubjec? It is plain that in the fummer 1753, he did
not know this experiment, or eafy method of filling the lymphatics,
¢ In fummer, 1753,” fays he, pag. 22. “ 1 firlt attempted to fill the lym-
¢« phatic veflels with quickfilver, introduced by pipes put into openings
¢ made in fome of their {maller branches. But not fucceeding well
“ in this manner, I then tried to inje& them in the reverfe way from
‘¢ the thoracic dué, in hopes that the quickblver would pafs their valves,
“ as it frequently did thofe of the heart and large arteries :----but, af-
““ ter {feveral experiments, I was convinced that this was impracticable,
“ wwe-But, as I greatly wifbed to have fome preparation of thefe veffels, 1
¢ next endeavoured, in imitation of Nuck, Cowper, &c.” (Reader at-
tend !) ¢ to fill them from the arteries----but with no other fuccefs,-~-
“ At laft I thought of employing what the painters call fize, (a thin
¢ glue) from which I flattered myfelf with great expeflations----- but
¢ was likewife difappointed in feveral trials which I made with it,” &e.
To make the ftory fhort ; he at length filled them in a z¢/#/s, from the ar-
tery by extravafation.

Well then, the Profeflor allows that in fummer 1753, though /e
greatly wifbed to have fome preparations of the lymphatic veffels, and made
all the ufe he could of Nuck, Cowper, &c. yet he could not inje them
either with air; quickfilver, or thin glue. He did not then know (and
Nuck and Cowper could not tell him) the eafy method of exhibiting and
infelling lymphatics by throwing air or mercury into the lymphatic glands.
So far is clear. Now let us fee when he firft difcovered it: for after fo
many difficult and unfuccefsful met/ods, {urely he would be much pleafed
when he found out this eafy method. But he does not venture to tell
us fow or when he found it out ; would have had it pafs quietly for his
own ; and when he finds it challenged by Dr. Hunter, gives it to Nuck
or Cowper, as you fhall fee.

In the year 1755, he knew this experiment (from Dr. Hunter's pu-
pils fuppofe) and procured Dr, Black’s certificate in the following words
(pag. 28.) ** You told me at the fame time, that an eafy method of ex-
‘“ hibiting the lymphatics is, to fill the cells of the conglobate glands
¢ with air, which pafles freely into fuch lymphatics as rife from them,
¢ to take their courfe towards the laQeal fac.”” From which it is plain,
that he was communicating it as a new experiment, and as his own ; and it

was
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was underftood fo by Dr. Black, as appears by his letter to me on that
fubjec, in which he fays: ¢ So far as 1 can remember when he faid
¢ that he could raife the lymphatics in this way, he told it me as a piece
“* of anatomical news, or as a curious anatomical fa&, which I imagined
“ was a difcovery of his own.” In his 39th page, he fays in a note :
“ Tearing the outer membrane of the conglobate glands, and breaking
“ their_{ubftance and pouring in mercury, had been my common way
““ of fhewing the lacteals of the fecond order, or lymphatics going for-
“ wards from them, as Dr. Black obferves in his letter.” You fee, he
fays it had been his common way. Now it was not his common way in
the year 1753, as we have proved from himfelf; he does not venture to
tell us bow long this had been his common way, or how he found it out,
but would have had it pafs for his own obfervation (in his common way ) ;
and when he found that Dr. Hunter took it to himfelf, (or rather gave it to
his brother) he tells us, with a good aflurance, (his common way) that it
was ¢ either the moft undeniable proof of ignorance of what was done
¢ upon the fubjec, or the moit palpable invafion of the property of our
¢« fore-fathers, that has ever perhaps appeared in print;” then lays down his
fadls or proofs (in his common way ) of a cock and a bull, and Cowper and
Nuck, and concludes (in his common way) that Dr. Hunter had not made
any fuch experimenty and that he was but the echo of Nuck or Cowper.
The next thing that occurs in Dr. Monro’s pamphlet will require a

whole chapter for its difcuffion.

O = THEE. L S
Of ABsorPTrION by VEINS

R. Monro has taken a great deal of pains to difcredit me upon a

variety of fubjets,which he might have known I fhould not chufe to
difpute with him. Upon thefe occafions he mifreprefents the facts, puts
what words he thinks proper in my mouth, gives out opinions as mine
which he fhould have known to be not fo; and then fhews his parts and
his reading in confuting them. He would have loft nothing had he difput-
ed with more modefty, and learnt to bear what he thought a triumph with

more moderation. 'We fhall take his chapter, page 55, Of abforption by
the
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the branches of the red veins, as an example of this fort of dealing with
me Pray, reader, ftop here a few minutes, and confider that chapter
carefully : it confifts but of a few pages.

He makes me affert that the red veins do not abforb, and then you fee
how he treats me, and triumphs. What foundation has he for making
me the father of this hypothefis? He quotes the Critical Review. Look
to the place, and you will find he refers to fome notes written by the au-
thors of the Critical Review; not to any work of mine. Now, fuppofe
I had written thefe notes; yet as they appeared under another name, and
as he could not prove, or certainly know them to be mine, furcly he had
no right to ufe my name with the freedom he has done. A gentleman
would not have done fo for my fake; a man of {enfe would not have done
fo for his own fake. But the truth is, that I knew nothing of thofe
notes, direfily or indireélly, till 1 read them in print: the authors of the
Critical Review know this to be true, and give me leave to fay fo in the
ftrongeft manner | pleafe®*. To fhew Dr. Monro in his true colours, [
muﬁ go farther flill, and tell the reader that he muft have known this was
not an opinion or hypothefis that I maintained. He attended all my lec-
tures. I appeal to all the MS notes of my letures, and to all my pupils.
Let them recolle& or look into the fecond lecture; they will find that [
fay of veins, they begin 1. from arteries; 2. from furfaces or cavities as ab-
Sorbents : and when upon the mefenteric veins, they may remember I ex-
plained the common doftrine, and commonly produced the drawing of
a little hydraulic machine of Dr. Lieberkuhn, by way of illuftration; and
that I went no farther in oppofition to the common opinion, than to fay
that [ was not fatisfied, that I had doubts, that all my obfervations were
againft the common hypothefis, but that I did not take upon me to fay
it was not the truth.

Indeed, in both my courfes of the winter 1759-60, I went fo far as
to fay, I belicved that the red veins did not abforb, and gave my reafons
for thinking fo: but this was long after Dr. Monro’s publication.

In different parts of my lectures I ufed to treat of the tranfudation and
abforption of fluids in animal bodies in the following manner:

“-I have

* The Profeffor has been followed through fo many mortifying fituations, that it is high
time to thew him fome pity. The reader is therefore intreated to compailicnate the difirels
which he muft have been in, when he thought of quoting thefe notes in the Critical Beview
as my words, in order to make bis defence; which he has done in fix dificrent places, viz. pag.

19; 37: 53» 56, 58, and 65.
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“* T have often confidered with myfelf how the interftitial fluid gets
into the fmaller and greater cavities of our bodies; how the water of
an anafarca, for inftance, gets into the cellular membrane. The com-
mon opinion, I think, is, that there are every where exhalant arteries,
which open and terminate on the fuperficies of {uch cavities, and throw
out the watery fluid - which they contain. But for my own part, I
cannot help behieving that it is entirely by tranfudation through the
coats or fides of the veflels. My reafons for thinking fo are thefe:

¢« Firft, fo faras I can find, all the arguments of the lateft and beft
anatomifts, taken from injeting the arterial {yftem in dead and living
bodies, only prove that a thin fluid pafles readily from the arteries into
the interflices of parts. They do not prove the exiftence of exhaling
branches, no more than they prove tranfudation.

¢ In the fecond place, the phxnomena of injections, fo far as I have
been able to make obfervations, agree better with the notions of tranfuda=
tion than with that of exhaling arteries. I have had great experience
of imjeftions, and [ have made experiments with all forts of fluids in-

je&ed into the arteries and veins of dead bodies. I have always ob-

ferved that fubtile and penetrating fluids pafs with eafe from the ar-
terics into the cavity of the inteftine, and into the cellular membrane
in any part of the body: fuch fluids are water, gum water, whites
of eggs ftrained, glue, ifinglafs diffolved in water or {pirits, any fluid
oil, melted butter or axunge, &c. But when thefe fluids were co-
loured with vermilion, I always obferved that none of the vermilion
pafled out of the arterial {fyftem, but when there were manifeft ap-
pearances of extravafation and rupture of the veflels: I never obferved
vermilion pafs into the cavity of an inteftine from the melenteric ar-
terics, without feeing a hundred ruptures and extravafations in the vl
of the gut. All this looks as if the fuid oozed through the coats,
rather than was poured out by the branches of arteries.
¢¢ In the third place, 1 have obferved that the cellular membrane is not
fo immediately filled by inje&ing the arteries; it requires fome time,
and [ have plainly feen, when 1 have let an injected part lie bye a lit-
tle while, that the ce'lular membrane became gradualiy more loaded
as the arterial fyftem became more empty; a ftrong argument, in my
mind, that it got out of the arteries by tranfudation.
“ In the fourth place, water, and even red blood foaks through all our
vellels and membranes in dead bodies; as you may fee by fteeping the
apex of a heart well wafhed, or the convolution of a piece of freth
©® 1n-



L1

L1
(11
(13
119
L3
£i
e
[13
L1113
L]
wE

L14

L
(11
Lk
L
117
117
§c
(13
117
(13
111
111
ik
it
(11

Of AssoreTiOoN by VEINs. 41

inteftine in clear water: in both cafes the water will become
bloody.

¢« But ftill it is faid that in all thefe cafes the fluids pafs by fine exhal-
ing veflels, though thefe veflels cannot be feen. To this I anfwer, that
if our interflitial fluid was of a ftrong marked colour, we fhould then
by diffetion be able to obferve whether it was poured out by {mall
arteries, or whether 1t foaked through the natural pores in the coats
of veflels. Now very fortunately for us in this difpute, there is one
fuch fluid in the body ; it is the bile. Its colour is pretty deep, and
very different from any thing that lies near the gall bladder. No man
can have opened any number of bodies, without allowing that the gall
does pafs in living bodies through all the coats of the gall bladder,
and pervades the f{ubllance of the neighbouring parts, not by
exhaling nor by inbaling veflels, but by manifeft tranfudation or
foaking.

¢ It might be afked, why the red blood does not tranfude through the
veflels in living bodies, for I think it certainly does not. In anfwer to
this it may be faid, that our fibres and vellels have perhaps fome de-
gree of tenfion and firmnefs in life, which they lofe with life; and it
muft be obferved too, that in proportion as the blood putrifies it be-
comes thinner; whence we {ee, in opening a putrid body, all the cavi-
ties more or lefs filled with a bloody water, and all diftin¢tion of co-
lour in the mufcles and cellular membrane quite loft. Dut what I
fuppofe to be the principal reafon that red blood does not tranfude
through the vefiels in living bodies, is its glutinous quality, its thick-
nefs while it is equally mixed up with its coagulating part. That
part coagulates as certainly as the blood ftagnates even in living bo-
dies; and when the univerfal ftagnation happens in death, this part
of the blood colle&s itlelf into irregular pofypr and coagulations all
over the body, and the reft of the blood is no longer the thick vifcid
fluid it was before, but rather a bloody ferwm, that will ooze through
all the veflels and membranes,”

Such were my notions of the fiurce of our interftitial fluid. With

regard to its abforption, 1 was of opinion that nature had provided a fyftem
on purpofe, viz. the lymphatics. I confidered thefe veflels and the
latteals as an appendage to the venal fyftem, by which the ftores were
brought in for fupplying the circulation; and the glands and fecretory
vellels all over the body, I confidered as an appendage to the arterial

G {yftem,
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fyftem, by which the proper feparations were made, and the redundan-
cies thrown off,

My only doubt was, whether the veins did or did not abforb a certain
quantity, efpecially in the inteftines. From my own obfervations on
injetions, I fhould have concluded that they did not, and that there was
no paflage for liquors between an inteftine and the mefenteric veins,
otherwife than by tranfudation. But authors of the beft credit had given
{fuch arguments and experiments in favour of abforption by veins, that I
dared not, even in my own mind, determine the queftion.

At this time my brother was deeply engaged in phyfiological enquiries,
in making experiments on living animals, and in profecuting compara-
tive anatomy, with great accuracy and application. It is well known
that I {peak of him with moderation, when I fay fo. He took the fub-
ject of abforption into his confideration, and from all his obfervations,
was inclined to believe, that in the human body there was one, and but
one fyftem of veffels for abforption : he knew fo well that many things
had been ailerted by one perfon after another, which were not true;
that fo many miftakes had been made from inattention, fo many errors:
introduced from other caufes, that he could eafily fuppofe the veins
might not perhaps abforb, after all the demonfirations that had been
given of the fa&; and therefore was determined to fee how far this
point could be cleared up by plain experiments and obfervations. With
that intention he made the following experiments, in my prefence, and
in prefence of a number of gentlemen, who all of us affifted him, and:
made our own obfervations upon what paft before us. I fhall quote the
experiments from him, and can bear teftimony to the fairnefs with:
which they were made, and with which they are here related.

PN S i) B Sl PO R i

«« ExpeRIMENT I. On the third of November 1758 %, fays he;
¢ ] opened the belly of a living dog. The inteftines rufhed out im-
¢« mediately. I expofed them fully; and we obferved the lacteals filled
« with a white liquor at the upper part of the gut and mefentery ;
“ but in thofe which came from the 7lon and colon the liquor was
“ tranfparent.

¢ I tied up the mefenteric artery and vein that was going to about half

¢« a foot:

*# In the prefence of Doétors Clayton, Fordyce, and Michaclfon, and Mefl. Blount, Jones,
Churchill, and Richardfon.
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a foot of inteftine, and put a light ligature upon the upper part of
the inteftine, including a little of the mefentery, then emptied that
part of the gut by fqueezing it downwards, and put a fimilar ligature
upon the lower part of the gut, In the next place, I made a {mall hole
in the upper end of this part of the gut, and by a funnel poured in
fome warm milk, and confined it by making a third ligature upon the
gut clofe to this hole. Thefe ligatures prevented the circulation of
blood in this part of the bowel. Laftly, I pun&ured the vein beyond
the ligature that had been made upon the mefenteric veflels, and by
gentle firoking with the end of the finger foon emptied it of its
blood.

¢« Exper. II. I immediately after this made the fame experiment,

and in the fame manner, on a part of the inteftine lower down, where
the lacteals were filled with a tranfparent liquor.

¢ In the firft experiment the lateals continued to be filled with a
milky or white fluid: in the fecond, the la&ecals, which before con-
tained only a tranfparent lymph, were prefently filled with white milk.,
¢ In both thefe experiments, we could not obferve that the leaft white
fluid had got into the veins, After attending to thefe appearances a
little while, I put all the bowels into the abdomen for fome time, that
the natural abforption might be affifted by the natural warmth ; then
took out and examined attentively the two parts of the gut and me-
{fentery upon which the experiments had been made: but the lacteals
were flill filled with milk, and there was not the leaft appearance of a
white fluid in the veins: on the contrary, what little blood was in
them, was juft as thick, and as deep-coloured as in the other veins,
and when fqueezed out from them, coagulated as the blood of other
veins,

“ Exper. III. T tied up and filled another piece of the inteftine with
milk in the fame manner, but did not make a ligature upon the me-
fenteric veflels, leaving a free circulation in the part. We looked very
attentively at the colour of the blood in the veins of that part, both
with our naked eyes and with glaffes : we compared it with that in the
artery, and in the neighbouring wveins, but could not obferve that it
was lighter coloured, nor that it was. milky, nor that there was any
differe nce whatever,

"¢ Exper. IV. Laiily, we took that part of the gut which was flled

(14

34

with milk in the firft or fecond experiment, and fqueezed and prefled
it very gradually, in order to fee whether any milk would by thefe
G .2 * means
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means pafs into the empty mefenteric veins. This we did gradually
with more and more force till the gut at laft burft; but ftill there was

not the lealt appearance of any thing milky in the veins.

A N T 'M A L o0 E G s0D0GN I,

“ ExperiMeNT I. November 13, 1758 ¥, I opened the abdomen of
a living fheep, which had eat nothing for fome days, and upon ex-
pofing the intellines and mefentery, we obferved the ladteals were
vilible, but contained only a tranfparent watery fluid. 1 made a hole
in the inteftine near the ftomach, and by a funnel poured in fome
thin flarch, coloured with indigo, fo as to fill feveral convolutions ;
then tied up the hole in the gut, and put all the bowels into the
abdomen for fome time. Upon taking them out after this, we obferved
all the lafteals of that part filled with a fluid of a fine blue colour.
We thought at firft, that the blood in the veins of this part was of
a darker colour ; but upon comparing it carefully with that in the
other veins it was manifeftly the fame.

¢ Exper. II. I opened a vein upon this part of the mefentery, and
catched a table fpoon full of its blood. I fet it bye to congeal and
feparate into its coagu/um and ferum. On the next day, and the day
after that, I examined the colour of the ferum; but it had not the
leaft blueifh caft.

¢« Exper. I I fixed an injecting pipe in an artery of the mefentery,
where the inteftine was filled with the blue ftarch, and tied up all
communications both in the melentery and inteftine, (as in Animal
Firlt, Exper. I.) but left the correfponding vein free ; then I injected
warm milk by the artery, till it returned by the vein, and continued
doing fo till all the blood was wafhed away, and the vein returned a
bright white milk. This was done with a view of fecing if the milk

¢ in the vein acquired any blueith caft; but there was no perceptible

difference between the arterial and venal milk,

«« Exper. IV. After this I opened the vein with a lancet, and dif~
charged moft of the milk, then put a higature upon both the artery
and vein, and waited fome time to fee if they would fill, but they did
not, nor did the remaining contents of the vein acquire the leaft

blueifh caft. Then I opened the gut at this part, but we could not
¢ obferve

* Tn the prefence of Doftors Wren, Fordyce, and Michaellon; and Medl. Blount, Tickell,

wrchill, Paterfon, and Skeette.
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obferve any appearance of the milk having got into the cavity of the

intefline.
«« Exper. V. I filled another part of the inteftine with milk. All

that we obferved after doing this, was that the lacteals became
fuller, though not of a white colour, and the veins remained of the
fame complection.

Exper. VI. 1 fixed a pipe into a vein of the mefentery, and injected
milk towards the inteftine, to fee if any would pafs into the cavity of
the gut: but prefently innumerable extravafations happened; fo that
the experiment was fruitlefs.

“ Exper. VIL I fixed a pipe into an artery, and tied up the vein, and
all the communications, then inje¢ted milk for fome time into the
artery till the vein became quite turgid and tight; this was continued
for fome little time, and with as much force as we thought the veflels
would bear without burfting : then we opened the inteftine at that part,
and there was no appearance of milk in its cavity.

Exper. VIII. I took a piece of the intefline that was quite empty
and clean, and filled it with warm water. The returning blood in
the vein of this part appeared not at all diluted or thinner than in
the other veins. Then I tied up the artery, and all the communica-
tions; and attended to the ftate of the vein for fome time : it did not
grow more turgid, nor did its blood become more watery, nor was
there any appearance whatever of the water’s having got into the
veins.

‘¢ The animal was quite alive all thetime of our making thefe experiments
and obfervations, which lafted from one o’clock till half an hour after
three. I chofe a theep rather than a dog, both becaufe the animal was
much larger, and therefore its mefenteric veflels were fitter for being
eafily injected; and befides, becaufe it is much more patient and
quiet. Thefe advantages we were all fenfible of when we made the

experiments.

SN EEL UNE A Lo S R E RS D

“ June 22d, 1759. We repeated moft of thefe experiments on
another fheep, to fee if the effe@ would be the fame: but in this
animal the vilcera were difeafed, inflamed, and thickened in moft parts,
fo that the experiments were much lefs fuccefsful, lefs fatisfatory, and
conclufive. After inje@ing milk into the mefenteric artery for fome

time, and allowing it to return by the vein, we opened that part of
“ the
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the intefline, which had been previoufly emptied, and found in it a
watery fluid of a whitith caft, asif a few drops of milk had been
mixed with it.

AC Nl M A Lote BBl 1 S

“dIn July, 1759 ¥, I rcpeated moft of the experiments related in
article Animal Second, upon another fheep, The effet of all of them
was {o nearly the fame that I need not be particular.

<< 1 fhall only obferve, that when the intefline was filled with ftarch-
water and indigo, and milk inje&ed by the artery till the vein was
walhed clean of blood, and a ligature put upon the artery and vein, fo
as to leave them about half full of pure white milk, after waiting
more than half an hour we could not obferve that the vein was in the

* lealt more filled or turgid, nor had the milk in the veins acquired the

leaft of a blueith caft, nor even in the fmalleft veins upon the gut itfelf,
where we fhould fuppofe the abforbed liquor muft have been appa-
rent, if any had been taken up by the veins from the cavity of the
inteftine.

t“ After the animal was dead, I blowed into a mefenteric vein, and
the air found a paflage into the cavity of the gut, though in making the
experiment when the animal was alive, I could not force the milk by
inje&ion from the vein into the gut.

A N ETNEEASCLEE R UL T S

¢ If any animal could be fuppofed a fitter fubje&t for fuch experiments
than a fheep, it would be an afs. He is not fo large, nor fo firong,
but that he may be managed ; he is patient in the greatelt degree; his
mefentery and veflels being larger, it is {fo much more eafy to fix
inje&ting pipes, make ligatures, &c.: and, whatis a very great ad-
vantage in making fuch experiments, his mefentery is very thin, with-
out fat, fo that the veflels are confpicuous and dilliné&t. Hence it is
caly to feparate the artery from the vein, to fix pipes, to tie up anafto-
mofing vellels by a needle, &c.

« Therefore I got an afs, and on the 24th of Auguft, 1759 +, put him

“ upon

* In prefence of Doftors Macaulay, Ramfey, and Michacllon; and Mefl. Edwards and
Tomlinfon,

t In prefence of Doflors Macaulay and Michaelfon; and of Mefl. Edwards, White,
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upon his back in an open garden, and tied him fafl to four flakes driven
into the ground, then opened his abdomen, &ec.
« ExperimenT I, 1 poured a folution of mufk in warm water into.
a piece of the inteltine, and confined it there by two ligatures. In
doing this the animal {lruggled, and a little of the liquor was fpilt
upon the outlide of the intefline and mefentery.
< After waiting a little while, I opened with a lancet fome lafleals of
this part, which were full of a watery fluid, and catched a little of
their contents in a fmall fpoon. It fmelled firongly of the mufk; and
though it could hardly be doubted that the mufk had been taken up
from the inteftine by abforption, yet as fome of the mufk-folution had
been fpilt upon the external {urface of the parts, and as it was im-
polfible to collect the lymph from the lacteals without refling the edge
of the {poon upon the mefentery, the fmell of the fpoon might be
owing to that circumflance.
¢ After this I wiped a vein upon the mefentery very clean, and opened
it with a lancet: a gentleman who had kept out of the way of the
mufk, came immediately with a clean fpoon, and filled it from.
the (iream of blood without touching any part of the animal, and car-
ried it dire@ly off; but it had not the leaft {imell of mufk.
¢« Exper. II. We poured fome ftarch water, made very blue with:
indigo, into a part of the gut in the fame manner as in fome of the
former experiments ; tied the vein and artery of this part; then punc-
tured the vein clofe to the ligature, and prefled out almoft all the
blood ; then tied up the empty vein, and put all into the cavity of the
belly for a quarter of an hour. After that, we examined the part,,
found the lymphatics very turgid, as the fluid could not pafs through
them towards the thoracic dudt, on account of the ligatures made upon.
the mefenteric veflels: but we found the veins of this part emp:y, ex-
cept indeed that a little blood had got into them from the neighbouring
vellels, which, from the appearance, had evidently palfed the ligatures
tied round the ends of the gut; a circumftance which it is very dif-
ficult to obviate.
« Exper. 11I. I next repeated the Third Experiment of Animal Second.
exattly in the fame manner, and precifely with the fame effect.
‘ Exper. IV. Then I repeated the Fourth Experiment {:f Animal Se--
cond ; and the effect was flill the fame.
¢ N. B. It may not be amifs to obferve, that the lacteals continued to.
abforb the blueifh liquor all this time; even at the part upon which;
“ this,
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¢ this Fourth Experiment was made, where the nerves muft neceffarily
¢ have been tied up with the artery.

« Exper. V. 1 fqueezed a piece of the inteftine fo as to empty it as
¢ entirely as well might be, then tied up all the lateral communications
“ of the vefiels, and injeted warm milk into the mefenteric vein till it
¢ returned by theartery, and continued this operation for fome time af-
“ ter all the blood was wafhed out. Then I opened that part of the in-
¢ tefliine through its whole length, and found it quite empty. '

¢ I made this experiment again upon another part of the inteftine, in
““ the fame manner, and exaétly with the fame fuccefs.”

Here is a new dod&rine propofed in phyfiology, viz, that the red
veins do not abford in the human body. The fair enquirer after truth
will be convinced, by the obfervations which occurred to me, that
the common opinion is {upported by fome proofs that are at leaft
doubtful or equivocal, and that the other opinion is not without
plaufibility ; and he muft allow that my brother’s experiments render it
highly probable. :

But we may prefume from what Dr. Monro has argued upon the doc-
trine of the lymphatics, that he will fay I had no right to fet up this hy-
pothefis, except [ could refute, or otherwife explain the experiments and
arguments of the beft and lateft phyfiologifts in fupport of the common
opinion. I will therefore thew how little Dr. Monro has been able (with
all the afliftance which he may have had) to eftablith the old opinion, or
to difprove the other.

The firft thing that he urges (pag. 56 ) is an inconfiftency between two
expreflions which he is pleafed to call mine. My anfwer is, that I wrote
one of them, and the authors of the Critical Review wrote the other.  Yet
there appears to me no inconfiftency. For, if we fuppofe that no fmall
veins do begin as abforbents from the cavity of the inteflines, &c. may not
veins, as inftruments of the circulation, begin from the cells of the penss 2
And though the chyle or lymph could not well pafs through the abforbent
fyflem without valves and lateral preflure, may not blood return eafily by
the veins, where there are cells between the terminations of the artery and
beginnings of the vein? With regard to the motion of the contained
Hluid, thefe cells are to be conflidered, as eclargements of the canal, as
fomething of an intermediate nature between an aneuryfm and a varix: fo
that the b'ood is preffed from the cell into the vein, with the fame force
with which it was thrown from the artery into the cell. Hence it is that

the pends remains in a flate of fyflole, fo long as the refiftance to the venal
fiream
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flream does not overcome the natural contrattion of the part; but as foon
as it does, the extenfion or diaffole of the part neceflarily enfues, and muft
continue as long as that refiftance is continued. I fhall prove this by an
experiment which my brother made upon a living dog, and which I fhall
give in his own words. ¢ In April 1760,” fays he, ¢ in prefence of
¢ Mefl. Blount, &c. I laid bare the penis of a dog almoft thro’ its whole
¢ length, traced the two veins that come from the glans, which in this
¢ animal makes the largeft part of the penss, and {eparated them from the
¢ arteries by diffeCtion, that I might be able to comprefs them at plea-
« fure, without affeGting the arteries. Then I comprefled the two veins,
*¢ and found that the glans and large bulb became full and extended. I
¢ then irritated the veins, in order to fee if there was any power of con-
“ tration in them, which might occafionally ftop the return of the blood;
¢ but could not obferve any fuch appearance. Then I pricked the erec-
“ tores penis, upon which they contradted; but their contra&tion had no
¢ f{enfible effect upon the veins or upon the penss.”

Dr. Monro’s next argument (page 57) is fuch as can have no weight
againft the new hypothefis. It is a long chain of premifes, each of
which may, or may not be true; and at laft there is a conc/ufion which is
very agreeable to our hypothefis, and a prefumption about a point that is
not in queftion. It runs thus: Laéfeals have not been certainly obferved in -
oviparous animals, and yet, God knows, they may have them.---Dr. Mon-
10 is convinced they have not lymphatic veffels, and we all know he may
be miftaken j==e=~ therefore in them the red veins abforb, or lomething elfe
does it.-----But as we cannot obferve that in them the veins differ in flruc-
ture from the fanguincous veins in man, and yet it muft be granted they may
differ, and nobody has yet proved whether they do or not. Hence,
(true or falfe, right or wrong, according to the profeflor’s logic) 7¢ 7s
not neceflary that abforbent veffels fhovld have the valvular flruclure of the
lymphatics. No furely: capillary veflels, for inftance, will abforb with-
out valves ; but veffels like the lymphatics or lacteals, that are not only to
abforb, but to convey fluids a confiderable way unaflifted by gravitation,
require valves, or fomething that fhall have the fame effe@, fuch as the
mufcular periftaltic motion of the great traduory veflel that goes from
the mouth to the anus. And it is alfo to be prefumed, {ays our author,
that the firucture of the branches of the red veins in man 1s fuch as renders
them capable of abforbing. We, on the other hand, prefime that if they
were capable of deing it, they would actually do it; which does not ap-

H pear
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pear to be the cale; and we prefime if their fmall branches do not open
into the cavities, that they may not be fo capable of doing it.

QOur author’s next argument (page 57 and 58.) is drawn from the al-
lowed ablorption of the placenta.------ “ Yet,” fays he, * whatever. di--
¢ ligence [ have employed here in fearch of lymphatic veflels, has proved.
¢ as fruitlefs as the labour of others had done. It remains then to Dr, Hun--
“ ter to prove the exiftence of valvular lymphatic veflels in the placen-
“ ta: or, by allowing that the branches of the umbilical, that is, of
¢ the red veins do abforb, to retrad fuch crude notions; which betray a.
¢ want of due refleCtion, even on a fubjedt about which the Do&or is.
“ daily occupied.”” Surely, notwithftanding all the Profeflor’s diligence,.
there may be ten thoufand fhort lymphatics in the placenta, terminating
in the branches of the vein. Suppofing there were, muft the Profeflor.
have feen them ? Perhaps not with all his diligence.

Now let us confider his more direét progfs, (pag. §8.) ¢ Fluids,” fays
he, ‘¢ injeCted from the trunks into the branches of the veins f{veat out
« upon the furface of the fkin, and into the different cavities of the
« body *; which evidently fhows that many of their branches begin
¢« from thefe; and hence muft be inhalent.” Here is an affertion, and
an inference. The aflertion confifts. of two parts, which muft be confi-
dered feparately, Fluids injecled into the veins fweat out upon the furface
of the jkin. Dr. Haller fays no fuch thing in the place referred to 4
and Kaau Boerhaave fays nothing like it in his 3d, 4th, and sth chapters,

where

¢ % See the elegant treatife of Kaau Boerhaave De Perfpiratione ;. Or, Elment. Phyfiologs
“ of the illuftrious Dr. Haller, Lib. ii. 5. 2. § 22, 23, 24.”

+ On the contrary, all he fays there of the cutaneous veins is this, Iubalationem, frve bus
mioris per cutem reforptionem, proprio loco oflendemus, and then in a note defires us in the mean
time to confult his Commentary on Boerhaave, Tom. IIl. n. 416, where no fuch experi-
ment is mentioned 3 but in the following, n. 417, after {peaking of the arteries which ma
be demonitrated by injeflions to terminate on tlie furface of the fkin, he fays: De vens
experimentum non novi, ob valvulas, fed analogia demonfirat, effé que refpondeant arteriis. So that
to prove an anatomical experiment, our Profeilor quotes Baron Haller, who fays- he knows
S0 Tich experiment. Pleafe to obferve, 1 fpeak here of an anatomical f2&, not of an-
epinion. It is Baron Haller's, and every body’s gpimien that inhaling veins begin from the
{urface of the body; and accordingly in another part of his writings, Prim. Lin. § 444, he
fiys 1 Demonflrat bas venas injellio anatemica, que per Vemas perinde, ut per arterias exfudat, ¥
aquifa € tenuis fuerit : and what that exfudatio per arterias is, he tells us, § 435, &c. Guitule
fub epidermide effufee (quee) hanc in veficas elevant. But if Dr. Monro had found out thefe
two paflages in Haller, they would not have anfwered his purpofe, except he could have
proved that bliffering was the fame thing as fweating.
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where he profefledly treats of the cutaneous difcharges ; and therefore we
prefume he no where fays fo. We will venture to fay the aflertion is
_ not true, and that the Profeflor will find it to be without any foundation,
if ever he fhall make a fair trial. This affertion then of the Profeflor can-
not be allowed to have any weight: nor can we allow much to what he
fays in the following page, (59) I fuch trials as 1 have made, fluids get
more readily into the cavity of the guts from the veins than from the arteries;
and this ready outlet into the cavity of the guts, &c. The Profefior does
not feem to have practifed injections with fufficient dexterity and circum-
fpeiion; without which they will often miflead us egregioufly. In fuchk
trials as he made, injeCtions pafled more readily, &c. Why? In plain En-
glith, becaufe they fooner burft, which gives a ready outlet enough. By
fuch trials he may find a ready outlet from the right auricle of the heart
into the cavity of the pericardium, and from the larger veflels of the
brain into its ventricles, and feveral others which no anatomift ever yet
dreamt of. That our author’s #rials were frequently fuch, appears too
from what he faid in page 23, viz. In #njeliing the arteries indeed, jor
example the mefenteric, I had often obferved that the injecled matter pafjed
more readily by the lateral branches into the cavity of the guts, than into the
correfponding veins. From all which, thofe who are much converfant in
inje&ions, muft fee how he was going on.

The paflage of fluids from one veflel or cavity into another, muft not
always be taken as a proof that they have natural communications. FEx-
periments_of this kind made with water, air, or quickfilver, are parti-
cularly unfatisfaltory. Water tranfudes readily through, perhaps, all
parts of the human body, except the cuticle; and air and mercury are
very apt to produce rupture in the veflels, long before they have run in-
to fuch minute branches as are eafily filled with glue, &c. even when co-
loured with the powder of vermilion. Hence we fee that in the dead
body, air blown into the frachea not only readily pafles into the pulmo-
nary vein, but finds a ready out/et at a thoufand places through the exter-
nal coat of the lungs. Any of the above-mentioned fluids readily pafs
from the emulgent vein into the ureter ; and mercurial injeftions into the
arteries and veins of moft parts of the body, produce rupture and extra-
vafation long before fuch minute branches, as we can eafily injelt by
other means, are filled. This is not owing to the want of fluidity in the
mercury, but probably to the ftrong attra&tion among its parts, which
refifls its being drawn out into fine threads: and hence it runs fo well

a2 through
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through the excretory fyftem of the 7¢ffis, where the coats of the tubes

are fo much thicker and fironger *.
From what bas been now faid, and from what was advanced upon the

fubject of tranfudation in the former part of this chapter, and from my
brother’s experiments, the reader muft judge of the experiments which
Dr.

* Anatomical injetions have certainly improved phyfiology, and yet they have fometimes
led anatomifts into great blunders. From the fimplicity of the art of injeéting, any man who
can fix a pipe and melt wax, may fet about experiments of that kind ; and may draw conclu-
fions about the delicate and complex operations in the living bedy, from the event of a blun-
dering experiment made upon a dead one. If his wax breaks through the veffels atany part,
1t will be a dired? proof that there was a natural paffage ; and if by efcaping at this ready sutle,
it does not run into the fmaller veffels, it proves clearly that no fuch fmall veflels exift, and
that thofe anatomifts who have fcen them, and who have injefted them, muft have miftaken
one thing for another. Qur young Profeffor is one of thofe who make bold Injcﬂiona and
bold conclufions. His father has the fame pretenfions to injections, and has the fame knack
of going on in the argument, whether the wax ftops or runs. I fhall give a fpecimen. He
twice, ina bitch, injected the uterine veffels with mercury, and found that he had not there-
by filled any veffels in the placenta (a); thence he concludes that in that animal the utering
vellels do not ramify through the placenta : and yet I find it as eafy to prove by injections that
they do, as that the mefenteric veflels go into the coats of the inteftines. Having in this
way eftablifhed his fuppefition, that the uterine veffels do not in the human fubjeét pafs into
the placenta and chorion, he afterwards found it would be neceffary in fupport of his opinion
to take off Noortwyk’s authority (4), and therefore tells us that Noortwyk muft have made
a miflake, and is perfuaded he will alter his opinion, when the miflake is pointed out to bim ; and,
what is ftill better, concludes that Noortwyk has afforded him a very pretty proof of there
being ma anaftomofis between the wveffels of the uterus and fecundines. Profeflor Monro would
only have you fuppofe that Dr. Noortwyk had miftaken the uterws for the placenta and
membranes ; and, in order to give his argument fome plaufibility, he has egregioufly mifrepre-
Jented the Doctor by fubftituting ene word for anether of a quite different meaning, in two
of his :}untutim!.—i, and in a third has ceined a whole fentence for him; &ec. &c. Now the faft
is, that Nnnrtwffk was not miltaken, and is, we may Prcfllmﬂ, of the fame opiniﬂll fill,
as 1t is impoflible he thould not believe his own eyes. I have {cen his preparation, and can
vouch for the truth of the greateft part of what he advances, not only from having feen that
preparation, and from having converfed with him upon the fubject, but from my ewn experi-
ments and sbfervations en the human uterus, and thsfe eften repeated,

[ went into this digreflion to fhew a little of the genius of our two Profeflors; to fhew
their eafy and ditatorial way of writing under a \W.ight of diftrefling circumftances. It
was for fuch a fpirit in Dr. Monre’s whole pamphlet that I defpifed it; and it was fuch
a dictatorial flile, and fuch a parade of appealing boldly to fatts, that made my friends
think that the performance might impofe upon fome unexperienced readers.

(@) Med. Effays (Edit. 1752.) Vol. IL. pag- 130. (b) Ibid. pag. 118,
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Dr. Monro has quoted as authorities againft the do@rine which I have
been proving and defending. I grant that he has produced fome of the
greatelt #zames in anatomy; but it is an argument that may be brought
againft every new dodirine, and will have little weight when put into the

fcale againft falls,

Ciaebe AL F. . Y

Of the Veflels of CARTILAGES, and of the Dués of the LAcHRYMAL
GLAND.

R. Monro (pag. 61.) has given me an opportunity, which I embrace
with pleafure, of correfting in print one of my own errors in anato-
my. When I was a young man, and a very young anatomifl, I wrote a pa-
per concerning Cartilages, which was publifhed in the Philofoph. Tranf.
Vol. 42. In that little effay I advanced that the veflels of the articulat-
‘ing cartilages pafs, fecure from friction and preflure, between the griftle
and the bone. This appearance I faw diftinctly in feveral injeted joints:
but afterwards I found out that the veffels, which I had feen, did not belong
to the fuperficial cartilaginous cruft which remains in the adult, but to
what lies immediately under it, in growing animals, before the offifica-
tion is complete. My pupils will bear me witnefs, that I confefled and
correted this error, in every courfe of my leGtures ; and fo far as I know,
it was never taken notice of except by myfelf, till Profeflor Monro jun,
did it that honour, after he had attended my leftures.

I grow fo tired of my author, that I will only add one criticifm more.
It fhall be upon his laft Chapter, viz. Of the Lachrymal Gland and its
Duéls: a new {ubje&, which fhould not have been brought into the dif-
pute: but by his manner of treating it, we fee how little he is difpofed
to do me juftice, and how readily.he will expofe himfelf to difagreeable
fufpicions, for the fake of being thought a difcoverer in anatomy. He
tells us that feveral of the mofl celebrated anatomifls, particularly Morgagni,
Vater, Haller, and Zinn, fad exhaufted their patience to no purpefe in queft
of fuch duéls in the human fubjeil, &ec. 'Then he comes to his difcovery,
viz, In the fummer in 1753, (the ever memorable year ftill) he fought af-
ter thefe dudts, difcovered their orifices, and introduced briftles into
them; and fhewed this to his father, who always mentioned it in his lec-

tures {ince that time, &c, &c.
By
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By this time, 1 fancy none of my readers will be furprifed when I tell
them that 1 had done the fame thing, and that I had taught it in every
courfe of leCtures ever fince the year 1747. H it were neceflary to prove a
thing fo notorious, I could produce many teftimonies, particularly that of
Mr. Symons of Exeter, who attended my firft courfe of leftures, and of
Dr. Smith of Oxford, who'both remember that they faw me introduce
briftles into the dutts * of that gland in the human {ubject, and that they
aflifted me in doing it.

Is it not very fingular that the young fludent thould have made fo many
difcoveries in the year 1753 at Edinburgh, and that all of them fhould
have been publifhed before that time at my leGures in London ? Is it not
pretty plain how he came by them, when we are informed, that every
winter there were fome ftudents at Edinburgh who had attended my lec-
tures ; and about this very time fome of thefe gentlemen belonged to a
fociety, of which he was a member, inftituted by the ftudents for talk-
ing and difputing upon medical fubje€ts? Doces it not agree with, and
fupport this infinuation, that he publifhed fuch things as his own, after
he had heard them frém my mouth before a numerous audience, without
doing me the juftice of putting my name into a marginal note? It would
have been but juflice, if he had really and truly made the difcoveries
himfelf ; and if he had, would not he have done fo?

After all that has been faid and proved, the reader will furely be en-
tertained with our Profeflor’s conclufion 1, which I think a {pecimen

of

* I make no doubt but that all, or much the greateft part of the tears come from the
glandula lachrymalis. That they do, and that this pland, fmall as it is, can fecrete a confider-
able quantity of liquor in a {fmall {pace of time, will appear from the following experiment
which my brother exhibited to my fausfaction. He inverted the upper eye-lid in a living
flieep, and we could diftinélly fee the tears or water gufhing in confiderable quantity from
the orifices of the ducts of the gland. Every time the part was wiped dry, the gulh was
very manifeft, and when it was confined for a moment by preflure, the fucceeding gufh of
water was in greater quantity, and more violent.

“ + Upon the whele, 1 muft conclude, that, altho’ in my differtation on the Iymphatics
I have referred to almolt every author on the fubject, the public will allow I have been
“ guilty of no omiflion, in not taking any notice of Dr. Hunter; as I have fhown that he
“ did not mention any fact which was not to be met with in common books ; that his con-
“ clufion from thefe fafts was altogether improper; and that he farther denied the office of
abiorption to the branches of the red veins, contrary to reafon and experiment.

“* 1 am hopeful too, that the Doétor himfelf, upon confidering this, -will not only excufe
my not having mentioned him, where it could have been fo little to his praife; but
that he will alfo think himfelf obliged to me, that, fo far from having induftrioufly fought
¢ the occalion of fixing difhonour upon him, I even fthunned it when it offered.
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of the moft eafy behaviour under fuch aukward circumftances, that has
ever been exhibited to the public.

To the beft of my knowledge, I have ftated the fadts with the moit
perfect regard to truth. Were I, in my turn, to draw conclufions, [ might
perhaps be wrong. I will therefore leave that to others ; and leave Pro=-
feffor Monro jun. to enjoy himfelf, and his difcoveries; and to fay and to
print whatever he may think proper upon this difpute without molefta-
tion. He has eftablifhed a charater for ever with .me, and I am refolved
to take no farther notice of him.

Sl o s g e

¢ But even upon the fuppofition that thefe obfervations ufed by Dr, Hunter had not been
¢ borrowed, and that his conclufion from them had been well founded ; {lill there was no
¢ reafon whatever for me to make the leaft mention of the Doétor, as I learned nothing from
“ him ; for thefe and many other obfervations, with various experiments, were remarked
% and fully explained, and the conclufion, thatthe lymphatics were a fyftem of abforbents,
“ was drawn from them in my treatife (@), previous to my acquaintance with him, or
 knowledge of his arguments.

 Were I, before quitting the fubjeét, in return for the profufion of the Dollor’s good
“ withes for my fake, to offer him my beft wifh, it would be, that he had not attacked me at
“ all; for, b:f that means, he has forced me, contrary at leaft to my intention, if not to my
“ inclination, to bring to light many circumftances neceffary for my own defence, from which
 Truth would not allow me to draw conclufions greatly to his honour: and for which
* therefore he has himfelf only to reproach.

‘ If, however, the Dotlor fhall ftill perfevere to alledge, that his caufe is not fo defperate
% as I have reprefented it, it is to be expeéted he will endeavour to make thisappear in a plain
“ way, by fafts well vouched and conclufions fairly deduced from them.

“* For if, inftead of thefe, he fhall anfwer truth by exclaiming againft me for telling it,
¢ becaufe it happens to gall him ; fhall wrangle about words and expreffions; fhall affect not
* to comprehend, what the reft of the world may think but too plain; f{hall again infult the
“ patience of the public by making prefumptions upon prefumptions, confcfling, at the fame
“ time, that there is no certain knowledge in the cafe (4); in fhort, fhall an{wer facts by
“ fuppofitions ; arguments and plain conclufions by evafion and perplexity, and an attempt
* at a fort of wit, which, efpecially in an affair of this nature, mult ever recoil upon him
““ that ufes it: the difcerning part of the readers, I prefume, will allow, that I do the
“ Doctor no injuftice in concluding, that he gives up his caufe and filently avows his con-
* viftion; and that he is labouring to raife duft, in order to fcreen himfelf and get off,
% like what flory tells us of fome of the combatants of old,. who, when worlled, efcaped
“ in a cloud.”

“ (a) See the letters of Drs. Black and Reimarus, &c.”
. (b) As in Critical Review, page 531.”
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An Examination of what Profeffor Monro fen. publithed as a Defence
of his Son.

AVIN G taken my leave of the fon, I find myfelf under the dif-
agreeable neceflity of fettling fome matters with the father, my old
malfler in anatomy. He took an early part in the difpute, as an anony-
mous author *; and if he had pleaded his fon’s caufe with moderation and
candour, he would have thewn a dignity of mind worthy of his years
and of his rank in the profeflion. But this was fo far from being the
cale, that I have the mortification to find him led away by his paffions to
milreprefent falts, and defcend to quibbling, in fupport of his arguments
and purpofes; and this not only in that firft attack, when he was lefs in-
formed and his refentment therefore keener, but on many fubfequent
occafions, as I have been credibly informed, and particularly at his
public lectures, when I fhould think he muft have known a little more of
the grounds of the difpute. It is true, that after what I have faid in the
former part of this work, it may feem unneceflary to take notice of what
the fenior Profeflor has advanced in that anonymous performance; yet
there being fome indire&t accufations in it, which I could not fo well
bring into the former part, I hope the candid reader will indulge me with
a little more of his time and patience.

In the firft feven paragraphs our author gives an hiftorical account of
the young Profeflor’s difcoveries and publications, to fhew that he could
not have learned any thing concerning the lymphatics from me. I have
already given the hiftory of the difpute, with prosfs of all the material
points; and Profeflor Monro {en. has forfeited all reputation as an hifto-
rian, by telling us, in the end of the firft paragraph, that he Auows the
Jfaéts relating to the prefent difpute, and fends a fair flate of them ; and
then by afluring us in the fixth paragraph, that Dr. Monro went fo
London in abfolute ignorance of Dr. Hunter’s having any particular opinion
concérning lymphatics ;- =-== attended his leclures, and was furprifed when he
teard Dr. Hunter teach the doclrine of lymphatics being abforbents. Drs

Black’s letter thews what credit is due to thefe aflertions.
I fhall

% Critical Review for November, 1757. Sce Appendix, No. IL
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I thall therefore pafs over this part, and indeed all that is contained
in the letter, except the three laft paragraphs, which I fhall confider,
under the three following articles.

1. Why I do not anticipate others by an early publication.

2. How far the right belongs to him, who firlt puts a difcovery into
print.

. How far it is true that I have perperual difputes with Pott, Haller,
Afﬁmm, Monro, or perhaps twenty more, that will prove very troublefome,
and will at laft redound very little to my honour.

When Dr. Monro atks why I do not anticipate others by an early
publication, I own I do not perhaps underftand the meaning of the
queftion. If he means to advife me to be filent on any thing, which I
may think a difcovery or improvement, till I have put it into print, left
it thould be ftolen from me, and occalion a troublefome difpute; I am
furely much obliged to him for fuch affetionate attention to my peace of
mind and reputation. But if he means that I fhould print my obfer-
vations before [ am prepared; I cannot take his advice.

He that is in a hurry to publifh difcoveries, will often have occafion to
repent of his hafte. Refletion, and more favourable opportunities of
making inquiries, will at length bring us back to truth, if we have been
mifled; and will confirm and improve our inventions, if they be right.
Had I printed my thoughts about the lymphatics in the firft years of my
reading le&ures, they would have been more imperfet, becaufe the
proof drawn from poifonous abforption had not then occurred to me;
and I am not fo partial to the doftrine at this day, as not to fee that
fomething ftill remains to be done. The argument drawn from extrava-
fated fluids pafling readily into the lymphatics in dead bodies, is not as yet
“conclufive, though Dr. Monro has built fo much upon it; for in this
cafe there may be ruptures in the lymphatics, and the fluids may get into
them by fuch means, rather than by their abforbing orifices. And this
poflibility will come nearer to probability, when we reflect, that the
la&eals cannet, by any means now known, be injected or filled from the
cavity of the intefline in the dead body : and if the lymphatics be fimilar
in other refpects to the laceals, we ought to prefume they are {o likewilc
at their beginnings or abforbing orifices.

But the great thing ftill wanted upon this {ubjedt is to prove, by ex-
periments made on living animals, that the lymphatics do afually and
certainly abforb. 'We muft throw milk, or other coloured fluids into the

cheft, abdomen, and into the cellular membrane of the limbs in living
I animals;
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animals ; and open them after a proper time, in order to fee if the lympha-
tics be aCtually filled by thefe fluids. My brother and I have already made
feveral experiments of this kind, as occafion offered : but the appearances
have not as yet been clear and fufliciently fatisfaltory. It will likewife be
neceflary to watch morbid appearances, particularly in glandular difeafes,
droplies, emphyfzmata, and in contufions with extravafated blood. Accu-
rate obfervations and diffections of that kind would probably throw great
light upon the fubje@. By way of illuftration'] fhall give a cafe, which will
confirm our theory of the lymphatics, and at the fame time fhew that it
may be uleful in praflice.

In the {pring 1759, a gentleman about 40 years of age, who had a’
very good conftitution, and who lived temperately, confulted me about
an inguinal tumour. It was manifeflly a {welling of one or more of the
glands, nearly as big as a pullet’s egg, and almoft perfe@ily indolent.
It began without any known caufe, and increafed gradually. Though-
there was no probability, yet as there was a poflibility of fome infenfible
venereal abforption, I advifed him to be put into a gentle mercurial
courfe, and to wait the event. The fwelling became larger every day,
was hardly at all painful, and at length had a plain flu¢tuation. He was
fo much afraid of the lancet and cauftic, that my brother, who was his
furgeon, left it to burft of itfelf. It did fo, and the difcharge, which
was extraordinary great, was principally a thin watery fluid. From the
indolence of the tumour, and from the immenfe difcharge for fome days,
we fufpeted it might come from the loins, or fome other internal part;
but upon the moft accurate examination which we could make, this did not
appear to be the cafe. His health was otherwife perfeétly good; the fore
healed flowly and gradually, without fhewing the leaft mark of a venereal
taint; and the difcharge, which was always watery, was in fuch a quan-
tity, that it wetted through every thing he could cover it with, in a very
little time, even when the wound was to appearance almoft healed. Then
the difcharge became lefs by degrees, and at laft ftopped fuddenly. The
wound clofed at the fame time, and continued well ever after. DBut
when the water began to flow in lefs quantity, the limb began to {well;
and as the ftream from the wound diminifhed, the bulk of the limb in=-
creafed. The fwelling of the leg was anafarcous, and it was general, and
attended with no pain or inflammation, but with a confiderable degree off
weaknefs, weight, numbnefs, and unfitnefs for motion. His general
health was perfe@tly good, and the other leg quite found. The nature of
the cale feemed to be very clear, upon the fuppofition of lymphatics being

abfor-
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abforbents : thus, whatever had been the caufe, the glands had been ob-
ftru@ed,. and, in confequence of the fuppuration, the principal lympha-
tics of the'limb were {o affeed, that they could not tranfmit their con-
tents to the thoracic duct: fo that while the wound remained open, the
abforption went or, and the lymph was difcharged that way, as the
Jaliva fometimes is by a wound in the cheek; but as that vent ceafed,
the abforption was checked, and the whole leg neceflarily fwelled from
the accumulation of extravafated lymph. In this way I explained the
.cafe as well as I could to the patient himfelf; and told him farther, that
as the wound had clofed of itfelf, I could not doubt but that fome paf-
fage ftill remained open for the lymph, which in time would become
more and more free: and that [ apprehended nothing more was to be
done but to ufe a good deal of fri¢tion, efpecially upwards ; and when he
was in bed, to keep his leg higher than the reft of his body. I obferved
to him likewife that he might try purging, {weating, diuretics, blifters,
fomentations, &c. but that in my opinion he was principally to truft to
time and patience. However, I advifed him to have a confultation. To
make the ftory fhort, Dr. Taylor was confulted, and confirmed my opi-
nion'; and the event was likewife agreeable to it: for in about fix weeks
the leg was gradually reftored to its full health and vigour.

I have often obferved in women, who do not give fuck, and in nurfes,
after they leave off fuckling, that the axillary glands become painful, fwell,
and fometimes fuppurate. Is not this owing tothe acrimony which the
milk has acquired by long ftagnation in the breaft, and affe@ing the gland
through which it muft pafs in abforption? I have obferved too that they
are at the fame time liable to little fevers of the intermitting kind, but
very irregular in their return, which come on with a r7gor, and go off
with {fweat. Are not fuch fevers raifed by the abforption of acrid milk ?

In December 1760, a male fubjet was brought to me, which, from
the appearance of the ftump, I fuppofed to have died two or perhaps
three weeks after an amputation below the knee. The fleth of the flump
feemed to have been in a bad condition, being putrid, and feparating from
the bone. The lymphatic glands of that fide, at the upper part of the
thigh, the groin, and upon the ihac veflels within the abdomen, were
much {welled : and two of them, when cut into, were found compleatly
fuppurated : yet in no other part -of the body, (which was injefled and
diffe&ted for a demonftration of the blood veflels at my le€tures) could we
obferve the leaft diforder in the lymphatic fyftem. Was not this diforder

I2 of
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of thefe glands owing to the putrid abforption from the ftump? And
perhaps, if we had known the circumftances of the cafe, we fhould
have had reafon to believe that this abforption raifed and fed the fever

which carried off the patient.

Difcoveries and improvements in the arts are not commonly brought
to any tolerable degree of perfetion in a little time; efpecially when
they fall to the fhare of men who are much employed about other
things, and when they require opportunities that feldom happen *; and
with the beft opportunities, and when managed by the ableft men, it
has been thought better to throw them out firft in a more private way,
in order to take the opinion of other people, and hear the reafoning of
thofe whofe prejudices may ballance the partiality of an author. The
GreaT HAarveEY proceeded upon this cautious plan in the difcovery of

the

* For example, T have for many years taught the following new doclrine about Iuxations,
viz. That when a diflocation is produced by violence in an healthy ftate of the joint, the
capfular ligament is always lacerated, not fimply ftretched. I proved it to be highly probable
from the anatomy of the joints, and from experiments made upon dead bodies; and fhewed
that the difficulty of reduction, in fome cafes, does not depend on the imaginary contraétion of
mufcles, nor the impofhibility in others, on the imaginary infpiflation of the fymesvia; but that
in a fimple diflocation, the facility or difficulty of reduétion may probably arife from the nature
of the laceration ; and that the impoffibility of reducing an old diflocation is owing to the unicn
of all the lagerated with the neighbouring parts. In my lectures, Ialways fignified a defire
of feeing fuch cafes. Mr. Gataker was kind enough, fome years ago, to gratify my curiofity
upon ene fuch occafion 3 and Mr. Thomfon lately did me that favour, in a cafe that proved, in
a moft fatisfadlory manner, every circumftance which 1 had advanced ; at leafl as far-as one
cafe could prove any general doctrine.  Surely men of fenfe muit think that it was right
to give my thoughts and obfervations upon this fubject at my le€tures. It was doing juftice
to my pupils to give them every idea, however imperfect, that might be ufeful to.them in
their profeflion. Accordingly Mr. White of Manchefter, foon after he had attended my
lectures, applicd this doftrine to prallice in treating diflocations ; and with great fuccefs,
as appears by his paper in the fecond volume of Medical Obfervations, publifhed at Lon-
dons and in the letter which accompanied that paper, he did me all the juflice thatI
could expect.

On the other hand, whatever may be Dr. Monro’s opinion, I cannot but think it was
rirht to fufpend being an author upon this fubjeét, 6l I had actually diffeéted fome cafes of
diflocations, and could prove the doétrine in a more unexceptionable manner.. At lengthy
this doétrine has been publifhed with advantage in the fame volume by Mr. Thomfon, who
kad too much fenfe and too much candour to fupprefs my name. But ftill it will be ne-
ceflary to examine a number of cafes, before it can be known with certainty whether the
doflnne be in general well or ill-founded ; and probably it will require the examination
of a great variety of cafes to explain the various circumilances, which may occafion partie
cular exceptions to the more general rule.
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the circulation® When Profeflor Monro recommends example, does

he think there 1s any one more refpefable?

Another thing that kept me from writing upon the lymphatics, and
upon fome other fubjeéts too, was the want of leifure to examine what
had been already faid of them by authors of reputation. If a man
writcs freely upon any fubje&, without knowing what has been faid by
others, he rifques being made the obje& of ridicule or cenfure. 1 have
feveral times met with my own obfervations in books, after having long
believed them peculiar to myfelf. It muft be the cafe with every man
who is more entertained with nature than with books. The prefent
difpute has given me a frefh inftance of it. Gliflon baving been quoted,
1 confidered what he had advanced upon this fubjet, and had the
pleafure and mortification to find that he gave-} exatly the f{ame
account both of tran{udation and of abflorption: fo that I can no longer
call it, what I really believed it to be, a new apinion, but Gigffon’s re-
vived and confirmed; for in him it was mere opinion, and accordingly was
overlooked or rejected by his fucceflfors, as happened to the dolrine of
the circulation in the writings of Servetus and Cefalpinus.

I come next to confider our author’s fentiments as to this queftion :
How far the right belongs to him who firft puts a difcovery into print 2 I
know of no a& of parliament, indeed, about the matter; but will venture
to fay, that all men will think alike upon the queftion. And I cannot
drop the fubject without {miling at the weaknefs of quoting precedents
for eftablithing injuftice.

Iam come to the laft article; and every thing is of a piece. ¢ Pera
¢ petual difputes with Pott, Haller, Albinus, Monro, or perhaps twen-
“ ty more, will prove very troublefome, and will at laft redound very
¢ little to his honour.”

Profeflor Monro has been pleafed to put his fon into very good com-
pany, but he muft give me leave to make fome diftin&tion.

Pray how came the names of Haller and Albinus here, two names
refpe&ted by all the world, and by nobody more than myfelf ? To.

mortify me ftill more, he might have added Morgagni and Winflow;
and

% See his dedication: to the cﬂllcgc. e Wleam de motu & ulu cordis & circnitu fan-

i Fuini:} fumm:iam, E. D D. antea f“‘l'“'-'.'li in P;‘.‘C]CL-ti-l.?:lil_"l'l.:i. mels anatomicis ﬂ!"ﬂTLli
“ povam, &c.
T Anat. Hepat. Lond. 1654- pag. 402. 448. & 4560.
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and then every body that does not know me, would have fuppofed that
I had treated all thefe great men in a manner very unbecoming one
who profefles himfelf to be their admirer, not their rival. If, in a few in-
ftances, I have ventured to diffent from fuch great:authorities, my diflent
proceeded from nothing but freedom of enquiry and conviction of
mind. Surely then, if Profeflor Monro alludes to any thing of this
kind, he does me an injury. Baron Haller, and Profeflor Albinus, ever
diligent and fuccefsful in fludy, have, in their late publications, anti-
cipated me in fome things. I have faid fo in my public leCtures, where
it was well known what do&rines I had taught, and how long I had °
taught them. But I never made a difpute of thefe things with them,
nor they with me: and I never did accufe either of them of treating
me unfairly in any fenfe, nor ever had reafon to think that either of
them had done fo. If then Profeflor Monro alludes to thefe anticipa-
tions, when he draws and publifhes a chara&er with fuch freedom, he
certainly acts unjuftly. When I think of this, and of his years, 1 feel
{fomething different from refentment, and would therefore wifh to
have done with him : but in juftice to myfelf, I muft give an account
of fome parts of my leCtures, which mifreprefentation might flile dif=
putes, and which I prefume were pointed at by Profeflor Monro fenior.

) - el Sl e L R

Of the Difcovery of the MemMBrANA PupiLLARIS, and of the Infene
fibility of Tendons, &c.

T Atural curiofity makes fludents wifh to know fomething of the hif~
tory of anatomical difcoveries and opinions. It is not ﬂnl]r enter-
tammg but ufeful to fee by what purfuits and fleps an improvement was
made: it gives clearer ideas of the fubje&, makes a fironger impreflion
upon the memory, fhews the molt probable road to improvement in
{imilar enquiries, and raifes emulation. Upon thele accounts the hifto-
rical part is introduced into anatomical le@ures: and if a teacher thinks
he has made any improvements himfelf, he will naturally give an account
of them for the reafons above-mentioned, and for-another reafon too,
which [ need not mention.

In treating hiftorically of the memébrana pupillaris in my leGures, I have
generally
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generally given the honour of the difcovery to Dr, F----- § Sem-m--8. At
the fame time I did jullice to Wachendorf, Haller, and Albinus,
and do fincerely believe that they all made the difcovery fairly.
I did that juftice, indeed, to Albinus before he publithed any
thing upon the fubjec, and told my audience, that when I paid my
refpe&ts to him in Holland, he not only fhewed me a preparation, but an
engraved figure of that vafcular membrane, and then told me that he
had known it many years *, However, upon inquiry, I underflood
that Dr. S---- had found it out before any of thefe gentlemen, and had
fthewn it to all his acquaintance who had any curiofity for fuch fubje@s.
*Tis true, he never put it into print, but it is not the lefs true that he
found it out, and that he has long had that and all parts of the eye fincly
prepared and preferved, and elegantly exprefled in drawings.

I have

® Speaking of this membrane (Academ. Annotat. lib. 3. pag. 82.) he fays, ** Equidem
¢ {cio, reperiflfe me m—— in infante illo, in quo primum vafa cryftallini implevi.”
Now, in juftice to this great anatomift, I muft declare that I believe this, both becaufe
he aflerts it, and becaufe I know from the circumftances, it was hardly poflible he could mifs
taking notice of it in that child. I have always obferved, both in the human body, and in
the quadrupede, that there is a great refemblance to one another in the veflels of the
eapfula cryflallint and of the membrana pupille. 1In an injected fatus 1 always find both nearly
in the fame ftate : if one be filled only with the blood that is driven before the injection, fo
is the other; if one be filled partly with the injetion, and partly with blood, the otheris in
the fame condition; if one by good fortune he finely and minutely filled by injetion, the
other is fo too; if one be hurt by extravafations, the other is commonly in the fame ftate;
and when the fetus is fo near its full time, that the one cannot be injected, neither can the
other. Therefore 1 fay, I know that the membrana pupille was injected by Albinus in
thatchild ; and, if fo, I cannot think that it could efcape his intelligent and inquifitive eye.

I do not know that any perfon has taken notice of a circumftance relating to the veflels
of the membrana pupille and of the cryftalline eapfula, which I have obferved and can demon-
. ftrate by injections, both in the human feetus, and in that of the quadrupede ; and as T'am
upon the fubject, I will give the oblervation here in a few words.

The artery of the cryftalline capfula does not terminate at the great circle of that humour.
Its fmall branches pafs that circle, and run a very little way on the arterior furface of the
cryflalline humour before the points of the ciliary proceffes; then they leave the humour,
and run forwards, {upported on a very delicate membrane, to lofe themfelves in the mem-
brana pupiile.

The artery, therefore, that paflfes through the h:mg,r of the vitreous humour, goes firfl to
the cryftalline capfula and then to the membrana pupille.

The membrana pupillz receives two different fets of arteries, one larger from the irir, and
the other much finaller, but very numerous, from the cryftalline cap/fula.

When the membrana pupille cxifts, there is a fine vafcular membrane all around, which.
paffes in the pofterior aqueous chamber, from near the edge of the cryflalline humour to
the edge of the pupilla.
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I have chofen this inftance to fhew what muft naturally be pafling at
anatomical le&ures, where there is a regard for truth: and it is the more
to my purpofe, as it is wel/ known here that I could have no motive but
the love of truth for introducing this part of anatomical hiftory-in my lec-
tures. And was any perfon to reprefent fuch an anecdote as a difpute
awith Albinus or Haller that would redound little to my honour, it would
only prove his ignorance of the fubje&, or malevolence towards me.

But if it be right to do juftice in this way to another perfon, furely
it cannot be wrong to do the fame fort of juflice to one’s felf. Anato-
mifts of the fairelt charatter in every age have done fo; and among living
authors, Albinus and IHaller are refpectable authorities, and a fan¢tion to
the practice.

In my le@Qures I commonly took notice that Profeflor Albinus had an-
ticipated me in fome things, and particularly with regard to the fecond
fet of teeth. It was a fact as well known here, and as capable of be-~
ing proved as that I had read leCtures ever fince the year 1746; and
therefore it can never redound to my difbonour, nor could 1 on this account
be reprefented, but by malevolence or ignorance, as having any difpute
with Profeflor Albinus, who poflibly might, and I fuppofe, really did
know thefe things long before me. _

Ever fince I read le€ures, I have been of opinion that the perssfteum,
dura mater, tendons, and ligaments, were altogether infenfible, or at
leaft were endowed with a very fmall degree of fenfibility ; and have
always taught that doflrine. I confidered this queftion as may be feen
in the MS of my leQures, when I treated of the perisfteun and of
the tendons; and particularly when of the ligaments. In the firft two
years, viz. 1746 and 1747, I propofed the opinion with referve, well
knowing the oppofition that prejudice raifes againft new dofrines; but
.ever fince the year 1748, I have fpoken of this opinion with more firm-
nefs. The account which I ufed to give was a little different at different
times, as it was for the moft part given from memory, but was always
to the following purpofe.

Periofteum. * Authors generally fuppofe the perigfteum to be extreme-
¢t ly {enfible, and therefore plentifully fupplied with nerves *. But I be-
 lieve no anatomift can confirm this doérine by difleCtions of the
“ nerves; and fome cafes in furgery, which I have attended to, feem

(4 to

* Among thefe authors T might have mentioned Profeffor Monro fenior ; and indeed, I be-
licve, fometimes I did mention him.
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to difprove the fuppofition. I have often feen the perigfeum cut and
fcraped, both on the fcull and in the limbs, without the patient’s
feeming to be at all in pain. The argument drawn from the tendons
diffuling themfelves into the periofteun, and furnithing it with nerves
for {fenfation, will have no weight, if it be found as difficult to trace
nerves into the tendons as into the perigfteum, and if the tendons them-
felves fhould be found to be infenfible. The argument taken from the
excruciating pain in fome nodes is inconclufive, as we frequently fee
large ones that are perfe@ly indolent. And the {uppofition that the
fenfibility of the perigfteum was neceflary, confidering it as a guard to
the infenfible bone which it inclofes, cannot have any weight when
we refleét that both are inclofed by the {kin, one of the moft fen-
fible parts of the whole body. Whoever has felt a {mart pinch
of the {kin, will readily allow that there is no occafion for any thing
befides the fkin to keep us from wantonly bruifing or breaking our
own bones. I imagine that all the white, gliftening, inclaftick fub-
ftances, viz. persafteum, tendons, ligaments, and dura mater, are of
the fame nature; and therefore I fhall more fully conlider this pro-
perty of fenlibility when treating of /igaments,

Tendons. « They have been fuppofed to be extremely fenfible. On
the contrary, I believe that in a healthy and natural ftate they have
little or no feeling. But we fhall take this matter into confideration
when we coine to ligaments.

Ligaments. * Thefe too have been thought to be abundantly fupplied
with nerves, and to be fenfible in living bodies: yet, from my own
obfervation and refle¢tion, 1 cannot help being of opinion that they
have hardly any fenfibility at all. Ligaments and tendons are made
of the fame fort of gliftening, inelaftick fibres; and differ only in
this refpedt, that ligaments bind bones to bones, whereas tendons
bind mufcles to bones; fo that tendons are in effe& ligaments. Thus
for example, in the knee it is the fame fort of fubftance that binds
the mufeuli extenfores to the patella, and the patella to the tébia: fo
much the fame, that many parcels of fibres are common to both,
being continued over the furface of the pafella, from the one, to
make a part of the other: yet it is called tendon above the parellu,
and ligament below it; and between thefe, where the fibres cover
the furface of the bone, it is called perisfteum. Tendons, ligaments,
aponeurofes, periofteum, and dura mater, are {o evidently of the fame

nature, that we muft {uppofe them endued with nearly the fame thare
K € of
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¢« of feeling® In wounds of the hands and feet I have often feen
« tendons partly divided or cut quite through, where the patient com-
¢ plained of no remarkable pain, cither at the time of receiving the
¢ injury, or afterwards in the courfe of drelling and wiping the fore.
¢ ] have known the fendo achillis torn quite afunder without pain, I
¢¢ was confulted by an Italian gentleman, who had a gradual and par-
“ tial rupture of the femdo achiliis. It happened to him at feveral
¢ diffcrent times, and firit of all when he was walking in the mall,
¢ He was always fenfible of fomething giving way at the time, but
¢ never had any pain or any other fenfation, except 2 kind of weaknefs
* and avkwardnefs in the motion of the part. The moft unexception-
¢ able proof that I can give of this dofrine, is the cafe of Mr. Ser-
¢ jeant Ranby. He was very near lofing his life, as moft of you may
“ know, from puncluring his finger with a pair of feiffors+. When
“ the part was laid open, the tendons of the flexores were expofed, and
¢ appeared to be perfe&ly found. He cut them both through with his
* own hand at one ftroke of a pair of fciffors; and when I afked him
¢« about his feeling he aflured me, that except the jarring of the inftru-
« ment, which hurt him a little on the lips of the wound, he had no
« more pain or feeling of any kind, than if he had cut a cord or any thing
¢ that was not a part of his own body: He thought my opinion well
« grounded, and faid his own cafe had given him the {irongeft convic-
« tion that tendons were infenfible, and that it was a circumftance which
¢ he had particularly attended to. Now if we fuppofe a tendon pof-
¢ fefled of any degree of feeling, we can hardly conceive any thing
« more likely to give pain, than the bruifing pinch of a pair of fcilffors,
¢ in cutting fo thick and fo hard a fubflance.
«¢ That the dura mater has little or no feeling 1 am convinced, from
¢ having fecn it, in two different patients, laid open by a crucial incifion
3 il].
* When I was a fludent in St. George’s hofpital, in the year 1741 and 1742, I had the
pleafure of attending Dr. Nicholls’s courfes of anatomy. All his pupils mult remember his
“ divifion of lig: mf:nl:au:tnmﬂ'ﬁn,mrf-'_!‘;"?.rf-a’fgewrﬂlerf, and elaflic. The inelafiic, when ftrerched,
‘¢ breaks before it be fenfibly lengthened ; is of a white colour, and has a peculiar gl |ﬂ.-:n

“ Jike pearl or polithed filver. It lofes that colour 111. boiling, and then becomes claftic 3

“ Lbut prows fhorter in the fame proportion. Of this fubftance are tendons, apemenrsfes,
“ the periofleum, dura mater, and many of the ligaments of the bones.” Thefe ideas I firft
received from that ingenious and elegant anatomift, and my own diffe@ions and obfervation
confirmed his doftrine. It was therefore very natural for me to conclude that all thefe
parts in the body were infenfible, as foon as I had oblerved that any one of them was fo.

i This was in the year 1748.
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and of the Infenhbility of Tendons, &c. 6%

in the operation of the trepan. Though both of them complained
very much when fealped, neither of them fhewed any fymptoms of
being difturbed when the dura mater was cut.

¢ Whenever there has been extraordinary pain at the time of the
operation from bleeding in the arm, [ take it for granted that the
lancet has touched a nerve, and not the tendon, as is commonly {up=-
pofed : and we all know that the alarming {ymptoms which {ometimes
happen after bleeding, are oftener owing to fome circumftances of the
patient’s conflitution, than to any unfortunate or unfkilful manner of
executing the operation.

¢« If we allow that tendons, ligaments, &c. have any, the fmalleft,
degree of fenfibility, we can eaflily imagine from analogy that in-
flammation, and other circumftances of a difeafe, may raile that fen-
fibility to a very high degree. A certain degree of cold, we know,
exafperates pain; and heat mitigates it in all parts of the body.
There may be many other things lefs known that have the fame or
much greater influence on pain, and that may at in particu'ar parts
of the body only, or be pretty equally diffufed over the whole.

‘¢ Without having taken the pains of a&ually tracing the hiltory of
the opinion, I think I can guefs how it came about that tendons, &:c.
were thought to be very fenfible. In the firft place, it muit have
been obferved in furgery, that all fuch parts are apt to fuppurate in
an unkindly manner; to produce floughs generally before they gra-
nulate when expofed to the air; and that frequently dreadful in-
flammations and fevers come on from apparently flight injuries in
fuch parts. Thence it would feem natural to conclude, that thofe
parts are very irritable, {enfible, and full of nerves, the organs of
fenfation. Another thing that would naturally miflead people into
the opinion was this: all thefe parts were conftantly by anatomiils
called nervous parts. The Greeks gave us our anatomical language,
and ufed the word sevgor, not only to fignify what we now call a nerve,
but a fendon likewife and a ligament. It was the name given to the
genus of which there were three fpecies ; and, for this reafon, the term,
nervous parts, in GreeR writers, fignilies equally nervous, or tendinous,
or ligamentous parts of the body. Thus tendinous expanfions were
called aponeurgfes by the Greek writers, and by the moderns too.
It is from the fame fource that we have taken our expreflion a ner-
vous arm, &ec. (ignifying finewy, or firong, and nervous file, exprefling

force and energy.”’
K 2 The
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The firlt time I ever knew of Baron Haller’s having any particular
opinion upon the fubje@®, was on paying a vifit to Dr. Peter Shaw,
who gave me Caftell’s rA¢fis, printed in 1753; and fome time after,
I had the pleafure of reading the Memoire in the fecond volume of
the Aéfa Gotting. publifhed in the fame year *. From that time, at my
leGtures, I treated the infenfibility of tendons, &c. as my own obferva-
tion, exprefled my fatisfaction at its being confirmed, and extended to
other parts by Baron Haller; and after giving a general account of his
obfervations with commendation and refpect, I commonly made remarks
to the following purpofe.

Remark 1. ¢ After all I fufpect that Baron Haller has perhaps gone
“ too far in concluding that thefe parts have ablolutely no fénfe of feel=
“ ing. Experiments made on brutes cannot alcertain the fa&. It muft
¢ be done by obfervations made on living human bodies, where we can
““ be informed of the more obtufe and gentle, as well as of the more
« painful and exquifite fenfations. The cafe of Mr. Ranby feems to
“ me more conclufive than any hitherto related of the human body ;

ki and_

* As T really have not, nor ever had, a difpute with Baron Haller, and as-I believe he
would upon every oceafion be ready to do me juftice, I would avoid every thing that could
be conftrued difputing with him. Yet the reader would no doubt wifh to fee here in a few
words how this opinion of infen{ibility ftands as to time betwixt Baron Haller and myfelf.

I conceived the opinion in 1741 or 1742, when I attended S5t. George's hofpital ; taught
it in my leftures in 17463 confirmed it by ﬁ:rjﬂnnl Ranby’s cafe in 1748; and firlk learned
that Baron Haller was nearly of the fame opinion in 1753

Baron Haller conceived the firft opinion about the fenfibility of tendons in May, 1748 (a);
and the firft experiment which he made on purpofe to determine the point was in Novem-
ber; 1750 (&)

The firlt experiment which he mentions on the perisfeum was made in November, 1750 (¢)-

His firlt upon lizaments was in December, 1750 ().

The firlt obfervations which he made upon the ini"::nﬁhilifjr of the dura mater were with
Zinn (¢), when they were making experiments upon the corpus callofusn. Baron Haller fays
this was in January, 1748, Perhaps there may be fome miftake or typographical error in
this date; for from the following exordium of Zinu's thefls, we fhould naturally. beliewe
that the experiments had been made late in the f;:-t:ng. or in the fummer, 1759. Cum
mibi  feribendum effet tempore a diffellionibus anatomicis hbere decrevi experimenia

.u-n.l". i capere circa corpus callefum, cerebellum & duram matrem.

"The firft experiments that were made exprefly in order to try the fenfibility of the dusa

mater were in November, 1750 (f).

(a) Mem. {ur la Nat. fenfible, &¢. Vol. L p. 130. (&) Ibid. p. 116. (¢) Tbid.
139 (d) Ibid. p. 140. (¢) Ibid. p. 151, 152, (/) Wid. p. 152



&
£

(31

i
L2
(11
i
111
L
L2
£t
it
LT
it
(1]
if
[ ¥

[

and of the Infenfibility of Tendons, &ec. 6g

and yet, when all is laid together, I would not venture to- pronounce
fuch parts to be ablolutely void of fenfe in a found flate, or incapable
of more acute feeling in particular difeafes. :

ReMark 2. “ Baron Haller appears to be led into an error in furgery.
From his experiments and obfervations he [eems to think that wounds
and punétures of tendons and ligaments, and penetrating wounds in
the joints, will be found to be attended with as little danger, and to
heal as kindly as fimilar wounds in flefhy parts. The danger of a
wound will not be found to be proportioned to the pain which the
patient feels when the wound is inflited; that pain being momentary
for the moft part, or tranfient, and of little confequence. <And cures
that happen in the bpdy of the quadruped muft be applied with great
caution to the human body. From many cafes that have come under
my own obfervation, as well as thofe which I have learned from
others, I am fo well convinced of the great danger of pun&ures in
tendinous and ligamentous parts, more efpecially about joints, that I
think it my duty to put you upon your guard: and particularly
to caution you againft cutting into the cavity of a joint, unlefs
there be very urgent reafon. Sometimss, indeed, thefe wounds. will

¢ heal up very kindly ; and fuch favourable cafes have made fome fur-
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geons look upon them as not particularly dangerous; but more ge-
nerally, even when the habit appears to be healthy, they are followed
with violent pain and inflammation, and with a very bad fpecies of
fever, and with large fuppurations. At this time patients are often
delirious ; often convulfed. Sometimes they are foon carried off by
the violence of the fever : fometimes death is more flow, as if it were
partly brought on by the fever, and partly by the immenfe difcharge.
And when they do recover, it is almoft always with the lofs either
of the limb, or at leaft of the motion of the jeint: and generally
the whole habit is fo much vitiated, that it is a long time before
they recover perfect health *,

¢ Perhaps from the obvious ftrufture of a joint-ene reafon ‘may be
afligned for an inflammation being more painful and more mifchievous
in its confequences here, than in many other parts ; there is a want of
room for the parts to {well, and yetto be tolerably at their eafe, The
cavity of a joint is fo fully poffeffed in the natural ftate, and the li-

“ gaments fo tight and fo firong, that when the deep-feated parts inflame

¢ and!

* Here cales were mentioned,



20 . Of the Rupture, &e.

¢ and f{well, they compreis one another in the fame proportion : and that
¢ the compreffion of an inflamed part will aggravate pain, and give fury to
¢ the difeafe, needs not be explained in a country where tight bandages
¢ have been {o happily exploded.”

If all this fhould be reckoned a difpute with Haller, if it fhould
prove wvery troublefome, and at laff redound wvery little to my honour, as
Profeflor Monro gives out, anatomifts muft be very cautious in their im-
provements and communications.

But I have the pleafure to find that Baron Haller has not taken his opi-
nion of me from the two Profeflors ; for in the very laft piece that I have
{feen of his writing, where he is treating of the difpute about the fenfible
and infenfible parts, and where he is complaining with great freedom of
fome other men, he mentions my name, and my opinion, in a very dif-
ferent manner ®. And Iam the more proud of the good opinion which
he is pleafed to entertain of me, as I have never taken any pains to
clear myfelf of the afperfion. On the contrary, I rather avoided a fair
opportunity that fell in my way; and I did fo, becaufe I felt myfelf mor-
tified at the thought of being obliged to juftify myfelf againft an accufation
fo ill grounded, and fo ftrongly marked with partiality.

G B U A TS PO T

Of the Rupture, in which the Zeffis is in conta&t with the
Inteftine, .

HE only difpute, which Profeffor Monro fen, can poffibly accufe
me of having with Mr. Pott, relates to that particular {pecies of
rupture, in which the inteftine is found in conta& with the r¢ffir; and,
I prefume, is what the Profeflor is afraid may redound to my difhonour.
I fhall endeavour fairly to reprefent the cafe; and fhall then moft readily
fubmit to the judgment of the public.
Some time about the year 1748, Mr. Sharp atked me in converfation,
if, in diffeCting ruptures, I had ever found the inteftine in the fame bag,
and in conta& with the z¢ffis. I told him, I never had found it fo, and

did not think it poflible. He faid he had met with it three times, if
he

#® Mem. fur les Part. fenfib, & infenfib, Tom. IV. P- 37+
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he was not very much deceived ; but, that,in two of thofe inftances, he
could not be fo pofitive about the fact, becaufe the obfervation was made
in performing the operation for the bubonocele on a living bedy. He
did me the honour to defire that we might examine together the firlt
ruptured fubjet that cither of us fhould meet with. A few weeks after
this a fubjet was brought to me, which was ruptured on both fides.
The fize and fhape of the tumour were almoft exaétly the fame in both,
and the protruded bowels were fallen down ar far as the loweft part of the
Jerotum. 1examined them in Mr. Sharp’s prefence and under his di-
reGtion; and as foon as the hernial fac of the right fide was laid open,
we faw the zeftis lying bare, in the bottom of its cavity. The tunica
albuginea and the naked epididymis were feen fo diftindtly, that there
was no room for a moment’s doubt. Then we diffe&ted the rupture of
the left fide; and there it was as indifputable that the bottom of the
hernial fac was fituated upon the outfide of the runica vaginalis propria,
or, in other words, that thefe two bags were diftin&, and without any
communication ; and that the inteftine in fuch a rupture could not have -
come into conta& with the z¢ffis, unlefs a laceration had been pro-
duced both in the hernial fac, and in the funica vaginalis propria. We
therefore concluded that fuch a laceration of thofe bags had alually
happened to the rupture on the right fide, and that it muft happen in all
ruptures where the z¢/fis is found in conta@ with the inteftine,

At this time both Mr, Sharp and myfelf were confidering the parts
concerned, only as they really are in found adult bodies: and whenever
a rupture is produced under fuch a ftate of thofe parts, it cannot be
otherwife ; that is, either the hernial fac and funica waginalis propria
muft be diftint cavities, or the bowels muft have forced their way
through both bags, and thus have come into conta¢t with the fefiss,
Mr. Sharp taught this do&rine afterwards in his writings *, as I did
in my leGtures. I preferved the two ruptures, and occafionally thewed
them to illuftrate the doflrine in my lefures, and always told my
audience what I have been now relating, as a piece of juftice to Mr.
Sharp.

% Critical Enquiry, Lond. 1750, pag. 3. * It is evident to me, that notwithftanding
* the periteneewm may at firft fall down with the viftera, yet in length of time it may alo
“ be ruptured, becaufe I have found the inteffine and ementum within the tunica vaginalis of
* the tefticle, and in contat with the telticle itfelf, which they could not pofiibly have
% been, if they were inveloped in 2 portion of the peritoneum: however, this cizcumitance
“ occurs but rarely, for we ufually find, &c.”
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Soon after this, Mr. Chefelden, who was then compofing his remarks
on Le Dran’s Surgery, faw thefe two ruptures, and defired to have a
drawing, or rather indeed a fketch of them, which he engraved and
publifthed. In the explanation of the figures, he did me the honour to
mention me, and declared himfelf to be of the fame opinion, as to the
manner in which the inteftine had got into contiguity with the ze/ftis *.

In thelatter end of the year 1755, when I firft had the pleafure of
reading Baron Haller’s obfervations on the Aernia congenita 4, it firuck
my imagination that the flate of the #¢/iss inthe fetus and its defcent
from the abdomen into the ferozum would explain feveral things concern-
ing ruptures and the /Aydrocele, and particularly that oblervation which
Mr. Sharp had communicated to me, viz. that in ruptures the intefline
1s fometimes in contact with the zeffis. I communicated my ideas upon
this fubject to my brother, and defired that he would take every op-
portunity of learning exallly the ftate of the #eftis before and after
birth, and the ftate of ruptures in children. We were both convinced
that the examination of thofe fats would anfwer our expe&ation, and
both recolleted having feen appearances in children, that agreed with
our fuppofition, but faw now that we had negle&ted making the proper
ufe of them.

In the courfe of the winter, my brother had feveral opportunities of
diffecling factufes of different ages, and of making fome drawings of
the parts ; and all his obfervations agreed with the idcas I had formed
of the nature of ruptures, and of the origin of the funica waginalis
propria in the fetus. But till thofe obfervations were repeated to his
{atisfation, and were fufficiently afcertained, he defired me not to men-
tion the opinion in my le&ure; and therefore, when treating of the
coats of the z¢ffis, and of the fituation of the hernial fac, &ec. I only
put in this temporary caution, that I was then fpeaking of thofe things
as they are commonly in adult bodies, and not as they are in the farus:
and at laft, when I was concluding my le&ures for that {eafon in the
end of April, 1756, with a courfe of the chirurgical operations, I gave
a very general account of my brother’s obfervations, and fhewed both
the drawing of Fig. II. which was then finithed, and the fubje& from
which it was made. '

Some

* Le Dran’s Operations, tranflated by Mr. Gataker, with Mr. Chefelden’s remarks, Lond.

1749, page 463. “ E, the fac of the bermia inteflinalis which had communicated itfelf to
¢ the tefticle———"T'he prefent cafes I had from Mr. Hunter, &c.”

t Alberu Halleri Opufeul. Patholog. Laufan. 1755, 8vo. pag. 53, &c:
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Some time in May or June following, Mr. Pott prefented me with
his Treatife of Ruptures. In the preface I found that he had done me
the honour of adding my name to a very refpeétable lift; and I ima-
gined that this compliment was meant as a very kind return for the re-
fpe& which I had wifhed to fhew him upon every occafion, and parti-
cularly for what had pafled between us fome time before, at a meeting
for examining the nature of ruptures, and the ftate of the parts con-
cerned : for, when he began to compofe his treatife (as I prefume, be-
caufe, though he faid nothing to me of fuch an intention, I foon after
heard of it among his friends) he defired that we might examine thofe
things in the firft proper fubject which I could apply to that purpofe,
My brother diffected the parts on both fides of a body, in the fame man-
ner as they were commonly prepared for my lecture, and fo as to de-
monftrate my ideas as clearly as poflible. We examined the parts with
attention, both in the frefh {ubjed, and in fome preparations of Aernie ;
and thofe who have attended my leGtures may imagine what I demon-
ftrated, and what I faid. So far as I could judge, I had the fatisfadtion
of finding that we thought alike upon moft points,

In perufing the book itfelf, I was forry to meet with the following
paflage, (page 13) * If the tefticles of a fafus were down in the firc-
“* tum, dependent from the {permatic chord, as they are in an adult,
¢ they would in {fome poftures and difpofitions of the child at the time
¢ of parturition be very liable to be hurt; to prevent which, and pofli-
¢ bly for other reafons alfo, the tefticles of a farus, during its refidence
¢ in the uferus, lie within the abdomen, behind the peritoneum, defended
“ by the bone.

“ Soon after birth, when the lungs come to be diftended with
“ air, and prefs on the diaphragm, when the mulcles of refpiration a&,
¢ and thofe of the abdomen begin to fqueeze the contents of the belly,
“ the tefticles are pufhed out through the apertures in the abdominal
“ muicle (called the rings) into the upper part of the ferozum : this
paffage of the tellicle from the belly into the firotum, 1 take to be the
¢ principal caufe of the ruptures of infants; for the ring or aperture being
“ by this means dilated, a portion of caul or gut has an opportunity of
« flipping through, before the aperture has had time to contralt itfelf
 again, and which protrufion will be forwarded by the continual efforts
¢« of the child in crying.

¢ This has always appeared to me to be the cafe-==-- 2

1 fay, | was forry to fee this paffage in my friend’s performance, but
took

(13
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took no notice of it to the author, when I thanked him for his prefent,
or to any other perfon. The fubjet appeared to me to be too delicate
for converfation; and the reader will no doubt think fo, when I tell
bim in what light it appeared to me. The firft part is certainly erro-
neous with regard to the fact which is advanced; and the reafoning is
not fo folid as might have been expected. The tefles of a fatus do not
lie within the abdomen till after its birth; they fall down before that
period : and furely we mult allow that the f¢ffes are more in danger from
accidents after, than in the time of birth; and that, if their fituation was
to be determined by proseition and danger, they ought to be going up,
juft at the time when they are coming down.

The fecond part of the paflage feems to be taken from Haller; at
leaft it happens to be precifely what that author had publithed in the
preceding year. His words are ¢ Neutram caufam (fc. herniarum)
¢« exclufam velim, profundius tamen fape latere radices, ex his obferva-
“ tionibus adparebit, ex quibus conftat in ipfo feetu non valde raro jam
¢¢ natam herniam reperiri, vacuam equidem, fed quam ex minimis caufis
¢« inteftino repleri oporteat.~==--- In feetu enim---teftes in cellulofa tela
¢ lumborum fedent, proxime renum---Defcendunt inde---fenfim &=--in
“ fcrotum adveniunt, femper retro peritonzum, &ec. Caufa hujus pro-
¢ preflus videtur in refpirationis vi, & in mufculorum abdominis poteftate
“ poni.---Herniarum, ni fallor, congenitarum, modus hinc elucefcit, quo
« generantur. Patulus eft proceffus peritonwi, &c. Cum autem his in
¢« corporibus telles eodem cum inteftinis facco omnino contineantur,
¢ nihil eft fingularis {ive inexpectati, fi ea in apertum faccum, a levi vi
“ deprefla fuerint----Annon id fuadet notiffima obfervatio, longe plerof-
« que herniofos in ®tate infantili 1d vitium contraxiffe----Nullum adeo
« fere mihi dubium fupereft, quin prima in origine teftis in abdomine
“ fedeat, deinde vi refpirationis, clamoris & nixuum pauvlatim, &ec.’”
Now if the reader will confider that Baron Haller’s Opufcula Pathologicay
which contained this curious obfervation, were publithed in the year
preceding the publication of Mr. Pott’s treatife, and were in every body’s
hands here ®, he will not be {urprifed that I felt fome unealinefs for my
friend, at reading the laft part of the paflage quoted, viz. ¢ This has
“ always appeared to me to be the cale.”

Upon
* This work of Haller had not only been generally read in the original, and approved of

here; but even its Englifh tranflation was advertifed on the 2cth of February, 1750, that
13, fome months before Mr. Pot's publication,
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Upon reading a few pages more, I found that whether he had always
been of that opinion, or had forgot that it was likewife Haller’s, lie could
not then account for the contiguity of the z¢ffis and inteltine in fome
ruptures. ¢ The cale quoted by Mr. Sharp,” fays he, page 21, « of the
s inteftine being found in contact with the tefticle being an accidental
¢t thing, and to be ranked as fuch, or as one of the Jufus natura.”
Therefore 1 concluded that what I had taught at my leGure in the latter
end of April, relating to the /ernia congenita, could not have come to his
knowledge before the firft part of his book was printed.
My brother continued his inquiry, and by the autumn had afcertained
what I fhall next prefent to the public in his name. Afterwards I fhall
refume my narrative,

¢¢ Obfervations on the State of the Tefis in the Farus, and on the
Hernia Cogenita, by Mr. Joun HuNTER.

¢ Until the approach of birth, the zeffes of the farus are lodged
within the cavity of the @bdomien, and may therefore be reckoned among
the abdominal vifcera. _

They are fituated immediately below the kidneys, on the forepart of
the pfoe mufcles, and by the fide of the reffum, where this inteftine is
pafling down into the cavity of the pefvis: for in the jfwtus the rectum,
which is much larger in proportion to the capacity of the pe/vis, than in
the full grown fubje, lies before the verrebre lumbarum as well as before
the os facrum. Indeed the cafe is pretty much the fame with regard to
all the contents of the pefvis : that is; their fituation is much higher in
the ffus than in the adult; the figmoeide flexure of the colon, part of
the redfum, the greateft part of the bladder, the fundus uteri, the fallo-
pian tubes, &c. being placed in the fwfus above the hollow of the pe/vis,
in the common or great abdominal cavity.

At this time the fhape or figure of the Z¢/fss is much the fame as in
the adult, and its pofition or attitude is the fame as when it is in the firo-
tum : that is, one end is placed upwards, the other downwards; one flat
fide 1s to the right, the other to the left; and one edge is turned back-
wards, the other forwards. But as the 7effis is lefs conneéted with the
furrounding parts while it is in the loins, its pofition may be a little va-
riable. The moft natural feems to be when the anterior edge is turned
direily forwards; but the leaft touch of any thing will throw that edge

L2 either
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either to the right fide, or to the left, and then the flat fide of the f¢f#ss
is turned forwards.

It is attached to the p/oas muicle all along its pofterior edge, except
juftat its upper extremity, This attachment is formed by the periro-
neum, which covers the z¢ffis and gives it a {mooth furface, in the {fame
manner as it invelopes the other loofe abdominal vifecera.

The epid:dymis lies along the outlide of the pofterior edge of the fe/tis,
as in older bodies, but is larger in proportion, and adheres backwards to
the p/oas. When the fatus is very young, the adhefion of the #¢/tis and
epididymis to the pfoas is very narrow ; and then the zeflis is more loofe,
and more projeting: but as the f@rus advances in months, the adhelion
of the zeftis to the pfoas becomes broader and tighter.

The vellels of the z¢/tis, like thofe of molft parts of the body, com-
monly rife from the neareft larger trunks, viz. from the gorsa and cava,
or from the emulgents.

The artery rifes generally from the forepart of the aorta, a little below
the emulgent artery; and often from the emulgent itfelf, efpecially in
the right fide of the body; which may happen the rather, becaufe the
trunk of the #6r7a is more diftant from the right #¢/t/s than from. the left.
Sometimes, but much more rarely, the {permatic artery {prings from the
phrenic, or from that of the capfula renalis. Belides the artery which rifes
from the aorfa, or emulgent, &ec. the f¢/tis receives one from the hypo-
gaftric artery, which is {fometimes as large as the other. It runs up-
wards from its origin, pafling clofe to the vas diferens, in its way to the
teftis.  'The fuperior {permatic artery fometimes paffes before the lower
end of the kidney. Both thefe arteries run in a ferpentine diretion,.
making pretty large but gentle turnings; both are fituated behind the
periteneum, and both run into the pofterior edge of the z¢/tss, between the
two refle@ed Jamine of that membrane, much in the fame manner as the
vellels pafs to the inteflines between the two refleCed Jamine of the mefo-
colon or mefentery.

The veins of the f¢ftis are analogous to its arteries. The fuperior
fpermatic vein (to begin with its trunk) rifes commonly (in the following
manner; on the right fide from the trunk of the cava a little below the
emulgent, and on the left fide from the left emulgent vein. The reafon
of this difference between the right and left fpermatic vein, no doubt, is
becaufe the cava is not placed in the middle of the body: fo that by the
rule of ramification, which is obferved in moft parts of the body, the
¢ava 1s the neareft large vein of the right fide, and the emulgent is the

nearelt
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neareft large vein of the left fide. But the difference is inconfiderable ;
and accordingly we fometimes find the right {permatic vein coming from
the right emulgent vein, and feveral other. varieties, which, fo far as [
can obferve, follow no precife rule,. There is likewile a fpermatic vein,
which rifes from the internal iliac, and runs up to the feftis with the
inferior fpermatic artery.. Eoth the {permatic veins run behind the
peritonceum with their correfponding arteries, and go into the pofterior
edge of the reftis, where they are loft in {mall branches.

The nerves of the zeftis, like its blood veflels, come from the neareft
fource; that'is, from the abdominal plexufes of the intercoftal; efpe-
cially the inferior mefenteric plexus. They run to the #¢#is, attending
upon its blood-veflels, and are difperfed with them through its fubflance.
The zeftis therefore, with refpect to its nerves, may be reckoned an abdo-
minal vifcus ; and this obfervation will hold good, when applied to the
full-grown fubjet, as well as to the farus: for thofe branches of the
lumbar nerves, which are commonly faid to be fent to the #¢ftss, pafling
through the tendon of the external oblique mufcle, in reality go not to
the z¢fiis itfelf, but to its exterior coverings, and to the Jferozum.

The epididymis begins at the outer and pofterior part of the upper end.
of the r¢ftis, immediately above the entrance of the blood-veflels.
There it is thick, round, and united to the zef?is; as it pafles down, it
becomes a little fmaller and more flat, and is only attached backwards
to the #¢/t1s, or rather indeed to its veflels, for it lies loofe againft the
fide of the z¢/fss forwards: and at its lower end it is again more firmly
attached to the body of the ze¢ftss; fo that in the fefus there is a cavity
or pouch formed between the middle part of the feffis and the middle.
part of the epididymis, which is more confiderable than what is common-
ly obferved in full-grown fubje@s. As the body grows, the epididymis
adheres more. clofely to the fide of the #¢/2is.  The greateft part of the.
epididymis is made up of one convoluted canal, which becomes. larger
in fize and lefs convoluted towards the lower end of the epididymis, and.
at laft is manifeftly a fingle tube running a little ferpentine. That
change happens at the lower end of the 7¢/i/s, and there the canal takes
the name of wvas deferens.

This du&t is a little convoluted or ferpentine -in its whole courfe, but
1s lefs fo as it comes. nearer to the bladder ; inftead of running upwards -
from the lower end of the z¢ffis, as it-does at a more advanced period of
life, in the fefus at this age it runs downwards and inwards in its whole.
courfe; fo that it goes on almoft in the dire&ion of the epididymss, of

which
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which it is a continuation. It turns inwards from the lower end of the
(pididymis, under the lower end of the #¢/f1s, and behind the upper end
of aligament or gubernaculum teftis, which I fhall prefently defcribe;
then it paffes. over the iliac veflels and over the infide of the pfoas
mufcle, fomewhat higher than in adult bodies ; and at laft goes between
the wreter and bladder towards the dafis of the proftate gland.

At this time of life the 7¢/7/s is conneéted in a very particular mannet
with the parietes of the abdamen, at that place where in adult bodies the
fpermatic veflels pafs out, and likewife to the ferofum. ‘This conne@ion
is by means of a fubftance which runs down from the lower end of the
toftis to the firotum, and which at prefent I fhall call the ligament, or
gubernaculum teftis, becaufe it conne@s the zeftis with the ferofum, and
dire@s its courfe in its defcent. It is of a pyramidal form; its large
bulbous head is upwards and fixed to the lower end of the 7¢/#/s and epi=
didymis, and its lower and flender extremity is loft in the cellular mem-
brane of the ferofum. The upper part of this ligament i1s within the
abdomen, before the pfoas, reaching from the zefiis to the groin, or to
where the {permatic vefels begin to pafs through the mufcles. Here the
ligament runs down into the /crofum precifely in the fame manner as the
{permatic veflels pals down in adult bodies, and is there loft. The lower
part of the round ligament of the uferus in a_fetus very much refembles
this ligament of the r¢/74s; and may be plainly traced down into the
labium, where it is imperceptibly loft. That part of the lgamentum
teftis, which is within the abdemen, is covered by the peritonzum all
around, except at its pofterior part, which is contiguous to the pfas, and
conneed with it by the refle€ted peritoneum, and by the cellular mem-
brane. Itis hard to fay what the ftru&ure or compofition of this liga-
ment may be. It is certainly vafcular and fibrous, and the fibres run in
the dire@ion of the ligament itfelf. It may be mufcular; and I am in-
clined to believe that it is in part compofed of the cremafler mufcle turned
inwards, and running upwards to join the lower end of the r¢/tis. The
following obfervations feem to render this hypothefis probable.

In the hedge-hog the #effes continue through life to be lodged within
the abdomen, in the fame fituation as in the human f#rus ; and they are
faltened by the fame kind of ligament to the infide of the paricres of the
abdomen at the groin. Now, in that animal, I find that the lowermoft
fibres of the internal oblique mufcle, which conflitute the cremafter, are
turned inwards at the place where the fpermatic veflels come out in other
animals, making a fmooth edge or lip by their inverfion; and that then

they
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they mount up in the ligament to the lewer end of the #¢/2i, Sometimes
in the human body, and in many other animals, and very often in fheep,
the zeftes do not defcend from the cavity of the abdsmen till late in life, or
never at all. Inthe ram, where the zg/2is is come down into the ferotum,
.the cremafter is a very {trong mufcle ; and, though it be placed more
inwards at its beginning, it pafles down pretty much as it does in the
human body, and is loft on the outfide of the funica vaginalis : but in
the ram, whofe 7¢/iis remains fufpended in the abdominal cavity, 1 find
that the fame cremajier exifts, though it is a weaker mulcle ; and inftead
of pafling downwards, as in the former cafe, it turns inwards and up-
wards, and is loft in the ligament which attaches the r¢/f/s to the parietes
of the abdomen, and which in this ftate of that animal is about an inch
and a half in length. In the human fafus, while the z¢/tis is fufpended
in the cavity of the abdomen, the cremafter is fo flender that I cannot trace
it to my own fatisfaltion, either turning up towards the #¢/#4s, or turning
down towards the jfirotum.

The peritonzum, which covers the fefiss and its ligament or guberna-
culum, is firmly united to the furfaces of thofe two bodies; but all
around, to wit, on the kidney, the pfoas, the dliacus internus, and the
lower part of the abdominal mufcles, that membrane adheres very
loofely to all the {furfaces which it covers. Where the peritoneum is
continued or refleCted from the abdominal mufcles to the ligament of
the zeftis, it pafles firft downwards a little way and then upwards, {o as
to cover more of the ligament than what is within the cavity of the
abdomen. At this place the peritoneum is very loofe, thin in its fub-
ftance, and of a tender or gelatinous texture ; but all around the paflage
of that ligament the peritoneum is confiderably tighter, thicker, and of
a more firm texture. When the abdominal mufeles are pulled up fo as
to tighten and firetch the peritoneum, this membrane remains loofe at
the paflage of the ligament, while it is braced or tight all round; and.
in that cafe the tight part forms a kind of border or edge around the
loofe doubled part of the peritonceum, where the feftss is- afterwards to
pafs. This loofe part of the peritoneum, like the mntro-fufcepted gut,
may, by drawing the re/fis upwards, be pulled up into the abdomen, and
made tight; and then there is no appearance of an aperture or paflage
down towards the ftrotum : but when: the fororum and ligament are
drawn downwards, the loofe doubled part of the peritoneum defcends
with the ligament, and then there is an aperture from the cavity of
the abdomen all around the forepart of the ligament, which fecems ready
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to receive the feftis. 'This aperture becomes larger when the fzeftis
defcends lower, as if the pyramidal or wedge-like ligament was firft
drawn down, in order not only to dire& but to make room for the
teftis which muft follow it. In fome feetufes I find the aperture fo large,
that I can pufh the 7¢/is into ity as far as the tendon of the external
oblique mufcle.

From this original fituation within the abdomen the #¢ffis is afterwards
moved to its deftined ftation in the ferofum. It is the more difficult to
afcertain the exa time of this motion, as we hardly ever know the
exact age of our fubje@. According to the obfervations which I have made
it feems to happen fooner in fome inftances than in others, but generally
about the eighth month., In the feventh month I have commonly found
the teftis in the abdomen, and in the ninth 1 have as commonly found it
in the upper part of the ferofum.

At the abovementioned period, the f¢ftis moves downwards till its
lower extremity comes into conta& with the lower part of the abdominal
parietes, By this time the upper part of the ligament, which hitherto
was within the addomen, has funk downwards, lies in the paflage from
the abdomen to the ferofum, and thus dilates that paffage for the re-
ception of the feftis. The place where the ligament is moft confined,
and where the fe¢fiss meets with moft obftruftion in its defcent, is the
ring in the tendon of the external oblique mufcle : and accordingly I
think we fee more men who have one z¢fi#s, or both, lodged immediately
within the tendon of that mufcle, than who have one, or both, ftill in-
cluded in the cavity of the abdomen.

After the feftis has got quite through the tendon of the external
oblique mulcle, it may be confidered as poflefling its determined ftation ;
though it commonly remains for fome time by the fide of the penis, and
by degrees only defcends to the bottom of the ferorum. And when
the ze¢fiis has defcended intirely into the frofum, its ligament is flill
connefted with it, and lies immediately under it, but is fhortened
and compreffed.

Having now given an account of the original fituation of the feftes,
of the time of their defcent from the abdomen, and of the roure which
they take in their removal to the ferotam; 1 fhall in the next place
defcribe the manner in which they carry down the peritoneum with
them, and then explain how that membrane forms the fac of the
herria congenita in fome bodies, and the tunica vaginalis propria in
others.

When
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When the #eftis is defcending, and when it has even pafled into
the ferotum, it is flill covered by the peritoneum, exaétly in the fame
manner as when it was within the addomen; and the fpermatic veflels run
down behind the perifoneum there, as they did when the z¢/i/s lay before
the pfeas muicle;-and that lamella of the peritonceum is united behind
with the fefiis, the epididymis, and the fpermatic veflels (befides the vas
dsferens) as. it was in the loins; and the feftis is fixed backwards to the
parts againft which it refts, and is unconnefled and loofe forwards, as
it was when in the gbdomen. In coming down, the feftis brings the
perf!ameum with it; and the elongation of that membrane, though in
fome circumftances it be like a common hernial fac, yet in others is
very different. If we can imagine a common hernial fac reaching to the
bottom of the fcrofum, and covered by the eremafier mufcle, and that
the pofterior half of the fac covers, and is united with, the zeftis, epidi-
dymis, {permatic veflels, and was deferens, and that the anterior half of
the fac lies loofe before all thofe parts, it will give a perfect idea of the
flate of the peritoneum, and of the r¢fiis when it comes firft down into
the ferotum. The teftis therefore in its delcent does not fall loofe, like
the inteftine or epiploon, into the elongation of the peritonzum; but it
flides down from the loins, carrying the peritonaum with it; and both
itfelf and the. peritoneum continue to adhere by the cellular membrane
to the parts behind them, as they did when in the loins. Thisis a
circumf{tance which [ think may be ealily underftood; and yet I thould
fuppofe that it may not be fo very intelligible, becaufe I find ftudents
very generally puzzled with it, and imagining that, when the 7¢/#/s comes
firft down, it fhould be loofe all around, like a piece of the gut or ¢pi-
plosn in a common hernia. The dudility of the peritoneum, and its very
loofe connetion by a flight cellular membrane to the pfoas, and to all
the other parts around the r¢/tis, are circumftinces which favour its
elongation and defcent into the ferotum with the refeis.

It is plain from this defcription, that the cavity of the bag, or of the
elongation of the perifoneum, which contains the reftss in the ferotum,
muft at firkt communicate with the general cavity of the abdomen, by an
aperture at the inflide of the groin.. That aperture has exallly the ap-
pearance of a common {mall hernial fac : the {permatic veflels and vas
deferens lie immediately behind it, and a probe pafles readily through it
from the general cavity of the abdomen down to the bottom of the
Jferotum, And if this procefs of the peritoneum be laid open through its
whole length on the forepart, it will be plainly feen to be a continua-
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tion of the peritonceum; the reftis and epididymis will be feen at the
lower part of it, without their loofe coat, the tunica vaginalis; and the
fpermatic veflels, and the vas deferens will be feen covered by the pofterior
part of the bag, in their whole courfe from the groin to the #e/tis.

Thus it is in the human body, when the 7¢/#/s is recently come down ;
and thus it is, and continues to be through life, in every quadruped,
which I have examined, where the #¢/fis is in the forotum; but, in the
human body, the communication between the fac and the cavity of the
abdomen is foon cut off : indeed I believe that the upper part of the fac
naturally Legins to contract, as foon as the refiss has pafled through
the mufcles. This opinion is grounded on the following obferva-
tion. I have feen an inftance, where, from the age of the fatus and
from every other mark, it was probable that the re/frs was very re-
cently come down, and yet the upper part of the {fac was very narrow :
I puthed the teftis upwards, in order to fee if it could be returned; the

ttachments of the z¢f#is eafily admitted of its afcent, and fo did the
aperture in the tendon of the external oblique mufcle; but the orifice
and upper end of the fac would not, by any means, admit of the zeftir
being puthed quite up into the abdomen. However this may be, the
upper end of the fac certainly contralls, and is quite clofed, in a very
fhort {pace of time; for it is feldom that any aperture remains in a
child born at its full time. The lower part of the fac remains open or
loofe, even in the human fubjed, through life, and forms the runmica
teftis vag inalis propria, the common feat of an hydrocele. -This contrac-
tion and obliteration of the paflage feems to be a peculiar operation of
nature, depending upon ileady and uniform principles, and not the
confequence of inflammation, or of any thing that is accidental : and,
theretore, if it is not accomplifhed at the proper time, the difficulty of
bringing about an union of the part is much greater; as in children who
have had the fac kept open by a turn of the inteftine falling down into
the ferstum immediately after the feftzs. This looks as if nature, from
being baulked when fhe was in the humour of doing her work, would
not, or could not fo ealily do it afterwards. I fhall readily grant that
what has been advanced here as a proof of the doéirine, may be ex-
plained upon other principles. 'This at leaft is certain, that the clofing
of the mouth, and of the neck of the fac, is peculiar to the human fpe-
cies ; and we muft {uppofe the final caufe to be the prevention of rup-
turcs, to which mea are fo much more liable than beafts, from their

erect ftate of body.
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What is the immediate caufe of the defcent of the fefiis from the
loins to the firofum? It is evident that it cannot be the compreffive
force of refpiration, becaufe commonly the zeffis is in the ferotum before
the child has breathed ; that is, the effect has been produced before the
fuppofed caule has exifted. Is the #ofis pulled down by the cremafler
mufcle ! I can hardly fuppofe that it is ; becaufe, if that were the cafe, I
fee no reafon why it thould not take place in the hedge-hog, as well as
in other quadrupeds.

Why do the zefles take their blood-veflels from fuch diftant trunks?
Thofe phyfliologifts, who have puzzled themfelves about the folution of
this queftion, have not confidered, that in the firft formation of the body,
the refles are fitnated, not in the ferofum, but immediately below the
kidneys ; and that therefore it was very natural that their blood-veflels
fhould rife in the fame manner as thole of the kidneys, but a little lower.
The great length of the fpermatic veflels in the adult body will no doubt
occafion a more languid circulation, whch, we may {uppofe, was the in-
tention of nature.

The fituation of the r¢ffis in the fatus may likewife account for the
contrary diretions of the epididymis and of the wvas deferens in adult bo-.
dies, though thefe two in reality make only one excretory canal. In the
J@tus the epididymis begins at the upper end of the sefizs; and it is na-
tural, confidering it as an excretory tube, that it fhould run downwards.
And it is as natural that the reft of the tube, which is called vas defe-
rens, thould turn inwards at the lower end of the refis, becaufe thatis
its moft dire& courle to the neck of the bladder. Thus we fee that in
the fatus the excretory duct is always pafling downwards. But the
reftis is direCted in its defcent by the gubermacuwlum: and this is firmly
fixed to the lower parts of the zeflis and epididymis, and to the beginning
of the was deferens, and thence muft keep thofe parts invariable in their
fituation with refpeé to one another: and therefore in proportion as the
tefiis defcends, the wvar deferens muft afcend from the lower end of the
teftis; and it muft, from the paflage through the abdominal mulcles
down to the feftis, run parallel with the {permatic veflels.

The reftis, its coats, and the fpermatic chord, are fo often concern-
ed in fome of the moft important difeafes and operations of furgery,
particularly in the bubonocele and kydrocele, that their firuGture has been
examined and defcribed by the furgcons, as well as by the anatomifts, of
every age. Yet the defcriptions of the cleareft and beft writers upon

M2 the



84 Obfervations on the State of the Teffis in the Farus,

the fubje& differ fo much from one another, and many of them differ
fo much from what is obvious and demonfirable by diffetion, that it
would feem difficult to account for fuch a variety of opinions. The
very different flate of the parts in the quadruped, and in the human
body, no doubt, muft have occalioned error and confufion among the
writers of more ancient times, when the parts of the human body were
defcribed from diflections and obfervations made principally upon brutes :
and the circumflances in the firu@ure of the parts, which are peculiar
to the fatus, having been imperfectly underftood, we may fuppofe, has
likewife contributed to make perplexity and contradi¢iion among authors.

Baron Haller, in his Opujcula Pathologica, has obferved that, in in-
fants, fometimes the inteftine falls down into the fcrofum after the reftis,
or along with it, and occafions what he calls the kernia congenita. In
fuch a cafe the hernial iac is formed before the inteftine falls down, as
that ingenious anatomift has obferved. There are befides two very pe-
culiar circumflances in a rupture of this kind; the inteftine is always
in immediate contact with the z¢/tis, and there is no tunica vaginalis pro-
pria tefiis, 'The ftructure of the parts in the ferus explains, in the moft
fatisfactory manner, both thofe circumftances, however extraordinary
they muft appear to a man, who is only converfant with the firuture
of the parts in fubje@s of a more advanced age: and indeed it is fo
clear that it needs no illuftration. 1 may obferve, however, that the
hernia congenita may happen, not only by the inteftine falling down to
the ¢ze/¢is before the aperture of its fac be clofed, but perhaps afterwards:
for when the fac has been but recently clofed, it feems poffible enough
that violence may open it again.

It muft likewife be obvious to every anatomift, who examines the ftate
of the re¢ftes in children of different ages, that the mouth and neck only
of the fac clofe up, and that the lower part of the fac remains loofe
around the zeftis, and makes the funica vaginalis propria. Whence it is
plain that this tunic was originally a part of the clongated persroneum :
and as that tunic is undoubtedly the feat of the true Aydrocele, it is alfo
plain that the lernia congenita and the true hydrocele cannot exift toge=
ther in the fame fide of the férotum; for when there is a lernia conge-
nita, there is no other cavity than that of the hernial fac; and that ca-
vity communicates with the general cavity of the abdomen,

The obfervations, contained in the two lait paragraphs, occurred to my
brother upon reading Baron Haller’s Opufiula Patholegica, and gave rife

to
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to my inquiries upon this fubje. That the deferiptions which I have
given may be better underftood I have annexed three figures that were
carefully taken from nature,

The firlt figure reprefents the feffes within the abdomen, in an abortive
Jertus of about fix months. All the inteflines, except the recZum, are
removed ; and the perifoneum in moft places is left upon the furfaces
which it covers, fo that the parts have not that {harpnefs and diftinct
appearance, which might have been given to them by diffetion.

A The upper part of the obje, covered with a cloth.

B B The thighs.

C The penis.

D The ferotum.

E The flap of the integuments, abdominal mufcles, and peritonaum,
turned back over the right os ilidim to bring the s¢/kis into view.

F The flap of the fkin and cellular membrane of the left fide difpofed
in the fame manner.

G The flap of the abdominal mufcles and of the peritoneum of the left
fide turned back over the fpine of the os i/iim. The lower part of
this flap is cut away, in order to fhew the ligament of the re¢f¢is
pafling down through the ring into the ferotum.

H H The lower part of each kidney.

I The projection formed by the lower wertebre lumborum, and by the
bifurcation of the gorta and wvena cava.

K The rectum filled with meconium, and tied at its upper part where the

colon was cut away.

L That branch of the inferior mefenteric artery which was going to the
colon.

M The lower branch of the fame artery, which went down into the
pelvis behind the reéfum,

N The lower part of the bladder, that part of it which is higher than
the offa pubes in fo young a fatus being cut away.

O O The hypogaftric or umbilical arteries cut through, where they were
turning up by the fides of the bladder in their way to the navel.

P P The ureter of each fide pafling down before the p/oasr mufcle and
iliac veflels, in its courfe to the lower part of the bladder.

Q_Q_The fpermatic arteries running a little ferpentine.

R R The zeffes fituated before the p/oas mufcles, a little higher than the
inguina, In this figure the anterior edge of the zeftis is turned 2

ligtle
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little outwards, to fhew the fpermatic veflels coming forwards to
the pofterior edge of the feftis, in the duplicature of the perito-
neum : which duplicature connells the #efiis, inclofes its veffels,
and gives it an external fmooth coat, much after the fame manner
as the duplicature of the mefentery conneds the inteftine, conveys
its veflels, and gives it a polifhed covering.

The beginning of the epididymis is feen at the upper end of the feffis,
from which it runs down on the outfide (and therefore in this view
behind the body) of the zeffis.

S S The was deferens of each fide paffing acrofs, in a ferpentine courfe,
from the extremity of the e¢pididymis at the outfide of the lower
end of the #¢flis, and then before the lower part of the wrefer, in
its way to the veficula feminalis.

T T What I have called the grdernacula or ligaments of the feffes in a
Jetus, On the left fide this ligament is intire, fo that it is feen going
down from the lower end of the z¢/fss, through the ring of the
mufcle, into the ferofum: but on the right fide its upper and fore-
part is cut away, that the continuity of the ¢pididymis and vas de
fvrens may be feen; and no more of the lizament is exhibited
than what is fituated within the cavity of the albdomen.

N. B. The lower part of the ligament, as it is feen in the right fide
of this figure, lies fo loofe in the paffage through the mufeles, and
is there fo loofely covered by the peritonzum, that, when the teftis is
pulled up, more of the ligament is {feen within the cavity of the
abdomen, and then the peritonzum is made tight and fmooth at that
place; but, on the contrary, when the ferofum is pulled down-
wards, the lower part of the ligament is dragged fome way down
through the paflage in the mufcles, and the loofe peritoneum is
carried along with it; fo that then there is a fmall elongation of
that membrane, with an orifice from the cavity of the belly, like
the mouth of a {mall hernial fac, on the forepart of the ligament.

The Second Figure reprefents nearly the fame parts in a2 ferfus, fome-
what older, in order to fhew the flate of the re/fes when they have re-
cently defcended from the abdomen into the ferotum. 'The fmall inteftines
are removed, and the large inteftines are left in their natural fituation.
A A The liver, in out-lines.

B B The thighs, unfinifhed.
C The pents.
D The
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D The middle part of the ferotum; on each fide of which the forepart
of the ferotum 1s cut away, that the f¢/fes may be feen.

E E The two flaps of the fkin and of the cellular membrane diffe&ted
off from the lower part of the addomen, and turned down upon

the thighs,

F The intefiinum cocum.

GG The appendicula caci vermiformis,

H The arch of the colon.

I The turn of the ca/lon under the {pleen.

K The cofon pafling down on the outfide of the left kidney.

L The laft turn of the colon, commonly called its figmoeid flexure,
which in adults is feated quite in the cavity of the pefvis.

M The beginning of the redtum.

N Part of the abdominal mufcles of the right fide, with the fmooth in-
vefling peritoneum, turned back over the {pine of the os #idim.

O O The lower part of the sbliguus externus mufcle of the left fide.

P The lower part of the reffus mufcle on the right fide, turned out-
wards, and towards the left fide, fo that the epigaftric artery is
feen going to the infide of that muicle.

Q_The forepart of the bladder.

R The urachus, as it is called.

S The crural veflels coming into the thigh from behind the Jgamentum
Fallopii,

T 'The external appearance of the fpermatic rope of the left fide.

U The external appearance of the reffis, when its funica vaginalis, or
procefs of the peritonaum, is a little diftended with air or water
poured into it from the cavity of the abdamen.

V The right zeflisy, brought fully into view by laying open the procefs of
the peritoneeum in its whole length. .

W The epididymis of the fame fide.

X X The fpermatic veflels.
Y The was deferens. N.B. The peritoneum lies before the {permatic

veflfels and was deferens, or covers them within the addomen ; and
its procefs or elongation covers them in the fame manner all the
way from the abdominal mufcles downwards; fo that if the in-
teftine flips down after the #¢fiis in a jwrus it muft be placed be-
fore the fpermatic veffels and wvas deferens,

Z The ureter,
& The
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& The remains of the gubernaculum or ligament which bound and con-
dudted the zeflis to the ferotum *,

N. B. It is evident that part of the peritonzum, which in this figure,
is carried down in the form of a hernial fac to a little below the
teflis, lies before the reflis, epididymis, {permatic veflels, and wvas
deferens, and that it covers thofe parts in the fame manner as it
covers the abdominal wifcera, viz. the pofterior part of the fac,
(fuppofing the fac to be cut lengthways into two halves) is united
with them, and gives them a fmooth furface, while the anterior
half of the fac lies loofe before them, and may be removed to fome
diftance from them, as when the fac is diltended with water.

The Third Figure reprefents the z¢ffes, &c. in the fame fubje&; all

the parts above the ¢/ffa #/iim being cut away, and the abdominal mufcles

and the bladder being turned downwards.

A A The thighs, unfinifhed.

B The pents.

C 1he middle part of the firofum, its lateral parts being removed to
fhew the reffes.

D D The fkin and cellular membrane of the abdomen turned down over
the thighs.

E E Part of the abdominal mufcles and peritoneum turned down at each
groin.

FF The peritoneum covering the iliacus internus mufcle of each fide.

G The intefiinum reftum filled with meconium.

H The bladder, with the umbilical artery on each {ide of it, turned a
little forwards over the [ymphyfis of the pubes.

I I The ureters pafling over the #iac veflels to the pelvis.

K The right zeftis expofed, as in Fig. II. V. W. XX, Y.

L The left #¢/2is inclofed in the procefs of the peritoneum, See Fig. 11. U.

M The fpermatic veflels of the left fide, feen through the peritoneum
which covers them, in their defcent through the abdominal mufcles
at the groin.

N The left vas deferens feen through the peritoneum, in its paflage from
the mouth of the fac to the poflerior part of the bladder.

O The mouth or aperture of the procefs of the peritoneum, whereby its
mouth or cavity communicates with the general cavity of the
belly. This aperture clofes up, and the membrane becomes

{mooth
g TI'H letter-engraver f:frrnr to put the mark (&) of reference into the plate: it fhould
ftand where a ftrait line falling perpendicularly from the letter V' would meet a {irait Lne

drawn Jrl n L 1o l:}
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fmooth at this place, when the farus grows a little older; un-
lefs when the gut falls down after the zeffis, and keeps it open.
In that cafe it makes the mouth of the hernial fac.

P The left epigaftric artery branching upon the infide of the re&us
mufcle, which is here turned downwards and outwards. This
artery is always ftuated, as in this figure, on the infide of
the mouth of the hernial fac, or paflage of the fpermatic
veflels.”

Thus far my brother. Now I refume my narrative--=-«-

In my autumn courfe of leGtures, 1756, (and indeed in every courfe,
which 1 have read fince that time) I demonfirated the principal things
contained in my brother’s account of the zgffes in the fzfus; and I parti-
cularly explained that fpecies of rupture in which the inteftine is found
in contact with the zeffis. This circumftance of the difeafe, which had
puzzled Mr. Sharp and Mr. Chefelden as well as myfelf, and which
even Mr. Pott regarded as a /ufus nature, was now rendered perfeltly
intelligible. The difcovery was become the novelty of the time among
ftudents in London, and other inquirers after anatomical improvements;
and many gentlemen of my acquaintance defired to fee the preparations
which my brother had made; and among the reft my friend Mr. Pott
did us that honour, one day during that courfe of leCtures, I was
not prefent. My brother fhewed him the preparations with great
readinefs, and explained to him my hypothefis of the contiguity of the
inteftine and z¢ffis in fome ruptures. Mr. Pott faid nothing at that time
of an intention to write upon the fubjeét; but, fome weeks afterwards,
it appeared, by a public advertifement, that he was foon to publifh
a treatife on that fpecies of rupture. I was much furprifed ; however,
I thought it proper to fay but little, till I fhould fee how he treated
the fubje&. The treatife came out in the month of February or March,
1757. It aftonithed me, if poffible, more than ProfeffTor Monro’s
account of the lymphatics had done. It hardly contained one new idea.
It was what any of my pupils might have written; (for the cafes given
in the end, fupported only an uncontefted fact) and yet neither my bro-
ther’s name, nor mine was mentioned. It bore firong marks of fecond-
kand obfervation, and of a zime-firving hurry in the compofition. I
complained of this at my leGures: every perfon to whom 1 mentioned

N the
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the fubje@t exprefled his furprize: and the authors of the Critical Re-
view made fome refleGtions which could not be pleafing to Mr. Pott,
and which, one would have thought, muft have brought on fome kind
of juftification.

I hope Mr. Pott can, and, if fo, I think he ought to clear up thefe
difagreeable appearances. If he does it in a candid manner, he muft
allow that I have not wantonly fought a difpute with him : and if it
{hall appear that I have mifunderftood or mifinterpreted any part of his
conduct towards me, he fhall not find me wanting in my endeavours
to do him juftice.

APPEN-
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CONTAINING

What was publifhed in the Critical Review, before Dr.

Alexander Monro jun. wrote his Effays Anatomical and
Phyfiological, &c.

No. I.

In the Critical Review for September 1757, the Reviewers concluded their
account of Dr. Monro’s Treatife De Venis Lymphaticis Valvulofis,
with the following remarks.

AviNGg given a brief account of this performance, common juflice
demands that we {fhould make a few obfervations; which, perhaps

will, in the reader’s opinion, invalidate the Do&or’s claim to this im-
portant difcovery: obfervations, which were communicated to us by a
perfon of probity, who engages tg confirm the truth of his affertions
by the teftimony of above an hundred unexceptionable evidences. In
the mean time Dr. Monro will pleafe to obferve, that we are altogether
neutral in the difpute, and fhould be forry to incur the difpleafure of a
gentleman, for whofe extraordinary talents we have a fingular veneration,
Do&or Monro fays, the difcovery he has made with refpe to the
lymphatics, was owing to experiments afcertained four years ago. Now,
Do&or Hunter has read public letures in anatomy eleven years; and, in
every courfe, made the following obfervations on the lymphatic veins :
That whereas the moft generally received opinion was, that they were a
continuation of lymphatic arteries; he, on the contrary, believed them
to be the fyfiem of abforbing weffels, and that they began from all the inter-
nal and external furfaces of the body. This belief he founded on thefe
reafons: Every body allows, that all the furfaces of the body are bibu-
lous, or provided with abforbing veflels, by which mercury applied to
the fkin, colle@tions of water in the breaft, belly, or in the cellular
membrane, are occafionally taken up, conveyed into the circulation, and
ftrained off again by fecretion. That the lymphatic veins perform this

N 2 office,
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office, feems probable, from the following remarks : I cannot inje them
as other veins, by filling the arterial fylflem; fo that, in all probability,
they are not continuations of the arteries. I have fometimes obferved in
injeling, that they were immediately filled with wax, when the arteries
burft, and the wax was effufed into the cellular membrane. This looks
as if they took their rife from thofe cells, like the veins in the fpungy
part of the peasis. 1f they were continuations of arteries, why fhould
they be fo plentifully provided with valves, which are not found in the
other veins of the v/fcera? But, the moft ftriking argument is the ana-
logy between the lymphatics and lacteals. Thele two {yftems are, to all
appearance, the fame in their coats, in their valves, in their manner of
ramifying, in their paflage through the lymphatic or conglobate glands,
and in their termination, viz. in the route of the chyle. As they are
perfeétly fimilar, in every other refpet, we muft fuppofe them to be fo
in their origin and ufe. The lacteals are known to begin from the fur-
face of the inteftines, and to be the abforbents of thofe parts. There is
no difference but the name. The fame veflels are called /:Feals in the
inteftines, and /ymphatics in the other parts of the body. This doftrine
explains the ufe of valves, in the lymphatics. In other veins, whether
large or {mall, the fluid is {uppofed to move onwards by an smpetus re-
ceived in the arterial {yftem: but, the cafe is not the fame in wveffels
that fuck up a fluid from a furface.” Thefe require valves, that every
lateral preflure upon them may have the effe® of an impulfe at the be-
ginning of the canal, in driving the fluid on towards their termination.
'This do&rine of the lymphatics is farther confirmed by the abforption
and progrels of the venereal poifon. The lacteals were difcovered, traced,
and their ufe afcertained, from the circumflance of a manifeft and parti-
cular colour in their contents, upon fome occafions at leaft. We have
not the {ame advantage, with refpe€ to the lymphatics: but, in them,
what we cannot trace with the eye, we find out by the effefls of this
poifon. We know from obfervation, that this vsrus may be taken in at
any particular part of the body, and thence diffufe itfelf over the whole
conftitution. We muft fuppofe it abforbed by the fame vellels that ab-
forb its antidote mercury, or any thing elfe that is carried into the mafs
of blood by abforption. Thefe things being of a more inoffenfive na-
ture, pafs unobferved ; but, this poifon, from its irritating and deftrutive
quality, is apt to raife difturbance in its paflage, before it reaches far
enough to mix with the blood. Hence the lymphatic glands, through
which every abforbed liquor muft pafs, are fo often the parts firft affected

by
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by the venereal taint when it is {preading its contagion through the con-
ftitution. This is the theory of the venereal éudo. 1f the infeQion be
received in the moft common way, the dudo happens in the groin, becaule
the lymphatics of the genitals pafs through the inguinal glands : but, if
the infection be received at the hand, (a cafe that fometimes occurs) the
bubo, for the like reafon, is formed in the arm-pit: when the difeafe is
communicated by the lips, the glands of the neck inflame and tumify.

This is the very ellence of Dr. Monro’s treatife ; and thefe obferva-
tions have been publickly made by Dr. Hunter to his pupils, for the
fpace of eleven years. In the end of the winter, 1755-6, Mr. John
Hunter made feveral inje@ions of the lymphatic glands and veins with
quickfilver ; and, in the month of May, 1756, Mr. Riem{dyk finifhed
a fine drawing of them, with the receptacle and du& (from a prepa-
ration which the doctor ftill preferves) in prefence of many pupiis and
occafional vilitants.

Dr. Reimarus, who attended Dr. Hunter’s courfe in 1755 and 1756,
quotes him for this do&trine of the lymphatics, in his thefis publithed
this year at Leyden. Dr. Monre publithes his treatife at Berlin, with~
out mentioning Dr. Hunter’s name, though he attended his leGures with
Dr. Reimarus; and though Dr. Hunter was particularly full on the
fubje&t of lymphatics during that courfe, on the fuppofition that his
claim to this difcovery would be anticipated. Among other things, he
obferved, that the lymphatics were raifed by blowing or pouring mercu-
ry into the conglobate glands. 'We think Dr. Hunter has fome reafon to
complain of this omiflion, as Dr. Monro feems to have referred to every
other author that ever treated on that fubjeét,

No. II.

The Eighth Article of the Critical Review for November, 1757. The
Letter was afterwards acknowledged to have been awritten by Dr.
Alexander Monro, fenior.

LTuouvcu the authors of the Critical Review never intended

to take cognizance of any prodution not previouflly publifhed,

they are neverthelefs willing to infert the following letter, as an inftance
of their candour; and this flep they are the more inclined to take, as
they will have an opportunity to acquit themf{elves of the imputation of
partiality, which this gentleman endeavours to fix upon them. Neuters
they
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they flill profefs themfelves to be in the difpute between Drs. Hunter and
Monro, as far as conviction, and the right they have aflumed to them=
felves to give their opinion of all literary producions, will allow them to
be neuters: when they prefume to judge in any dilpute, they hope the
unprejudiced part of mankind will allow them to be unbiaflfed in their
decifion.

That they might throw all the lights they could acquire on this un-
fortunate controver{y between two gentlemen of merit, for whom they
have all due regard, they no fooner received the following letter, than
they had recourfe to Dr. Hunter for a real ftate of the fa&ts, which gave
rife to the couteft ; and though he could not be fuppofed to anfwer para-
graph by paragraph a paper which he had not feen, he has furnifhed us
with a detail of fome incidents and remarks, which in juftice to him we
fhall infert at the end of the letter; and we cannot help thinking that
they will not only ferve as an anfwer to the letter, but allo terminate the.

difpute.
To the authors of the Critical Review.

GENTLEMEN,

1. ¢ After giving an account of Dr. Monro junior’s treatife De wenis
« Jymphaticis valvulgfis, inferted in your Review of September laft, you
¢t add fome obfervations and refletions which have been thought inju-
¢ rious to Dr. Monro; but as you declare yourfelves altogether neutral
¢ in the difpute, you will do him juftice by inferting immediately fome
¢ gbfervations of a friend of Dr. Monro’s, before it be too late, to pre-
« vent the prejudices which your refleCtions may have occafioned againft
« him. As he is at prefent abroad profecuting his ftudies, I thought it
“ my duty, as a friend, who knows the fadts relating to the prefent dif=
¢« pute, to fend you a fair flate of them.

2. « Dr. Monro, in winter 1752-3, attempting to fill the epididymis
¢ with quicklilver, in the manner direCted by his father both in medi-
¢ cal effays, vol. 5. art. 20. § 29. and in a manufcript wrote in the
¢ year 1747, on the method of difle&ing and of making preparations fit
¢« for a regular courfe of anatomy, obferved in fome of his experiments
« that the quickfilver returned by the lymphatic vefiels without entering the
6 ﬂar]guifcmus veins. he wondered how or from whence this happened *;
¢ he fhewed the preparation to feveral of his acquaintance, and was very
¢« importunate with them to give their opinions what this pbznome-

“ non

* De vafis lymph. valvul. p. 1.
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% non depended on. Not fatisfied with their anfwers, he made numer-
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ous more experiments, and confulted all the books on this {ubject bhe
could procure. More than four years ago, I, with many others, faw
the preparations, which led him to the general docrine of the lym-
phatics being a {yftem of abforbents.

3. ** Dr. Monro, having the defign of taking the degree of doflor in
the univerfity of Edinburgh, early fet about compofing fuch a difler-
tation as the laws of that univerlity require candidates for this degree
to publith and defend, and prepared the one De teffibus & femine in
varits animalibus, in which the treatife on the lymphatics was includ-
ed, but the part relating properly to the f¢ffes being rather longer
than moft fuch inaugural differtations, he was prevailed on to with-
hold from the prefs the part treating particularly of the lymphatics,
but allowed Dr. Black of Glafgow, Dr. Reimarus *, and feveral
others of his friends, the perufal of it.

4. * Before Dr. Reimarus faw it, I read it, and fo far as I can re-
member, the arguments and experiments were the fame as are con-
tained in the treatife De venis valvulofis lympbaticis, which he publifhed
at Berlin in the beginning of the year 1757, and about which the
prefent difpute is,

5. “ In O&ober 1755, Dr. Monro’s differtation de feffibus, &c. was
printed and publifhed at Edinburgh. Some hundreds of copies were
given to ftudents, and fent to anatomifts in moft countries in Europe.
---In this differtation he promifes a treatife on lymphatic veflels in
general---he defcribes and gives figures of the inftruments he made
ufe of in his experiments---tells what are his inje&ting materials, and.
how the injeétion is to be made-~-gives feveral figures of the lymphatic
veflels of the fpermatic chord filled with quickfilver---and in fhort
gives the fubftance of his general {yftem of lymphatics.

6. * Soon after the publication of this diflertation, Dr. Monro went
to London in abfolute ignorance of Dr. Hunter’s having any particular
opinion concerning lymphatics. Immediately upon his arrival he
waited on Dr. Hunter, and gave him a copy of his differtation, at-
tended his leGtures, and was furprifed when he heard Dr. Hunter
teach the do€lrine of lymphatics being abforbents.---In fummer 1736,

he went abroad for his further improvement, and at the intreaty of
| ¢ {ome.

* See Reimarus's thefis, page 3, note g.
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¢ fome friends at Berlin, to whom he fhewed his treatife on the lym-
“¢ phatics, he publifhed it there in the beginning of 1757.

7. ““ Let every reader judge from this {imple narrative of faéls, the
¢ truth of which can be proved by the teftimony of hundreds, to what
““ or to whom Dr, Monro owed his knowledge of the lymphatics being
‘“ a {yflem of abforbents. Could it be to Dr. Hunter ?

8. ** You may perhaps fay, that whatever way Dr. Monro had his
¢ knowledge, Dr. Hunter has a right to the honour of the difcovery,
¢« for he has publickly read le€tures in anatomy cleven years, in every
¢ courfe of which he made the obfervations inferted in your Review,
¢ which are faid to be the eflence of Dr. Monro’s treatile ; and you ap-
¢ peal to Dr. Reimarus’s thefis, where Dr, Hunter is quoted for his
¢ doltrine of the lymphatics.

9. I dare fay your obfervator has given Dr. Hunter’s doQrine very
¢ full, as it is now, but as you tell us that Dr. Hunter was particularly
¢ full on the fubjeét of lymphatics during that courfe, to wit, in the win-
“ 1755-6, that is, after he had Dr. Monro's differtation de reffibus,
“ and had converfed with Dr. Reimarus, 1 mult beg leave to doubt,
““ whether in the preceding years Dr. Hunter was fo explicit as your
«¢ gbfervator reprefents.

10. ““ I fhall furprile you in the following affertion, that your obferva-
¢ tions are necither the effence of Dr. Monro’s docrine, nor indeed a
¢« fufficient proof of the general doftrine of the lymphatics being ab-
¢ forbents.

11. ¢ Dr. Hunter is faid to believe the lymphatics to be the fyftem of
¢ abforbing veflels, and afferts that every abforbed liquor muft pafs
¢ through the lymphatic glands.---Dr. Monro proves, that the lympha-
¢ tics are a {yftem of abforbing veflels, but allows that only a portion of
‘< -abforbed liquors pafles into the lymphatics, while the inhalant branches
« of the fanguiferous veins take alfo a fhare of the abforbed liquors *.

12. “ You

# Dr. Hunter not only believed the lymphatics to be the {yftem of abforbing veffels, but
gave very fufficient reafons for that belief. Vide Critical Review, No. XX. That the in-
halant branches of the fanguiferous veins take alfo a fhare of the abforbed liquors, is the
old doétrine, which feems to be inconfiftent with the difcovery made as to the ufe of the
lymphatics. That the lymphatic veins are a fyftem of abforbents, has been proved : that the
fanguiférous veins are furnithed with inhalant branches for the fame purpofe, has been fup-
pofed : but nature would hardly form two fyltems for the fame operation. Such a fuppo-
fition is inconfiflent with the fimplicity, uniformity, and perfeclion of her works.
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ra. ¢ You and your obfervator both have omitted the principal, I had
¢ almoft faid the only convincing proofs which Dr. Monro has brought of
« the lymphatics being a fyftem of abforbents, to wit, his numerous ex-
¢ periments of throwing quickfilver into different organs; and of the
¢ lymphatics being filled when parts are macerated in water, and of
«¢ their being filled in injecting the excretories of glands, and many more
“ fuch experiments, as well as morbid cafes, and the effeéts of medi-
¢ cines mentioned every where through his little book.

13. “ I fhould have thought it incumbent on you and your obferva«
«¢ tor to have told us of numerous fuch experiments done by Dr. Hunter,
¢ previous to. Dr. Monro’s having wrote this treatife on the lymphatics,
¢¢ before you had. endeavoured to rob Dr. Monro of any little honour
¢ there may be in a difcovery of this kind, or before throwing out any
« indifcreet hints of his having ftolen it from Dr. Hunter *.

14. ** The arguments, as well as fadts, mentioned by your obferva-
« tor in proof of the doftrine, are all taken notice of in books, and
¢ were generally known long ago, and therefore if Dr. Hunter in his
¢ lectures related no new experiments, nor thewed any preparations that
“ had not been made by Nuck and others, I can fee no neceflity Dr.
¢ Monro was under of taking any notice of Dr. Hunter ;. he might in=
% deed have mentioned him as an old mafter, but he could never quote
¢ him as one from whom he had learned any thing new relative to the
¢ lymphatics. Perhaps at this diftance from London I may be doing
¢ oreat injuftice to Dr. Hunter, he may have done numerous experi-
¢ ments, and made many preparations before the year 1754, thougi
“. your obfervator has omitted them ; but as I hear Dr. Hunter intends to
*¢ publifh fomething on. this fubje&, we fhall then know from himfelf
¢ what experiments he had made, and how far he had profecuted
« the diffection of the lymphatic veflels before Dr. Monro wrote his
“ treatife.

15. ““ Why does your obfervator quote Reimarus for-having attended

O D

* That Dr. Hunter has made numerous experiments, is not to be doubted ; but furelp
we were under no obligation to particularize thefe experiments, efpecially as the arguments
wa borrowed from his le€tures, were, in our opinion, conclufive. But, granting he had
made no experiments, he firft declared that the lymphatics were the {yftem of abforbents:
he fupported this declaration with: folid and fatisfaltory reafons; and therefore he has a good
claim to the difcovery. He may plead that thofe experiments mentioned by Dr. Monro were-
no other than a fuperftructure built upon his foundation; and doubtlefs had reafon to expeét’
that Dr, Monro would have taken notice of him in his treatife publifhed at Berlins
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<t Dr, Hurter’s leGtures along with Dr. Monro, and for having menti-
« oned in his thefis Dr. Hunter’s teaching this doétrine, without telling
¢« us at the fame time that in the very ‘fame note Dr. Reimarus tells us
¢ that he had read Dr. Monro's treatife before he came to London ?

16. “ Why does your oblervator make Dr. Hunter to fuppofe that his
¢ claim to the difcovery would be anticipated, but becaufe Dr. Monro
had already done it in his inangural differtation, where he has the fol-
““ lowing paflage: Heac inquam, inter alia, argumenta non levia fupped;-
“ tarunt vafa lymphatica valvulefa per totum eorpus, venarum abforbentium
“ fflema effe, neque, uti vulgo fertur, ab arteriarum furculis emanare, Sed
““ omnia nune, que de hac re difputari poffunt, proponere, longe ultra talfs
“ difertationis limites excurreret : & multo aptius de its, de eorum feilicet
“ origine, fabrica, agendi ratione & ufu, fi quando per otium licuerit, feor-
¢ fim agetur. Diflert. inaugur. pag. 55, 56.

17. * After reading this quotation, I fuppofe our readers will be a
¢ good deal furprifed at your obfervator’s having thrown out any hint of
* Dr. Monro’s having clandeftinely ficle eny thing from Dr. Hunter,
¢¢ efpecially when he is told that a full year and a half elapfed be-
¢ tween his promifing the feparate treatife on the lymphatics, and his
- publi{hing it ; and that Dr. Hunter knew this, and was in the mean
“ time writing and publifhing on other fubjects, in which no body could
¢ have anticipated him for want of the drawings with which they are
¢ illuftrated.

18.  What Mr. John and Dr. Hunter have done fince the beginning
< of the year 175g, is out of the prefent queftion ; nor do 1 fee what
¢ the delign can be of mentioning the preparations made by them in the
“ year 1756, unlefs it be to anticipate whatever fhall be in the treatife
““ and figures which Dr. Monro promifes at the end of the one db va/is
¢ lymphaticrs valvulyfis, and to claim the honour of whatever may be
* contained in it. Since Dr. Hunter’s figures were made more than a
¢ year ago, why don’t he prevent his rival by an early publication of a
“ treatife on the lacteal and lymphatic veffels, and the lymphatic glands,
¢ for Dr. Monro’s has been ready fome time, and will probably be foon
publithed *?

-

Lo

-

Ig- 13 Dl'.

* No perfon has a right to afk, why does not Dr. Hunter publifh his difcoveries ¢ He
may be fo engaged in other more neceflary avocations, that he cannot fpare time fufficient
to fuperintend a publication that requires accuracy and precifion: perhaps he poftpones

publication until he fhall have made further progrefs in his rcfr:nrchu, and brought his dif-
coveries
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‘19. ““Dr. Hunter keeps himfelf unneceflarily in a difagreeable fitua-
¢ tion by the difcoveries or improvements publifhed by other people, be-
¢ ing claimed by him or his friends as of right pertaining to him. Per-
“ petual difputes with Pott, Haller, Albinus, Monro, or perhaps twenty
« more, will prove very troublefome, and will at laft redound very little
¢ to the doftor’s honour. Rudbeck appealed to fcholars and friends.
¢ for his having knowledge of the lymphatic veflels before Thomas.
« Bartholin publithed his defcription of them, but could not perfuade-
¢ anatomifls to take the honour of the difcovery from Bartholin.---Van
« Horn called his {chelars to witnefs, and had the declaration of a very
“ pgreat man, Swammerdam, an eye-witnefs, in his favour; flill howe-
¢ ver Pecquet is regarded as the difcoverer of the receptacle of the chyle
% and thoracic du&, and De Graaf is efteemed for his treatife on the or-
« gans of generation *,

20. * Dr. Hunter has firong calls to avoid thefe inconveniencies to.
¢t eftablifh his own honour, and to do fervice to the community by
¢ publithing the improvements and difcoveries which he thinks he has
‘¢ made in found or morbid bodies. Hehas the example of the greateft
“ men in the anatomical way for this practice. If he negleéts to follow
“¢ it, he may poflibly find- as few to acknowledge their having profited :
¢ by him, as he hitherto owns himfelf to have learned from others, in.
“¢ either his writings or lectures.”

No. III..
Tthe Ninth Article of the Critical Review. for November, 1757..
Falls relating to the Difpute between Dr. Hunter and Dr. Monro.

ABQUT the beginning of November 1752, in prefence. of Mr. Galhie
and fome others, I injeCted the was deferens in the human body

with mercury, and. by that method filled the whole.epididymis, and the
O 2 tubes

coveries to perfection, being loth to follow the examples of thefe writers on -anatomy, who .
from an eager defire of feeing themfelves in print, have rafhly ufhered into the world pro--
ductions that were imperfect and erroneous.

* If Rudbeck and Van Horn were defrauded of the difcoveries they had made, they cer-
tamly were injured, and had reafon to complain. But a piece of injuftice. in.one inftance
will never warrant iniquity in another: thefe may be precedents, but not a-juftification
of any future fraud or plagiarifm. Dr. Hunter never had any difputes with Haller or
Albinus: thofe he has had with other authors have been his misfortune, not his fault.
aman who finds himfelf injured, will naturally complain. '
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tubes that come out from the body of the z¢/#/s to form it; and obferved,
in this operation, that the mercury continued to run, and the body of
the f¢/tis to become gradually more turgid and heavy for fome time,
after the external parts were completely filled.

I thewed this preparation next night at my public le@ure, faid that I
believed we fhould find the internal zwbu/i likewife filled, but that I
would not venture to open it, till I had got another, left I fhould fpoil
what was already a valuable preparation; and defired my brother to lofe
no opportunity of making the trial.

This was communicated as a piece of anatomical news to Dr. Donald
Monro, then at Edinburgh, by a letter from Dr, Garrow, phyfician at
Barnet, fome time in the fame month.

In fome fuch time as a week or fortnight after this firlt public demon-
firation, my brother made the trial, and fucceeded. He fhewed me the
teftis opened, and the tabular internal fubftance very generally filled with
mercury. This preparation, which I ftill preferve, I fhewed at my pub-
lic leGture that very evening, with marks of being pleafed with the dif-
covery. In the next courfe of lettures, viz. Feb. &¢. 1752, and in
every courfe fince that time, I have thewn the fame, and fome other pre-
parations of the fame kind ; and always gave the hiftory of the difco-
very, to avoid taking that fhare of it from my brother which belonged to
him.

Dr. Alexander Monro jun. printed the fame difcovery firlt in the
Edinburgh ellays, vol. 1. pag. 396, in 1754, and then more fully in his
inaugural thefis in O&ober 1755, without taking any notice of what I
had done upon the fame fubjet. Upon inquiry I found that he had in-
je&ed the internal fwbuli in the latter end of January, or in February
1752; that is, two or three months after I had publifhed it at my
lectures, and after Dr. Garrow’s letter above-mentioned to Dr. Donald
Monro his brother. This 1s attefted by Dr. Donne, who was, that win-
ter, a ftudent at Edinburgh, and a companion in anatomical ftudies with
Dr. Alexander Monro jun.

Here you will obferve it admits of no difpute that I, or my brother, was
the firlt who injeted, and publifhed the injection of the tubuli t¢fiis, and
that Dr. Alexander Monro jun. was the firft who printed it,

[ wifh it were poffible to prove this negative, that he did not learn it
of me at {econd hand : I wifh it for his fake, becaufe it would clear him,
and take nothing from me. But confidering that letter of Dr. Garrow,
and the conflant intercourfe between the {chools of anatomy at London

and
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and Edinburgh, the prefumption muft always be againft him. Such are
the faés concerning the firft {ubje& in difpute between us : with regard
to the lymphatics, the facls are as follow.

Ever fince I firft read anatomical leGures, in 1746, among other
things a little out of the common way of thinking, I have advanced the
do&rine of the lymphatics being the {yftem of abforbing veflels, and
have fupported my opinion by fuch arguments and experiments as are
mentioned in your Review of laft September. This appears by the MS.
Syllabus of my leGtures, which I have ufed in public from the beginning,
by many MSS. of my leGures in the hands of thofe who have ftudied
with me, and by the general teftimony of thofe who have done me that
honour. I have many vouchers in my pofleflion from gentlemen who
have attended my leGtures, and I appeal particularly to the following
gentlemen, who are all profeffors or readers of anatomy now living.
Dr. Collignon, profeflor of anatomy at Cambridge; Dr. Smith, reader
of anatomy at Oxford; Mr. Hamilton, profeffor of anatomy at Glai-
gow; Mr. Cleghorne, reader of anatomy at Dublin; Mr. Watfon,
reader of anatomy in London; Mr. Galhie of London, and demonftra-
tor or diffe@or for the profeflor of Cambridge. So that the fa& of my
having taught this do&@rine, and fupported it by fuch arguments, for
a number of years at my public leGtures, cannot, I think, admit of
a difpute.

Dr. Alexander Monro jun. advanced this doérine in a general way,
in 1755, in his #hefis above-mentioned, and hinted an intention of
treating it more fully upon fome future occafion: immediately after
which he came to London, and did me the honour of attending my
courfe; and I hope I fhewed him the refpe&t that was due to his own
mierit, and to the fon of one of my firft mafters in anatomy, who has
done honour to his country as a profeflor of the art.

Hereagain you will obferve there can be no difpute that I was the
firt who publithed this do@rine about the lymphatics, and that Dr.
Alexander Monro jun. was the firft who printed it.

He had been unfortunately expofed to the fufpicion of plagiarifm in
his firft fetting out as an author; and when I faw by his the/is that he
was opening another field, where he would be in as great danger of be-
ing fufpected or cenfured, I took the firft opportunity I could, with de-
cency, of putting him upon his guard, by delivering this dotrine fully
at my leCture in his prefence, and by adding that I had done fo in every
courfe of leCtures fince the beginning,

That
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That ftudents of Edinburgh have many opportunities every winter of"
knowing what pafles in London, is obvious, becaufe every winter fome
of them go to ftudy at the one place, after having ftudied at the other,

" That the fublftance of what is new in Dr. Monro’s treatife on the.
lymphatics, is the very dorine I have taught, every impartial man who.
underftands the fubje& will allow.

That two perfons engaged in the fame ftudies thould light on the
fame difcovery, is no ways improbable; but that they fhould fupport it.
by a number of arguments and experiments intirely the fame, though it
be poffible, is furely {o improbable, that I could wifh Dr. Monro had.

for his own fake mentioned me in a marginal note.

Jermyn-Street '
Nov. 23, 1757- Wirrram HUNTER.

No. IV.

The Eighth Article of the Critical Review for December, 17574
‘A Letter from Dr, Donald Monro, to the Authors of the Critical Review *;,

GENTLEMEN,
Ov’ry excufe the freedom. I take of fending you this, and infiftings

upon its being inferted in the next number of your Review, without.
either notes or commentary, fince in your laff you put in a letter from.
Dr. Hunter, in which I am mentioned as an evidence of my brother’s.
having ftole the difcovery of the feminal veflels of the tefticle from him,
Dr. Hunter, by alledging that I had received a letter from Dr. Garrow of'
Barnet, informing me of Dr. Hunter’s having done it long before my
brother; and I think myf{elf obliged, in juflice to a brother, to let the
world know the true flate of thofe falts. But although I exclude you

from making any notes or commentaries of your own, yet I allow you to.
fend

* Though this gentleman has precluded us from the privilege of making notes upon his
letter, we cannot help taking notice of the cavalier manner in which we are treated. FHe
injifts, and he excludes, and be allows, as if fate had {ubjeted the authors of the Critical Re-
view, to the fovereign authority of Dr. Donald Monro. Now we muft take the liberty to
tell him, that our compliance with his demand is not owing to any regard we have for
his injunétions, nor to any obligations we are under with the public, but to a fincere and
carneft defire of doing juflice, which, in this cafe, has prompted us to deviate from our
plan, fo far as to take notice of a difpute that never was printed,
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fend immediately a copy of this to Dr. Hunter, and to infert after it
whatever anfwer he fends you, with his name put to it. (A.)

Doé&tor Garrow of Barnet, in December 1752, wrote to me that Dr.
Hunter had thrown in quickfilver into the vas deferens, that he faw it in
‘the eprdidymis, but did not chufe to cut the preparation to fee where the
‘quickfilver had gone till he had made another fuch. In anfwer to this,
I wrote to Dr.'Garrow on the 14th of December (by the return of the
poft) that Dr. Hunter’s preparation of the tefticle was a common one,
and that he would get the quickfilver to go no further than the epididy-
zis.  This anfwer Dr. Garrow carried to Dr. Hunter, and afked him if
he knew whether the quickfilver had penetrated any further than the
epididymss, for that he intended foon to write to Dr. Donald Monro, and
would acquaint him with it if he had. To which queftion Dr. Hunter
made no anfwer, but begged of Dr. Garrow that he would write no
more to Dr. Donald Monro; which requeft Dr. Garrow complied with,
and I never received after this, while at Edinburgh, any letter from Dr,
Garrow, or from any other perfon, in which Dr. Hunter was mentioned,
nor heard of Dr. Hunter’s having injeG&ed the feminal tubes of the tefti-
cles till months after it was done by my brother; and by having re-
ceived no anfwer from Dr. Garrow, | was convinced that Dr. Hunter
had got the quickfilver to go no further than the eprdidymis, and there-
fore never mentioned Dr. Garrow’s letter to my brother, as it contained
nothing new nor more than had been publifhed the year before by Dr,
Haller in the 494th number of the Philofophical Tranfa&tions; nor did
my brother know that ever {fuch a letter had been wrote till he came to
London in November 1755, when he heard of Dr. Hunter’s having
mentioned it in his leGure (B.)

It may be afked why did I write to Dr. Garrow that Dr. Hunter's pre-
paration was a common one. My reafons for it were thele (C )

In medical effays, vol. 5. art. 20. fec. 29, my father has the follow=
Ing pallage,—* It has been doubted whether the vas deferens and epidi-
““ dymis were continued tubes., To be fatisfied in this, cut the vas defe-
“* rens through where it lies on the infide of the weficula feminalis, and
¢ take it and the tefticle away from the body ; prefls the eprdidymis from
“ its larger towards its {maller extremity, and from that to the cut end
¢ of the wvas deferens, till you have fqueezed out all the liquor you can,
¢ taking care by fqueezing with moift fingers not to let thefe parts dry

“ too much in doing this; then put a long pipe into the vas deferens,,
¢ and
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¢« and through it pour quickfilver; the weight of fuch a:high column of
“ mercury, aflifted by your fingers prefling from time to time towards
¢ the tefticle, will make the quickfilver go forward in the tortuous ca-
“¢ nal about half the body of the ePiﬂ?ﬂ_’ymfI, beyond which I never could
¢ make it pafs, being, I fuppofe, ftopped there by the liquor of which
¢ the canals were full.”—And in a manufcript wrote in the year 1747,
on the method of diffeCting and of making anatomical preparations, he
orders this fame preparation to be made; and as he fufpeCted that the
quickfilver might be made to pafs further than he had got it, he often
defired me, as well as Mr. John Campbell and Dr. Thomas Frafer, who
then ftudied under him, to attempt pouring in quickfilver into the epin
didymis ; which 1 did, but not fucceeding after a few trials better than
my father had done, I attempted it no more (D.)

In the year 1751, I ftudied under Dr. Haller at Gottengen, where- I
found that he had been attempting to make this fame preparation, and
that he had fucceeded better than my father or I, and had got the
quickfilver to pafs quite through the epididymis into the beginning of the
feminal veflels of the tefticle, but could not get it to go further (E.)

In May 1752, when I came to London, I faw number 494 of the
Philofophical Tranfations, which had been publithed in 17571, and
found that Dr. Haller had given both an account and figures of the
epididymis and feminal veflels of the tefticle profecuted by diffection,
much further than thofe can be feen before the tefticle is.cut (F.)

After reading this narrative of faéts, Ifancy Dr. Hunter himfelf, and
every other perfon, will be convinced that I could have no knowledge of
Dr. Hunter’s having injeted the feminal tubes of the tefticle from Dr.
Garrow’s letter, and 1 believe that to this day Dr. Hunter himfelf does
not know whether thele veflcls are injeted in that tefticle of which Dr,
Garrow wrote to me, for I am told that he never opened it, but ftill
keeps it whole; and therefore I do afhrm, both from the experiments
of others and feveral I have fince made myfelf, that nobody can even
now fay that the feminal veffels of that tefticle are filled with the quick-
filver: it is as probable that the quickfilver is extravafated within the
tunica albuginea before it went fo far as it did in the tefticle, of which
Dr. Haller has given a figure in number 494, of the Philofophical
Tranfa@ions. (G.)

Having thus fhewn what grounds Dr. Hunter has for alledging-that-his
difcoveries were flole, 1 fhall next give fome account of my. brother’s

injecling
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injeCting thofe veflels, which 1 believe will convince every impartial
reader that it was not owing to any hint from Dr. Hunter, but to his
father's orders and inftructions that he attempted it (H.)

My father finding upon my return to Edinburgh in O&ober 1752,
that I had not made all the anatomical preparations that were wanting,
defired my brother to make as many as he could according to the direc-
tions given in his manuféript on diffeGtions and anatomical preparations,
as he had time that winter by my taking the trouble of diffeGing for the
public demonftrations ; and accordingly, amonglt others, he attempted
this on the gth of January 1753, the parts of generation having been de-
montftrated to the pupils on the 8th. Upon finding that the quicklilver
had gone much further than he expetted, he cut open the tefticle that
night, and Mr. Donne, Dr. d'Urban, and a great many more faw it next
day with the feminal tubes filled, as reprefented in the figures in the
Edinburgh phyfical eflays, and in his inaugural diflertation.—At this
time neither I, nor any other perfon I know of, had received any intel-
ligence at Edinburgh of Dr. Hunter’s having fucceeded in filling thefe
tubes with quickfilver, nor do I know to this day that Dr. Hunter did it
before that time; for the filling the epidzdymis 1 count as nothing, my
father and Dr. Haller had done it before him, and he can only be faid to
have injected the feminal tubes, or to have known any thing about them
after having cut open a tefticle where they were filled with quickfilver,
Queeritury, on what day, or in what week, did Dr, Hunter demonftrate
them? It muft have been fome time after the 1gth of December; or
why did he not an{fwer Dr. Garrow’s queftion? (I.)

What Dr. Hunter means by faying he publifhed this difcovery before
my brother, is what | do not comprehend; if he means by publifhing,
fhewing it in his private colleges, he puts a meaning upon the word
publifbing different from what I underftand by it, for I diffeCted five
years for my father from 1745 to 1750, and had in the winter conftant-
ly¥ numbers of thé¢ pupils about me, and was intimate with many of
them, elpecially of the Englifh young gentlemen, yet while I remained
at Edinburgh, I never could know one thing Dr. Hunter was doing ;
and fince I have been in London, I have not heard more, except fome
few things, relative to the prefent difpute, and what I heard accidental-
ly from the Doctor himfelf in private converfation (K.) :

Dr. Hunter alledges, that from the intercourfe there is between the
fchools of anatomy at London and at Edinburgh, that my brother muft

certainly have known of and ftole the difcovery from him ; but what-
P ever
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ever {trefs he may lay upon this, I declare upon my honour, that I ne-
ner knew, and to the beft of my knowledge no other perfon then at
Edinburgh knew, of Dr. Hunter’s having filled the feminal tubes with
quickfilver ; and 1 hereby beg it as a favour, that if any gentlemen
Wwrote to me, or to my father, or to my brother, or acquainted any of
us before the gth of January 1753, with Dr. Hunter’s having filled the
feminal tubes of the teflicle, that fuch gentlemen would let Dr. Hunter
know it by a letter, and if Dr. Hunter can produce one fuch well-
vouched evidence, Dr. Monro will freely give up all claim to the honour
of the difcovery, but till that time he muft always lock upon himfelf as
the firft who injected and publifhed figures of thefe feminal tubes of the
teflicle (L.)

I hope I have fully fatisfied Dr. Hunter's moft ardent wifthes, and
proved that Dr. Monro jun. did not learn af ficond-hand from him
any thing about thefe veffels of the tefticle; and for the truth of
what is here inferted, I refer him to Dr. Garrow of Barnet, to Mr.
Donne, who now lodges in his brother’s houfe, and to Dr. d'Urban
of Richmond, and to every gentleman who attended the anatomical
le@tures at Edinburgh in winter 1752-3 (M )

I don’t fee how any gentleman can be cenfured for plagiarifm by
publithing any thing new he difcovers by his own induflry in the arts
and fciences, even though a bundred, nay ten thoufand, fhould have
known it before him; if they negle@ publithing, and letting the
world know it, it is their fault, and none of his.—In the prefent cafe,
Dr. Alexander Monro jun. injelted the feminal tubes with quickfilver
the gth of January 17533 in April or May drawings were made from
them, and a copy of them fent in a few weeks after to De. Peter
Shaw, phyfician to his majefty, which Dr. Hunter faw foon after their
arrival at London. Dr. Monro did not publifh either figures, or any
account of them, till Autumn 1754 ; nor did he know that Dr. Hun-
ter, or any other perfon, difputed the honour of the difcovery with
him till November 1755, that he came to London, and attended Dr.
Hunter’s le@ures. (N.) '

What Dr. Hunter means by faying, that by my brother’s thefis, he
faw he was opening anather field (meaning the lymphatics) where he
would be in as great a danger of being fufpeéled or cenjured, is what [
do not underftand. I thought the human body had been a ficld open
to all phyficians, and more particularly to thofe who made anatomy
their profeflion. My brother had of himfelf flarted that fubjet, and

perhaps
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perhaps had carried it a much greater length than Dr. Hunter, before
Yie came to London, or knew of Dr. Hunter’s having any opinion about
thofe veflels; but I fhall not fay more of this at prefent, but refer our
readers to the lctter inferted in your Review for December 1, 1757,
which was wrote by one who knows every ftep my brother took in pro-
fecuting thofe veffels, much better than I do (O.)

I am forry to have been obliged to appear in this difpute between a
brother and a friend ; I had declared myfelf neutral, and was refolved
never to have appeared in it at all ; but {ince, contrary to my inclination,
my name has been brought in, and I appealed to as a witnefs by Dr. Hun-
ter, I hope he will excufe this, nor think I have done him any injury by
doing juftice to a brother who is not prefent to anfwer for himfelf.

London,
December 7, 1757 : DoxaLp Monro.

‘P. S. Never imagining that there would be any difpute about this pre-
paration, I did not preferve Dr. Garrow’s original letter ; but in the
beginning of September laft, when I heard of Dr. Hunter’s mention-
ing it as a proof of my having early intelligence of his having injected
the feminal tubes of the tefticle, 1 wrote to Dr. Garrow, and defired
him to let me know by a letter how far he had ever wrote to-me on
that fubject; to which I had the following anfwer :

Dear Monro,
*Tis impoflible for me to charge my memory with the exprefs words

in my letter to you, with refpet to Dr. Hunter's preparation of the
tefticle. I fearched long for a copy, but in vain; however, I found
your an{wer (contrary to my expectations) the words of which are,
v Mpr. Hunter's preparation of the teflicle, is a common one; he will get
“ the quickfilver to go no further than the epididymis.”’

To the beft of my remembrance my words were, That Mr. Hunter
had injected the was deferens, that the quickfilver was feen in the epidi-
dymis, that he believed it had penetrated further, but did not care to
cut the preparation till he had made another fuch.

I cannot be pofitive to the above paffage, but declare upon my word
and honour that I never after wrote to you on that fubject.

Barnet,

Sept. 11, 1757, W. GARROW,

P 2 Having
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Having wrote to him fince to know the date of my letter, which he
ftill preferves, I had the following anfwer :

DEeAR SIR,
The Date of your letter to me from Edinburgh, is December 14, 1752;
that of mine to you I do not remember, having no duplicate; but think
it muft have been a week or ten days before.

Barnet -
Dec. 4, ,’;5;. I am yours, &ec. W. Garrow.

One day about a month ago, I met the door in town, and afked him
why he did not anfwer my letter from Edmburgh? when he told me,
that upon fhewing it to Dr. Hunter, he defired him to write me no.
more upon that {ubject.

No. V.
The Ninth Article of the Critical Review for December, 1757.

To the Authors of the Critical Review.

GENTLEMEN,
N your laft Review I gave an account of the fa@ls, fo far as they had
then come to my knowledge, relating to a difpute between Dr.
Alexander Monro, jun. and myfelf. This I did with fuch regard to
juflice and truth, that I did not think I fhould have had occafion to
give you or the public any further trouble. But the paper which you
have fent me from Dr. Donald Monro, lays me under the neceflity of
making fome further remarks. He honours me with the name of
friend, yet keeps very clear of the appearance of partiality to me. He
allumes the charater of an evidence, who is forry to be called upon;
yet takes the caufe upon himfelf, fays more than there was occafion for,
and more than his caufe will bear. Through the whole paper he feems
to be in a miftake, as to his two material points. Firft, he feems to
have thought that an evidence to an improbable fa& will be more readily
believed if he thews warmth and prejudice to that fide of the queftion,
and adopts the caufe as his own. Secondly, he feems to treat me, as if
1 had wilhed to conviét his brother of plagiarifm. The public will
tell him, the firlt was ill judged; and, I do aflure him, the laft was
very far from being true. From the beginning of the difpute I propofed
doing
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deing myfelf juftice, fecuring to myfelf what I knew was, and what I
could prove to be my own: but was very far from defiring to fix difho-
nour upon his brother; which will be the more readily believed, as it
is plain 1 could reap no advantage from it.

Allow me now to proceed to the particular remarks, which I fhall’
note with letters of reference. e

(A.) I could with to make fome obfervations on the following para-
graph in his introduction, if I were fure 1 underflood it, wiz. fince in
your lafl you put in a letter from Dr. Hunter, in which I am mentioned as
an evidence of my brother’s having flole the difcovery of the feminal veffels of
the teflicle from him Dr. Huntery by alledging that I bad received a letter
Jrom Dr. Garrow, of Barnet, informing me of Dr. Hunter's having done
it long before my brother. If the reader would take the trouble of looking-
into my letter in the lalt Review, he would fee that I did not mention
Dr. Donald Monro, as an evidence of his having flole; 1 ufed no fuch
ungentleman-like expreflion ; nor did I lay claim to the dijcovery of the
Seminal veffels of the teftis: 1 knew they had been difcovered long before
I had exiftence ; nor did I fay, that Dr. Garrow’s letter snformed him of
Dr. Hunter's having done it (i. e. ftole) long before, &c. 1 muft own,
however, that I perhaps miftake the meaning of this paffage. Let me
fee again---cvidence of having flole---the feminal veffels---from him Dr.
Hunter---alledging---a letter---informing=--of Dr. Hunter's having done
st bong before my brother. After all, 1 certainly do not underftand it:
for it does not inform me which of us flole, and which of us loft the
feminal veflels,

(B.) In the fecond paragraph, he gives an account of Dr. Garrow's
letter, and (I am almoft athamed to take notice of it) leaves out the
principal part of the information. If the reader will turn to the account
which Dr. Garrow has given of his own letter, he will fee thefe words,
that he (Dr. Hunter) believed it had penctrated further, viz. than the epi-
didymis. Now, why was this material paflage fupprefied 1o the beginning
of a true ftate of thofe falls?

He fays, Dr. Garrow’s letter was written in December; I had faid
Jome time in November. Now it feems it was written in the very beginning
of December. The reader, who makes himfelf malfter of the fubjedt,
will eafily fee that it does not affet the argument, whether we put it in
November or December; as the intelligence it contained muft have ar-
rived before the gth of January, when Dr. Alexander Monro jun. firft
injected the z¢/2is with mercury,

i I wifh
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I with Dr. D. Monro had not been fo particular in his account of my
‘converfation with Dr. Garrow, as he was not prefent. The converfa-
tion was very fhort, and not greatly in his favour ; but it was a private
converfation.

The realon he gives for not telling his brother of Dr. Garrow’s letter,
ﬂlﬂ“’ﬁ conlumnate i]rlldﬂllcﬂ'.

(C.) His words were, as he now publifhes them from Dr. Garrow,
Mpr. Hunter’s preparation of the teflicle is a common one 3 he will get the
guickfilver to go no further than the cpididymiz.  Now let us hear his rea-
{ons for faying fo.

(D.) The firft is a curious one. Let us abridge it, that we may fee its
full force, thus: My father had told us in print that he eould never
make mercury pafs further than half-way through the body of the epidi-
dymis; and informed me by a M5, that he fufpeGed the quickfilver
might be made to pafs further than he had got it, and often defired me
and Mr, ----- -, and Dr. -=---- , to attempt i1t; which I did, without
fucceeding better than my father, and attempted it no more. Ergo,
When I wab told that Dr. Hunter had done it, 1 faid it was a common
preparation,

(E.) His next argument runs thus: Dr. Haller indeed had fucceeded
better than my father, or I; but had not filled the zubuli reftis with
quickfilver. Ergo.

(F.) His lalt argument is in itfelf very fhort. Dr. Haller had traced
thefe vellels within the coat of the r¢ffs by diffeétion, Erge, Dr. Huna
ter’s preparation was common, and he could not fill them with mercury.

(G.) Dr. Monro received information at firft that I had filled the su-
buli as far as could be known before the r¢ftis was cut open, and that I
believed them to be filled within the z¢f#:r, but that I would not venture
to open the preparation till I had got another of the fame kind Ought
he then to have treated this preparation as a common one, and to have
taken upon him to fay, that I would get the quickfilver to go no further
than the epididymis 7 Does it not appear the molt natural fuppofition,
when fuch a letter was received in tne beginning of the winter, while
the father and his two fons were fetting out jointly in the anatomical
bufinels of the {eafon, that he thould tell his father of it; as neither he
nor his fathet had ever been able to do it; and tell his brother of it,
whofe employment that winter was to be the making fuch preparations
as they were deficient in? And, does not this fuppolition agree very
well with what happened afterwards? his brother made the experiment

upon
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upon the very firft fubjet, viz. January gth. He fuccceded ; did what
Dr. D. Monro had been told that I believed J had done. It was publith~
ed immediately as a dilcovery, at his father’s letures ; and afterwards
in print, when he (at lealt) might have known that I had demonfirated
the fame thing at my public leGtures in the month of November, or De-
cember, prEtEdlng that gth of January, Was not it naiural for me to
be diffatishied with all this?

What wild difpute does the do&tor introduce herz, about that sdentical
firlt z¢ffis? have not I faid in the flate of the fa&s publithed in the laft
Review, that I fhewed the rubuli filled in another, which was injeéted
by my brother at my defire ? '

(H.) Some readers perhaps may fay here, we are already convinced
how it was.

(I.) I allow it, becaufe I believe it, to have been on the gth of Ja-
nuary. In my narrative, indeed, 1{aid, wpon enquiry I found that he had
r}jn’i'c‘:f the iﬁr_.rr?mf tubuli in the latter end of Fanuary, or in February,

1752-3. Dr. Donald Monro had referred me to Mr. Donne for this in~-
formation, who gave it me in prefence of fome gentlemen from the beft
recollection he could make, in the following words, rhat it could not be
Jooner than the middle of January: but he allows, with great candour,
that he might be miftaken in eight or ten days, after fo many years, as
he had nothing but his memory to dire&t him; and the reader will be
fenfible that the gth of January is.the fame thing to my argument as the
gth of February.

Nor do I knvw, fays the doftor, 7o this day, that Dr. Hunter did it be-
Jore that time. Does he affert this becaufe it'was my brother who injec-
ted the fecond z¢ffis 7 or does he doubt my veracity in aflerting that [
fhewed the internal fubuli injeéted in my autumn courfe of leCtures,
1752 ? Was not this a public tranfaion before a great number of wit-
nefles now living ? For the flling the epididymis I count as nothing ;
my father and Dr. Haller had done it before him. In anfwer to this I
thall refer the reader to his father’s own words, quoted by him as
above, from the Medical Eflays, which exprefsiy fay he never could do
it.———He can only be faid to have injeéted, &c. 1 had told him that
my brother injefted and cut open the s¢ffs, and that I fhewed it in my
autumn courfe of leGures, in 17;52. I took no note of ' the day.
He knows, I prefume, that my courfe begins in O&ober, and ends in
December.  Let it be any day in thefe three months that he pleafes.

=== Or why did he not anfwer Doltor Garrew's queflion 7 1 treated his

an{wer
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anfwer to Dr. Garrow as I then thought it deferved, and therefore des
fired Dr. Garrow to drop the fubjet. I am forry to have had occafion
to put Dr. Garrow’s name fo often in print. I muft at leaft do him
the juflice to declare, that it is not meant difrefpe@ifully, and that fo
far as | know, he has behaved in this difpute with honour and integrity.

(K.) #What Dr. Hunter means, 8c. By publifbing 1 only meant making
publickly known : that is, by my letures, which are honoured with ftu-
dents from all parts of Great-Britain, The inflitution indeed is private,
‘but if T have not been flattered, its influence has been more extenfive.

-==-Y¢t while I rematned at Edinburgh I never could know one thing Dr,
Hunter was doing. 'What fhall we fay to this, after he has told us that
Tie received a letter from Dr. Garrow, telling him what I had done, and
was doing about the z¢/tis?

(L.) Dr. Hunter alledges---That my brother muft certainly have known
of and ftole the difcavery from him. 1 {hould not have alledged that a gen-
tleman muf?t certainly have ftole, without being able to proveit. I had
no certain Anowledge in this cafe, but fuch prefumption, or grounds of
{ufpicion, as the reader has been made acquainted with. .1 gave the
hiftory of the difpute about the z¢/#7s, and lymphatics firft at my leGures,
and then printed it in your laft month’s Review, (being invited fo to do)
in order to fecure to myfelf what is my own. At my le&ures I commu-
nicate every thing freely for the benéfit of ftudents. For fome time I
have been too much engaged to have leifure for printing my obfervations :
many of them are flill crude, and I am flattering mylelf that I fhall be
able to bring them, perhaps, to fome perfe@ion. I am vexed when I
fee them printed by other people; efpecially if there be reafon to fufpeét
that I have not been fairly treated. Now let the réader put himfelf in my
place, and fay, whether the hiftory which 1 gave of the fa&ts was not as
tender as might be expelted.

I declare upon my honour. 1 have fuch a refpe for homour, that 1
would not have it offended even in thought : and therefore 1 with Dr. D,
Monro had kept to the only point which concérned him as an evidence
in this difpute, and declared that he had not told his brother of Dr.
Garrow’s letter. Let /omour appear with as much dignity and force,
as poflible, when he does appear.

~=-But till that time he muft always look upon himfelf as the firft who
fnjecled and publifbed figures of the tubes. Many have given figures of
thefe tubes before him : but to avoid wrangling about an expreflion, and
to come to the point: whatever Dr. Alexander Monro jun. may have

known
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!{nuwn in January 1753, hecertainly now knows that my brother in-
jected thefe tubes before he did: therefore I apprehend it is not in his
power to look upon himfelf as the firlt who did it.

(M) For the truth of what is here afferted I refer him to, &c. Thefe
gentlemen will probably delire to be excufed giving their names as evi-
dences to fome things contained in this paper. When we appeal to
witnefles, we fhould fpecify what they will anfwer for : elfe the appeal
is mere found. Neither thefe gentlemen, nor any body elfe, can politively
fay he did not learn it of me at fecond-hand. The affirmative, from its
nature, admits of proof: the negative he may be conicious of ; but he
never can prove it.

(N) Iden’t jee how any gentleman can be cenfured, &c. However it may
appear to Dr. Monro, it is certain the public will not give up their right
of cenfuring when they find caufe. They are ever juft in giving applaufe
where it is due, and feldom fail to fhew their refentment when they are
infulted by ill-founded pretenfions.

(O) What Dr. Hunter means by faying 1s what 1ds not underfland,
Why write about it then? Efpecially as it is a difpute between a brother
and a friend, where he has not the pretence of {peaking as an evidence,
As he fhews an inclination to be in it, let us try if we can make it intel -
ligible to him by a familiar allufion. A field may be common, and yet
admit of robbery. Suppofe two men have a right to gather flicks in a
common ; if one of them takes what the other had gathered, he is cen-
fured with juftice, if he knew it when he took them; and if he did not
know it, he is difhoneft, and will be cenfured, if he refufes giving them-
up, when it is proved that they were become another perfon’s property-.

He concludes with referring the reader to the laft Critical Review,
The reader cannot oblige me more than by confidering attentively what

is there faid upon both fides of the queftion.

I;:““z:_“ﬁt[rf;? Wirriam HuNTER,

€. Ao %

P. S. Dr. Alexander Monro jun. who was abroad, has been lately in
town, and we are therefore bound to believe he has approved of the

fieps which his brother has taken in his defence.
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ERHAPS it may be as found philofophy to fay, that all the

attions of men are direCted to fome good end, as it is to fub-

fcribe to an opinion which has prevailed among naturalifls, that,
in the works of nature, nothing is abfolutely without its ufe. Li-
terary difputes are difagreeable to the greatelt part of mankind; and
the difputants are, for the moft part, condemned by the world. Yet
it is reafonable to think, that even thefe difputes anfwer fome good pur-
pole. By engaging the paflions of men more warmly, they rouze a fpi-
rit of emulation, and give a {pur to enquiry. :

It is remarkable, that there is fcarce a confliderable charaéter in anato.
my, that is not connefted with fome warin controver(y. Anatomifls have
ever been engaged in contention. And indeed, if a man has not fuch a
degree of enthufiafm, and love of the art, as will make him impatient of
unreafonable oppofition, and of encroachments upen his dilcoveries and
his reputation, he will hardly become confiderable in anatomy, or in any
other branch of natural know!edge.

Thefe refle&ions afford fome comfort to me, who unfortunately have
been already engaged in two public difputes. I have imitated fome of
the greateft chara&ers, in what is commonly reckoned their worlt part:
but I have alio endeavoured to be ufeful ; to improve and diffufe the
knowledge of anatomy: and furely it will be allowed here, that, if I
have not been ferviceable to the public in this way, it has not been for
want of diligence, or love of the fervice.

It has likewife been obferved of anatomifts, that they are all liable to
the error of being févere on each other in their difputes.  Perhaps from
being in the habit of examining objes with care and precifion, they
may be more difgufted with rath affertions, and falfe reafoning. From
the habit of guarding againft being deccived by appearances, and of find-
ing out truth, they may be more than ordinarily provoked by any at-
tempt to impofe upon them; and for any thing that we know, the pal-
five fubmiffion of dead bodies, their common objelts, may render them

lefs able to bear contradiction,
But,
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But, to be more ferious, we muft allow that the language and man~
ner of literary war fhould be adapted to the circumftances. Injuries,
difregard of truth, and mean artifices, in one party, will, and ought to
be treated with fome degree of indignation, by the other. In order,
therefore, to judge properly of the manner, we muft enter into the caufe,
and fift it to the bottom, that we may fee and feel the fituation of the
writer ; and then, perhaps, what feemed, upon a fuperficial view, too
keen, will appear to be very gentle.

In the ninth chapter of the Medical Commentaries, 1 defended myfelf
againft a reproach thrown upon me by profeffor Monro, fenior, of Edin-
burgh, by giving a clear and concife account of a difpute, which I was
unfortunately involved in with Mr. Pott. The account was indeed un-
favourable to Mr. Pott ; but the circumftances were fairly ftated, fo far
as I could be informed ; and I had taken fome pains to procure informa-
tion. I concluded that account by fuppofing that it was poffible that I had
mifunderftood his conduct towards me; and declared, that if ever I {hould
fee reafon to think that to Have been my cafe, he thould find me ready to
do him juftice. Here the affair refted till laft O&ober, when he publithed
a fecond edition of his general Treatife on Ruptures. In that he added a
ehapter on the Hernia congenita; and took the opportunity of giving the
public his account of our difpute. 1 read it, and found that we differed
very widely in ftating the falls upon which the whole difpute between
us depends. I remembered the promife I had made, and reafoned thus
in my own mind: * Had I been convinced of being in the wrong, I
thould certainly have excufed myfelf in the bel manner I could; but
I thould as certainly have done juftice to Mr. Pott’s chara&er, by owning
my error, and afking pardon of him, and of the public. Whoever reads
his account, and fuppofes that there are no miftakes in ity muft think
that it is my duty to do fo immediately. Yet, now that I have got all
the light which he has given me; when I read over both accounts, and
compare them together, I am ftill confcious that mine is exadly true
in every particular; and that in his there are fuch miftakes and inac-
curacies, as could not have been expefted from a man of his underftand-
ing and abilitics, whether one confiders him as a furgeon, or as an
author. Yet thefe miftakes happen to be in the great points upon which
the difpute turns, and totally change the nature of the cale : therefore,
juitice to the public, as well as to myfelf, obliges me to clear up the
matter.”

The
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The difpute between us owed not its rife to jealoufy, private pique,
or malevolence, on either fide; we lived in common, though not inti-
mmate friendfhip ; and fo far as I knew, neither of us had the leaft caufe
of complaint againft the other, till the occafion of this difpute.
What I faid in- my lefture, or in print, was not in the hurry of
pafﬁﬂn; but with refletion and mf:aning: And as to the manner of
telling his flory, I mult be fo candid as to confefs, that if the cir-
cumftances had been exaltly as he has reprefented them, I fhould have
thought myfelf deferving even of a more fevere rebuke from him. He
has treated me, for the moft part, with the language of a gentleman,
for which I thank him. I have, indeed, received fome ncifion at his
hand, but little butchery; and I have been fo much ufed to meet with the
latter, that I am the more fenfible of his lenity.

My purpofe in the following pages is to prove the truth of the accu-
fation, which, in my own defence, I brought againt Mr, Pott, in the
ninth chapter of the Medical Commentaries. To f{peak my opinion
freely upon the whole difpute, I muft firft declare, that, after having
duly confidered the defence which he has made in the fecond edition of
his Treatife on Ruptures, publifthed laft O&ober, I am {o far from re-
penting of what I faid, that I cannot wifh to retrat one fyllable of the
accufation. And now I fhall enter upon the particulars.

9 E CT.
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Of a fuppofed plagiarifm from Baron Haller,

T— HE firlt point in order of time, is, whether Mr. P. borrowed
a remarkable paragraph from Baron Haller, and gave it to the
world as his own, in the firlt edition of his general Treatife on
Ruptures. Heavers (p. 149 of his defence) that he never had feen, read,
or heard of, that work of Baron Haller, either in Latin or Englifh, till
twelve months at leaft after his publication.. By way of a fhort intro-
duction to this declaration, he fays, ¢ To fave the reader’s time, and
¢ to cut fhort this part of the difpute’’---Is there any argument in this
way of cutting a difpute fhort? The fa&t is of too much importance to
be cut fo fhort; and I fhall, in the fequel, prove, however refpectable his
veracity may be, that his memory frequently mis-leads him, where one
would think it impoflible to be mis-led, and betrays him into moft dif~
agreeable fituations. But furely no man is heard as evidence in his own
caufe. Evidence muft be drawn from the teftimony of credible wit-
nefles, (not of parties) or, for want of fuch teftimony, from circumftances.

Let us confider the evidence which he brings. He avers; but does not
name one witnefs. He publifhed a new, a curious, and an ufeful do&@rine
of the moft common caufe of Hernie; and added, ** This has always been
““ my opinion ;' which, by the bye, is an officioulnefs that gives ftrong
fufpicion. It looks like a confcioufnefs, that people would immediately
fay, ¢ This 1s the opinion which Haller has publifhed within thefe few-
““ months.” Yes, fays he, but it has always been mine. This, however, is
digreflion. Iwas faying, he publifhed a new do&trine, which would have
done honour to any man of the profeflion, and faid * it had always
““ been his opinion;’’ yet now, when that fact is difputed, he cannot, it
feems, for he does not, bring any one friend, pupil, or acquaintance, to
teltify, that it was his opinion before the time of Baron Haller's publica-
tion. Is it not amazing, that he fhould not have taught that curious doc-
trine to his apprentices and pupils? that he thould not have mentioned
it to me, when we were confidering Hernie in a dead body difleéted for
that purpofe? that he fhould never have mentioned it to {uch gentlemen
as Mefl, Hawkins, Sainthill, Nourfe, and Webb; to whom, he tells us,

(p-
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(p. 14 5) he communicated his other new idea? If he had, they would not
have forgotten fo curious an opinion ; nor would they have refufed him
the juftice of giving their teftimony to truth. <« It had always been his
¢ opinion ;' but, it feems, he never mentioned it to any mortal. Can
we account for fuch cautious, apprehenfive refervednefs, to ufe his own
words, in a gentleman, who is now fo very communicative; who writes
a book every year for the inftruction of the profeflion, and advertifes the
contents of all his works, almoft every day, in every public paper?

His having brought no teftimony mufl then appear as a ftrong pre-
fumptive proof againft him, Let us next fee, what degree of probability
he has been able to draw from the circumftances of the cafe. Now let
us remember the cafe; it is allowed by himfelf to be thus: He pub-
lithed a curious dodtrine in furgery ; wiz. that the defcent of the Teffes
from the loins into the Scrofum is the moft common caufe of Hernie, as
his own, after B. Haller’s book, which contained that do&rine, had
been even tranflated into Englifh; yet he infifts ftill, that the do&rine
was his own, that it had always been his opinion ; and that he had not
{een or heard of the Baron’s book (which was frequently advertifed in
our news=-papers) till about a year afterwards. That I may do all juftice
to the arguments brought in proof of this extraordinary and improbable
fa&; I fhall relate the whole in his own words, and interfperfe fome
remarks, that the reader may the better feel the force of thefe argu-
ments. _

« But (p. 149) fetting afide whatever pretenfion I may have to be
¢ believed upon my bare affertion, is it probable that if I had ftolen
“ my opinion from the Baron’s book, thatI fhould have given fo fhort,
“ {o imperfed, and, indeed, fo erroneous an account of what he has
¢t {o fully explained, or, at lcalt, fo clearly pointed out?” Whoever
will take the trouble of comparing the paflages quoted from the Baron
and from Mr. Pott |, will fee that, if Mr. P.did fteal at all, he flole
the whole fubftance; and that no man could venture upon a more
literal tranflation, with any chance of concealing the plagiariim. The
name, and other little circumitances, for good reafons, were left out;
and B. Haller might perhaps fay, Hic quidem non unam aliquam aut
alteram a nobis, fed totam ad fé noffram de herniis congenitis obfervationem
tranflulit.  Atque, ut religui fures, earum rerum, quas ceperunt, Signa

commutant : fic iflley ut fententiis noflris pro fuis uteretur, nomina, tanquam

+ Medical Commentaries, part L. p. 73 & 74.
R rerum
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rerum notas mutavit. But, todifcufs this point in plain Englith, furely
Mr. P.’s do&trine being fbort and imperfeil, is no proof that it was not
taken from Haller ; for Haller's account of it is both fbors and imperfeét.
It was a new obfervation, and required careful and repeated examina-
tions ; therefore Haller, at firft, talked as became a true philofopher, wich
difhidence; and, at laft, had hardly a doubt left :—canfa videtur panf—
7t fallor—fufpicio nondum matura—non fufficiunt ex ptrm:mra--Hrac omning
merentur confiderari a viris gnaris & vericupidis & per experiventa repets
—Hatlenus dubius——nullum fere dubium fuperefl. Thele expreflions
fhew, that this fketch by the great phyfiologift, though fhert and imper-
Jeét, was not ftruck off at once, and at random, but was the refult of
obfervation and patient enquiry ; and if he fhall be blefled with health
and long life (which I molt earneftly pray for) he will probably favour
us with a more full and perfe& account of the matter. Here I cannot
help obferving how flowly, and with what difficulty, we acquire know-
ledge by ftudy ; yet how quickly and eafily it comes by intuition. What
Baron Haller took fo much pains to find out, was—afways Mr. P’s
opinion.

Mr. P. alfo fays, that if he had borrowed it from Haller, it was im=
probable he thould have given /& erroncous an account of what he has [b
Jully explatned. 'This is indeed a {pecious argument, as it is propofed;
but, when examined, it is another very unfortunate one, as it proves
what it is brought to difprove. The only errer in Mr. Pott’s accouns,
that I am aware of, is this; that the T¢ff/s remains in the Abdomen till
birth, and is then forced down by breathing, crying, &c. But this very
error is in Haller’s book ; and therefore ferves to prove the plagiarifm. It
was eafier to take the whole, than to corret theerror. Asit was,—if had
always been-Mr. P.s opinion. The only difference is this: B, Haller
publifhed the opinion cautioufly, and with hefitation, as it arofe in his
mind from the examination of a few cafes: but Mr, P. took it all
without hefitation, and gave his own little bit of a fort of a reafon for
it ; viz. It was right the Teffis fhould be out of the way of danger till
after birth.

We have feen the force of his firft argument : It proves what was not
intended. He goes on thus: ¢ If I had taken my account of the defcent
¢« of the Teffes from thence, why did I not alfo learn from thence the
¢t reafon why the Inteftine and Te/lis are fomctimes found in the fame
“ facculus 7" Becaufe Baron Haller neither mentioned this cafe, nor gave

rany reafon for it.  'What fays Mr. P. to this plain anfwer? I prefume he
will
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will call it 7ude, and malevolent, and unprovoked ; but he muft allow that
it is a full anfwer to his fecond argument, and that hitherto, therefore,
he ftands juftly fufpected of plagiarifm from B. Haller. He proceeds to
urge his fecond argument thus: ¢ One of thefe fafls was as much the
« {ubje& of my enquiry, at that time, as the other; and in the Opuf-
“ cula Pathologica (the book alluded to) are both of them fatisfaltorily
¢ accounted for, and made to illuftrate each other.” The reader will
perhaps be amazed when I allure him, that the one fat in difpute, called
here one of thefe facts, is neither accounted for {atisfaCtorily, nor unfatis-
factorily ; nor made to illuftrate the other, or to illultrate itfelf, or to
illuftrate any thing elfe; it is not fo much as once mentioned.
Let us go to the next argument: he fays, “ Why fhouldI call the cafe
relaged by Mr. Sharp a /ufas nature? Why not avail myfelf thoroughly
¢ of the plagiarilm, by giving a true {olution of the appearance ; thewing
¢ that it was not a /ufus nature, nor produced by what Mr. Sharp and
¢ Dr. Hunter had thought was the caufe of it, butby the intefline being
¢ puthed into the open tunica vaginalis?” Any man who read Aqua-
pendente’s Traét on the valves of the veins, might have availed himfelf
thoroughly of it, and explained the circulation of the blood; yet the
obvious inference, which had efcaped Aquapendente, efcaped every body,
till Harvey’s keen glance caught it. How ridiculous it is in Mr. P. to
afk why he did not avail himfelf of B. Haller’s obfervation, by giving a
true folution of the appearance ! The queftion proves only, that it feems
to have required alittle more thought and attention than he was pleafed
to give it: which, 1 prefume his acquaintance will not think very
flrange. “¢ All this is in the fame chapter of the fame book;” not in
the fame, nor in any other chapter of the fame book. The reader may
ftare, indeed; but thefatis fo. ¢ From this book Dr. Hunter and his
¢ brother derived all their knowledge of both thefe fubje@s.” People
naturally judge of others by their own experience of themfelves. Noj;
1 beg Mr. P.’s pardon : he knows that a good deal of anatomical know-
ledge is to be got without books or diffettions. Let any man, for
inftance, who knows but the common things, keep a good correfpondence
with ftudents, or borrow notes taken at leCtures, and he may, with very
little trouble, become as great a difcoverer as a modern junior profeffor,
or fenior furgeon. 1f the reader will take the trouble of comparing Mr.
§. Hunter’s account of both thefe fubjects, with B. Haller’s, he will fee
what reafon Mr. P. could have to affert, with original fimplicity, in his
defence, that Dr. Hunter and his brother took all their knowlege of both
R 2 thefe
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thefe faéts from this book. ¢ And this book (if I had read it) muft have
¢« informed me of both, as certainly as of one. Is Haller’s account of
¢« one more plain and intelligible than of the other ?** Haller’s account
of the one is indeed very plain and intelligible; but he has given no
account at all of the other, neither intelligible nor unintelligible. ¢ Or
¢ ig it likely that I fhould read only what related to one, and not what
«¢ related to theother, when they were not only in the fame chapter and
¢ page, but equally parts of the fubject I was then enquiring into ?”
The reader, by this time, may think it very likely, that he read what
related to the one, and as unlikely, that he fhould read what related to
the other, becaufe there is nothing faid of the other, either in the fame,
or in any other chapter or page of the book.
¢« Indeed, the {pirit of criticifm, or, more properly, the defire of
¢ finding fault, has in this inftance got the better of that artful caution,
¢ with which Dr. Hunter moft frequently either exprefles or conceals
¢« his fentiments, has carried him beyond the proper mark, and made
“ him prove too mueh.”” If itis a erime, we muft not accufe Mr. Pott
of artful caution ; and we can eafily believe, he thinks Dr. Hunter has
proved too much. But by-ftanders obferve beft whether the mark be
hit or not. “ Since, if I had read the Opufcula Pathologica of Haller,
¢ previous to the publication of my general treatife in 1756, I muft
¢« have obtained from thence that very information, which the Do&or
¢ fays I gotfrom his brother in 1757, at the fame time when he is faid
"« to have explained to me the Dotor’s hypothefis; for in that book,
¢ as I have already obferved, are contained both the Doflor’s hypothe-
“ fis, (as he calls it) and Mr, Hunter’s difcovery.” The reader muft be
fick of all this over and over ; and therefore I will tell him, for the laft
time, that my hypothefis is not contained in that book, nor ever was in
any book, tilf Mr. Pott made a pamphlet of it, and took it to himfelf,
My hypothefis was, that in fome cales of Hernie the inteftine mufk
lie on the outfide of the rumica vaginalis propria teflis, and in others
within it. Thefe laft were reckoned unaccountable by Mr. Pott, who
confidered them as accidents, or lufus nature ; and Haller has made no
comparifon, contralt, or oppofition, between the two {pecies, It is
true indeed, that by realoning and applying what the Baron fays of the
anatomy of the parts in feetufes, it is eafy to give a folution of Mr. Pott’s
lufus naturee ; and accordingly it ftruck me when I read Haller, but in
the way of /nference; and this I owned in the account which 1 gave of
the matter, as freely as Mr. Pott tells what he read in Lagaranne, and

what
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what ufe he made of it. Mr. Pott muft not pretend, that becaufe the
do&rine is contained in Haller 4y inference, therefore I did not make the
difcovery ; for if he makes that plea, I fhall eafily prove, by the fame
argument, that he had himfelf made the difcovery, when he called it
an accident, or lufus nature ; thatis, when he did not underftand it. He
called it a /ufus nature in his general treatife in 1756; yet, in that very
book, and in the paffage which appears fo evidently to be taken from
B. Haller, he fays, * This paffage of the T¢ffis from the belly into the
“ Scrotum, 1 take to be the principal caufe of the ruptures of infants ;
¢« for the ring, or aperture, being by this means dilated, a portion of
¢ caul, or gut, has an opportunity of {lipping through, before the aper-
¢ ture has had time to contract itfelf again.” The intelligent reader
will fee that the difcovery is contained in this; becaufe, if the canl, or
gut, takes the opportunity of following the Tefiss, before the paffage
contralts itfelf, it cannot be otherwife than in conta& with the Teftis,
which it follows. Yet he owns now, that he could not then account
for the contiguity of thofe partsin a rupture, and therefore called fuch
a rupture a fufus nature.

But to return to the fubjec of plagiarifm from B. Haller. Mr. P.
goes on thus: * I am very willing to allow that Dr. Hunter might
¢ reafonably prefume,’’ and the reader furely cannot now doubt, ¢ that
“ I had feen the Opafeu/a; but is fuch a prefumption to be immedi-
¢ _ately admitted as a proof ;”’ yet you fee when it is well examined, it
equals demonfiration in the conviftion which it gives; ¢ or can it be
¢ thought fufficient to authorize or vindicate fo rude and fo unprovoked
¢ an attack as he has made on me ?” Now, after all, this ru«de and un-
provoked attack, as he would wifh the reader to believe it to have been,
was made upon him in the following manner. I was accufed by
profeflor Monro, fenior, of having a difpate with Mr, P. 1 Azew that
Me: P. had taken an obfervation from me, and afflumed the honour of
it to himfelf; therefore my attack was not unproveed : whatever the at-
tack was, it was made on that account. In the introduction to my ac-
cufation of him, I had occalion to quote a remarkable paflage, which
I was then convinced (and now have proved) was taken from B. Haller ;
yet all that 1 faid of it was this, that [ felt fome uneafinefs jfor my friend.
Surely that was gens/e, not rude. I appeal to his friends, But if he in-
filts that it was rude, 1 will cut this point very fhort, by recantation : I
beg his pardon for having faid fo ; and now declare, with great civility,
that I feel no uneafinefs at all for my old friend. If the reader does, I

mult
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mufl applaud his generofity ; and can fay, with great ﬁnccrit}’, T was
once in his fituation ; and think it very probable he will come to mine,
when he knows his friend a little better.

S B G
The true State of Mr. P.’s Vifit to Mr. J. HuNTER.

O follow the order of time, the next enquiry fhould be into the

account which Mr. Pott has given of the occalion and circum=
ftances of his difcovering and afcertaining the nature of the particular
{pecies of Hernie, which made the {fubje& of his pamphlet. Here he
ftands accufed of plagiarifm from my brother and from myfelf. One of
the moft important circumftances of the tranfaion is a vifit which he
paid to my brother. 1 ihall begin with that wvifit, becaufe it is impor-
tant ; becaufe it will ferve as a key to other things ; and becaufe Mr. P.
and I reprefent it in fuch different lights: it fhall be the teft between
us, of proper behaviour, of candour, and veracity.

Mr. P. pretends (p. 145) that he called at my houfe in Covent-Gar-
den with an intention of telling me what he had done; that he learnt
nothing from my brother, &c. ¢ He thewed me one fingle preparation,”
fays he; * he did not thew me any other preparation nor do I re-
“ member that the congenial Hernia was once mentioned by either of
¢ us during my fhort vifit, notwithftanding the Do&or has faid that his
«« brother ** {hewed me his preparations with great readinefs, and ex=-
¢ plained to me his (the Do&or’s) hypothelis of the contiguity of the
“« inteftine and tefticle.” Qur converfation turned entirely on the pal-
« {age of the Tefles from the belly into the Scrofum; and, as farasI
« could perceive, (for he fpake with the molt cautious, apprehen{ive re-
¢t {ervednels) our {entiments were alike.

My papers were at this time finifhed, and corretted for the prefs ;
¢¢ e—mw—-por did | alter a fingle fyllable in them,  in confequence of this vi=
« fit to Mr. Hunter. But had that gentleman been half fo explicit as
«¢ his brother reprefents him to have been ; had he been fo ingenuous as
¢ to have told me, that either he or the Doftor had regarded themfelves
¢« as the difcoverers; had he fignified that either of them had any in=-
<¢ tention to fay, or to publith any thing about it I would either have
¢ {upprefled my book, or have mentioned their names in it. And as
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to the honour of the difcovery, it would not have given me any con-
cern at all,

¢ This is a fhort and true account of the faét; this is the thing for
which I have been traduced in print.----Page 149. The manner in
which. I attained my knowledge 1 have already molt faithfully related.
----Page 156. DBut excepting that fingle circumftance of not having
related the fhort converfation which paffed between his brother and
me, and from which I did not derive the leaft degree of information,
---Page 162. When I publifhed my tract on the congenial Rupture,
I had no iatention to anticipate either of them, or to prevent either
of them from enjoying any reputation or honour, which might arife
to them from their labours on this, or any other fubjec : if he (Dr.
H.) had faid, that he or his brother was then enquiring into that part
of the animal ceconomy, I fhould moft probably never have profe-
cuted my enquiries,---as I fhould have known that the fubje& was in
fo able hands :- | want no-reputation of that fort.”

Now the reader fhall judge between us, from pofitive and unqueftion--

able evidence, which the point in queftion happens to admit of.
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My brother gives me the following account of Mr. Pott’s vifit.
¢ One morning, fome time in the autumnal courfe of leGtures 1756, .
Mr. Pott called upon me in Covent-Garden, and f{poke to me of the
preparations which I had made relating to the Teffes and Hernie of
children, and exprelled a defire of feeing-them. I went with him
into the preparation-room, and we examined them together; and
fome gentlemen, who lived with' me at that time, were in the room
with us, or at lealt: were coming and going, for we were fome time
together ; and after'we had examined and talked of thefe matters,
Mr. Pott came into the parlour with me, and fat with me fome time
longer. [-cannot take upon me to fay which, or what number, of
thofe preparations were  then examined ; but to the beft of my know-
ledge, I thewed them all; and I had feveral .at.that time. 1 told
him what I had done, and told him the ufe you (Dr. Hunter) had
made of thefe obfervations, in explaining the different fituations of the
inteftine in Hernie, viz, Whether it lies in conta&t with the Zefis,
or on the outlide of the Twnica vaginalis. T particularly remember
that he was then of opinion, that refpiration was the caufe of the de-
fcent of the Teffis, as he had explained it in his book of Ruptures,
which was publifhed fome months before; and that I took the liberty
£ of
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¢« of declaring againft that opinion, and told him I had commonly
¢t found them out of the Abdomen before the time of birth. Mr. Pott
“ did not tell me, or give any hint which I underftood, that he had
¢ an intention to publith upon the fubject.

¢« 5th of O&. 1763, John Hunter.”

My brother’s verbal account at the time, was enough for my fatisfac~
tion ; becaufe I was as fure of the truth of what he faid, as I could have
been by the evidence of my own fenfes. But fome time after the Cri-
tical Reviewers had taken notice of Mr. P.’s pamphlet, I was told, by
a gentlemen of the profeflion, that Mr. P, had been attacked in com-
pany about his difcoveries, and that he pofitively denied having ever feen
our preparations. Upon this information, I applied to Mr. Lufcombe,
furgeon, of Exeter, who was in my brother’s houfe at the time of Mr,
Pott's vifit; and I defired my brother to write to Mr. Patch, furgeon,
then of Exeter, but now of London, who was likewife prefent. In
anfwer to my application, Mr, Lufcombe wrote to me as follows :

¢« SIR,

« In the autumnal courfe of your leGtutes, which I had the pleafure
<t to attend, boarding then with your brother, I perfetly remember that
¢« Mr. Pott called on him about the latter end of the courfe, (which
““ began O¢t. 4th, 1756) and that your brother then demonfirated to
¢ him the fituation of the Te¢/#is in the Fatus; the manner of its pafling
“ down into the Scrofum ; the {pecies of rupture when in conta& with
¢ the Teftis; and fhewed its fituation, and explained the manner of
¢ its pallage, with your opinion about that rupture; wvsz. that it was
¢ produced from infancy, being what is calied the Congenial Rupture,
¢« which was fully explained in the fame courfe. Returning you my fin-
¢ cere thanks, & &e.

¢ Execter, May sth, 17509.

In Mr. Patch’s letter to my brother, which is a long one, upon a va-
riety of fubje&ts, is the following paragraph: ¢ In anfwer to your en-
“ quiry, if I can recolle&t being prefent at the time Mr. Pott faw your
¢ preparations, I perfeltly remember that Mr, Lufcombe, one morning,
¢ I believe in November laft, came into my room, and told me that Mr.

¢ Pott was in the preparation-room with you; on which I went in,
“ and
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¢ and faw you two looking on thofe preparations of the Feafus, where
““ the Tefles are feen defcending into the Scrotum, and the fics or pro-
¢¢ cclles of the Peritoneum, that are afterwards to become the Tunice
““ Faginales. You then told him, you had taken drawings of thofe parts ;
¢ and that the Doctor, in his lectures of the former winter, had ex-
¢ plained, from thefe preparations, the manner in which a congenial
¢ rupture is formed ; which I likewife had heard from fome of the pupils
““ who attended him at that time.” In another part of the fame letter,
fpeaking of the account given in the Critical Review of Mr. Pott's pam-
phlet, he fays, I can vouch for the truth of all that is there faid, except
¢ the quotation from Mr. Chefelden, and that I do- not remember that
“ the drawings of the parts were (hewn at leGtures, though Mr. Luf-
¢ combe and I had the pleafure of fecing them among your curious col-
¢ lection of drawings.” This letter is dated, ¢ Exeter, June,” wviz.
Fune 1758, and figned, ¢ James Patch.”

Here 1s fuch evidence as requires no comment; it fettles the point in
queftion, and renders all argumentation or declamation equally ufelefs ;
it is the concurring teftimony of two gentlemen of the profeffion, who
underftand the fubje&, who are independent and difinterefted; it proves
that I bad fhewn thele preparations, and taught that doflrine of Herniz
in my public leGtures, even before Mr. Pott’s firft book was publithed, at
which time ‘he owns that he knew nothing of the Hernia congenita, and
therefore called it a Jufus narure ; it proves that he was informed of all
this; it proves that he came as a friend to fee thefe preparations, and
faw them, and heard my brother's opinions and mine upon the fubjedt;
it proves that he knew from my brother’s own mouth, that he had made
drawings of the parts toilluftrate the doctrine ; and Mr. Pott allows, that
he never {poke, either to my brother or to me, of his intentions of
publithing any thing upon the fubje& ; yetin a few months after that
vifit, he publifhed the fatts and doctrine, as his own, without mention-
ing our names in any way whatever : he allows too, that the gentle, but
determined rebuke which I gave him, for this fingular behaviour, was
extorted from me, when a fuppofed difpute with him was objeted to
me in reproach : and now after all, and under the weight of thefe cir-
cumftances, he publithes a juftification of himfelf, built upon a fas and
pofitive denial of thele ungueflionable faéls ; and holds it out to the face of
the whole world, with an air of triumph. By what name fhall ‘we call

this fpecies of diforder ?

5 Ous
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Ovx éc avoice oUdey (we t"lur.m doxei’)
Tuﬁpqp&ﬂpah

If phyfic has no power, and friends no influence; at leaft, in {fuch a me-
lancholy fituation, means might be taken to prevent all accefs to fuch

dangerous and deftru@ive weapons as pen and ink.
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HO U G H, in confequence of what has been laid before the rea-

der in the laft fe€tion, we may confider the difpute between Mr.
P. and me to be at an end, I fhall beg leave to thew, that the circumflan-
ces of the cafe, without that pofitive progf, would be fufficient to conviét
him before any impartial tribunal. And in fuits of this kind, where
pofitive proof can feldom be had; where no fence can be raifed to fecure
property ; where property itfelf is {o dear to the firft poffefTor ; where it
is fo right for the public to encourage invention and improvements, and
to difcourage, or even to punith plagiarifm, it is the duty of all ingenu-
ous men to give judgment from the circumflances; to {fuppofe that truth
is always attended with an ingenuous, confiftent, and open behaviour ;
and that double-dealing, inconfliftency, or contradition, and mifrepre-
{entations of particular parts, are sufallible marks of an unfound whole.
Truth always tallies with, and fupports truth ; and what is not true, may
cenerally be dete@ed by the nature of the prop-work (which muft be
framed of incongruous ftuff ) that fupports it.

Mr. P, Ithink, I may fay, allows that I explained, in my public lec-
tures, what he called a Jufus nature, before he underftood it; for he
does not {o much as pretend that he knew it before me : he only afferts,
that he knew it without me, or found it out himfelf; and tells us,
(p. 143.) this was (without {pecifying the time or date) when he exa-
mined a Fafus, in company with an inquifitive young gentleman, at
that time his dreller at the hofpital, who had injeted it, and brought it
to his houfe for examination. This is the fa@®, which he is pleafed to
fix upon; and I thall, for the prefent, allow, that it was Lagaranne who
put him on the enquiry, with his inquifitive dreffer. I muft, however,

beg leave to afk him, why he did not tell us this inquifitive gentleman’s
name }
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name ? or was Mr. Pott afraid it would be found out that he was my
pupil ? for his dreflers and apprentices did me the honour of attending
my le@ures in thofe days. Or was he fearful left I thould defire the gen-
tleman to fay, upon his honour, whether he had not learned the fa&
from me, or from my pupils, previoufly to his meeting, upon an en-
quiry about it, with Mr, P.? and whether, at that meeting, he had not
a better title to be called communicative, than ingqugfitive ? for 1 have
good reafon to believe that Mr. Pott himfelf was the mguifitive gentle-
man. 1f I had known his name, I might have aiked him likewife, if
ever Mr, P. had feen his MS, notes of Dr. Hunter’s leGures; and fome
other quettions of that kind. This is a wvery fufpicious fetting out. I
would afk any man of fenfe, if he can believe that Mr. Pott, when he
was publithing a Treatife on Ruptures, did not afk his dreflers and ap-
prentices whether Dr. Hunter had any thing new upon the fubjet; or
defire to fee their notes, that he might judge for himfelf. He allows,
that he attended Dr. Hunter’s leCture at the theatre, not without hopes
of getting fome hints upon the fubjet ; and he does not deny, that he
defired him to explain his ideas upen a dead body, difleéed in private for
that purpofe, Can any man of fenfe believe, that his apprentices or dref-
fers did not immediately tell him of a curious difcovery, that was made
public at a leflure, concerning the fubje&t of his book, and explaining a
tact which he had been forced to call a fufus nuture ? We fee that .he
talked with thofe gentlemen upon fuch fubjets. Can he have any rea-
fonable pretext for not being informed of this dilcovery ? Muft not infor-
mation have reached him by twenty different channels? could they all
fail ? can a man with any decency, plead fuch ignorance? He has not
even the plea of diftance; the pitiful plea of the Profeflor, who pretended
to have found cut, at Edinburgh, what at that time was publicly taught
in the anatomical f{chools of London, Oxford, Cambridge, and Glafgow.
So far the matter is very clear : now let us trace him down through
his own improbable flory. ¢ As the thing gave him much pleafure,
¢ (p. 144) he procured a number of fubjcéls, examined carefully, noted
¢ appearances, drew conclufions, made preparations, and fhewed both
¢ the papers and the preparations to many of his friends; and, among
¢ the reft, to Mr. Serjeant Hawkins, Mr. Sainthill, the late Mr. Nourle,
¢« and the late Mr. Webb, When he had examined a great variety of
¢ fubje@s, he enlarged his notes, digefted them into better order, and
““ {hewed them again to the fame gentlemen.” But all this time he
kept his friend Dr. Hunter inthe dark. He confulted his other friends,
S 2 twice,

"
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twice, but him not once. Surely there muft have been fome good tea-
fon for this conduét ; becaufe, when he was about writing his book on
Ruptures, he took fome pains to get a meeting with Dr. Hunter, and
was delirous of hearing him explain his ideas on a dead body, procured
on purpofe. Perhaps he may fay, that from the very little f{atisfation
received at this meeting, he was afterwards lefs {olicitous about having
his opinion of any doflrine or obfervation in anatomy. But, as he tells
us, he always was pleafed to entertain a high epinion of Dr. Hunter's
anatomical abilities, it feems ftrange he fhould never confult him once,
when he confulted his other friends twice. Is not this condu& a demon-
ftration of aukwardnefs, perplexity, and diftrefs of mind? Accord-
ingly, being fenfible of the fufpicious appearance, he labours to remove
any impreflion of that kind from the minds of his readers, thus; ¢ Hav-
“ ing always,” fays he, ¢ entertained a high opinion of Dr. Hunter’s
“ anatomical abilities, I called at his houfe, defigning to have told him
¢ what | had done, and to have had fome converfation with him on the
¢ {ubject : The Doftor was not at home, but his brother, Mr. Hunter,
¢ was, and with him I had fome talk.” Here again is the pitiful pre-
tence of a Profeffor. Both of them would make the world believe,
that they had meant to fee me; but the Profeffor called at my houfe in
Jermyn-Qireet, when he knew I was at my leflure-rooms in Covent-
Garden ; and Mr. Pott called at thofe rooms in the morning, becaufe
he knew I was there only in the evening. He does not pretend that he
had made an appointment with me at that time, or defired a meeting
with me afterwards, or ever called at my houfe in Jermyn-ftreet, All
this demonftrates that he had no particular defire of feeing me, what-
ever he may wifth to make his reader imagine. What paffed between
him and my brother, has been related in the preceding fe&ion; and he
does not pretend that he talked of his papers, or dropped any hint of
his intention to publifh : Yet he fays, in the next page, that his papers
were then correfted for the prefs, and he did not afterwards alter a fingle
{fy'lable in them. Surely, he exprefled his own condu& and feelings,
when he faid of my brother, that ke fpake with the moff cautious, appre-
fenfive refervednefs. That he did alter fome fy/lables, however, in con-
fequence of that vifit to my brother, is clear; becaufe, in the pamphlet,
he gave up, or correfled, his error of refpiration being the caufe of the
defcent of the Teffis from the Abdomen into the Scrotum. The reader
muft now be perfeétly fenfible, that this part of Mr. P.’s condu& with
regard to me, upon one fuppolition, is very confifient indeed ; but, upon

any
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any other fuppofition, is altogether inconfiftent, dark, and abfurd ; and
therefore it muft be a ftrong evidence, with all impartial men, of defign,
evafion, and under-hand dealing.

Some months after this vifit to my brother (which he has fo egregioufly
mifreprefented, as was fhewn in the fecond fection, and which therefore
does not argue, but demonftrate unfair dealing), without feeing or feck-
ing me, he publifhed his pamphlet, and neither named my brother nor
me ; and this at atime when he knew that all the people of this place,
who were converfant with anatomical enquiries, knew that his tra¢t con-
tained nothing material, but what I had made public in my anatomical
leGtures, before he pretends to have known any thing of the matter; and
what I was continuing to make public in fucceeding courfes of leCtures.
In this production of Mr. P. the doftrine being tranfplanted from 1its
native {oil, and nurfed up in the dark, was imperfect; the deferiptions
incorre@ in fome places; no figures of the parts were given for illuftra-
tion ; but three cafes from St. Bartholomew’s hofpital were added, to
make up a pamphlet of forty pages; a fime-firving compofition, which
was hurried into the world, to fnatch the only poffible moment for raifing
reputation ; and, if we miftake not, it has raifed a reputation which will
not eafily be fhaken off, or foon forgotten.

Almoft as foon as Mr. P.’s tra&t was publithed, (which he fent me,
indeed ; for how could he avoid doing fo?) I complained of him, by
name, in the moft open manner, in my le&ure; and the Critical Re-
viewers charged him with plagiarifm, when they gave an account of
his tract. Yet Mr. P. bore all this withoutreplying, or taking any me-
thod of public juftification. Had he been confcious of having acted an
ingenuous part, it is natural to fuppofe that he would have juftified him-
felf, while dates and other circumftances were recent, and proofs eafily
procured : for the defence which he has given, at laft, is of fuch a
nature as required no great time to be prepared. It contains no teftimo-
nies. Itis barely the account which he is pleafed to give of the matter :
his own aflertions, without any proof. If his ftory was true, why
did not he, with indignation, an(wer an accufation made in fo public a
manner ! He knew of it; and fays {p. 162) he refirained fome of the
ftudents from fpeaking of it to me. Why fhould he refirain them from
following their inclination,. if he knew that his condutt had been pro-
per? Would he perfuade the world, that he was afraid it might have
hurt my reputation? It is probable, he was afraid it might hurt his

own. If Ihad fpoken to himfelf, he fays, he would have cleared up the
matter;
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matter ; but as I had fpoken only to about an hundred gentlemen, in a
lefture, we may prefume he thought there could be no reafon for taking
any notice of it; and that it could not be fuppofed to affect his reputa-
tion. But why did he take no notice of what was faid in the Ciritical
Review? He tells us, (p. 158) an anonymous writer has no juff claim to
an anfwer; and he believes the Reviewers themfelves will think fo.
What, does he really believe that the Reviewers are either fo humble,
or fo abandoned, as to think that no anfwer 1s necellary, when they
openly charge a man with plagiarifm ? Reviewers have charaCer and
influence, though they have noname; and the more influence, indeed,
as they profefs being impartial: And thence we fee authors of this, and
of every nation, daily defending their chara&ers, when they think they
have been unfairly reprefented to the public by Reviewers. Why then
fhould Mr. P. trim {o nicely, and fo patiently, the balance of ju/¢ claim,
when his charalter was fo openly attacked ? but, at laft, after more than
Jfive years patience, he found there was a juft claim, and publifhed his
defence.

After thefe remarks, it might, perhaps, be thought an affront to the
reader’s underilanding, orcandour, to offer farther proofs of fomething
extremely like difingenuity in Mr. P.’s conduét. Yet I will fuppofe,
either that I may have been partial to my own reafoning, or that I may
have failed in conveying my ideas clearly, Therefore, I will beg leave
to offer one proof more ; which, indeed, is of the moft convincing na-
ture : it is this, that the whole flory of Lagaranne, which has been fo
circumflantially related, and upon which Mr. P. refts his defence, by
accident has been found to be an impofition upon the public.

Some time ago, (about eighteen months, if I can trult my memory)
in a converfation upon fome points of anatomy and furgery, and parti-
cularly upon the Hernia congenita, which 1 happened to have with Mr,
Moffat, furgeon to the Middlefex-hofpital, and reader of anatomy, he
alked me, if 1 had read De Lagaranne upon Hernie? Upon my faying
I had not, he told me, there was fomething in that writer, which was
very near to a full account of the Hernia mnge:::m, and he offered to lend
me the book; adding, that he had fhewn it to Mr. Pott, whe was a
gead deal ﬁtrpr:.-.,trf and pleafed with it, 1 thanked Mr. Moffat, and told
him I had the book, (as well as a thoufand more, at leaft, which, to my
fhame, I had not read) and that I would certainly look into what the

author had advanced.
When
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When I obferved what ufe Mr. Pott had made of Lagaranne, in his
defence, the milreprefentation diverted me exceedingly, I was very de-
- firous that the public might know the fecret; and therefore I wrote a
letter to Mr. Moffat, puiting him in mind of what he had told me, and
complaining of the ill ufe which Mr. Pott had made of his information.
I told him, that he could not be angry with me for telling the truth ; nor
could he, with honour, refufe to bean evidence in fupport of it. Then I
put fome queftions to him upon the fubjeét; and he was pleafed to fend
me the following anfwer.

“ SIR,

« If 1 am called upon, however difagreeable it may be, truth obliges
* me to declare, that I fhewed to Mr. Pott the paflage in Lagaranne
¢ relative to the procelles of the Peritoneum, in which the Congenial
¢ Hernie are formed. He did not, at that time, feem to be acquainted
¢ with the book. I lent it to him, and ina few days he returned it, and
¢ told me, that he had long had that book; and intimated, that he had
¢« taken notice of the fame paffage, before I {poke to him; and rather
¢ wondered that he had not recolleéted it. This was after the publica-
¢ tion of his traél; and, I believe, about the time when that number of
¢ the Critical Review was publifhed, which gave an account of his
% tract., lam, ¢,

¢ Queen-firect, Nov. 14, 1763. J. Moffatt.”

This evidence puts the fition of Lagaranne, and of the ingquifitive
gentleman, in {o clear a light, that it requires no comment, What Mr,
Pott could fay for himfelf, in this very aukward fituation, we fhall pro-
bably never know; for he has declared that he will write no more upon
the fubject; and the world may think the declaration was made at a very
proper time, viz. When his fubje& was growing intractable and defpe-
rate, But my intention being only to convince the candid reader, I will
not dwell upon circumftances fo humiliating to an author, and to a man.

SECT.
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ESIDES the great points in difpute between Mr. P. and me,

which it was neceffary to fettle, fome queftions have arifen, which
would not deferve an anfwer upon any other occafion; and yet may,
with propriety enough, claim fome attention, now that the pen is in my
hand.

Mr. P. feems to exult in thinking it probable, that I was the author of
the account, which was given of his pamphlet, in the Critical Review;
and then (p. 159) triumphs over this fuppofed behaviour, as cowardly
and treacherous. In the fame page alfo, he complains, that I attacked
him openly at my leCtures, and is furprifed that I was not afhamed to
do it, and afthamed to confels it: An unmanly methed, fays he, and
equally unbecoming a man of candour, or a man of [pirit. Now it feems
difficult to conceive, that both thofe attacks were made by the fame
hand, they are fo unlike : The one was in the dark, and might be trea-
cherous; the other was open, and could only be impudent, if it was at
all wrong. It is ridiculous enough to reckon, it unbecoming a man of
{pirit; for, in my mind, an attack made openly, and by name, before
a number of gentlemen, and afterwards acknowledged and repeated in
print, is notone of the firongeft and moft decifive marks of the want
of a decent fhare of fpirit. 1 own I fhould rather fufpe& the man who,
inftead of defending himfelf when he is attacked, flands complaining of
the unmanly manner, and wrangles about the jullice of the cluim; who
difregards one challenge becaufe it has no name, and another becaufe
it has.

But, to examine thefe two inconfiftent charges a little more particu=-
larly, I mult tell the reader, that the account in the Critical Heview
was not mine, in any other fenfe than that it was the language | ufed
at the l’liT'IE-, both in my IE&UI‘ES, and among my p.'ivat-: ;_::;;'tl_',;]intm]cf:;
and therefore the {fubftance of it was, probably enough, delivered by
mylelt to the anonymous perfon who calls himfelf Fupi/, either in a
leGure, or in private converfation. | made no fecret of the complaint;
fo that 1t might eably have been fent to the Reviewers, by any friend
of mine. And it is no wonder that two little miflakes fhould have

L'I'lfl‘.lt
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crept into the account, without any intention of mifreprefenting fadls.
Accordingly, Mr. P. is there faid to have quoted Mr. Chefelden as well
as Mr. Sharp, which is an error: but it is an innocent error; for it is
not of the leaft confequence in the difpute ; and accordingly Mr. P. who
could eafily have difproved it, allows it to pafs without notice. The
other error is this: it is faid in that account, that [ had complained of
Mr. P. to himfelf. 'This moft certainly is a miftake: 1 never did, and
never fhall. Ifl had been the author of the account, that error fhould
not have been introduced, for this reafon, among others, that I fhould
not have withed my friends to believe, that I had had any communication
with him, after the publication of his pamphlet. From that time he
was not to be of my acquaintance ; my opinion w2s totally changed; the
grounds I wentupon were cersain; and as I was certain that I was ill
treated, complaining to him would have been as mean, as it would have
been ufelefs.

But, after all, if the account given by the Reviewers, or Pupil, (or,
to pleafe him, &y myfelf) was falfe, it was unjuftifiable, injurious, and
infamous : but if it was #7ue, as I aver, and have proved it to be, except
in the above-mentioned infignificant articles) pray to what purpofe is all
this wrangling, and accufation about the author of it? Had not I a
right to tell firlt without my name, (if I had thought it proper) what I
had before told cpenly in my public leCture, and afterwards told in a
book, to which I put my name? why fhould not my friends write to
the Reviewers ? it appears by the Critical Review for June 1757, that
Mr. Pott’s friends did fo.

The other complainturged againft me is, the telling my 7a/ to the young
people at my leGure-room. I am really,” fays he, (p. 159)atalofs tofay
¢« which has been moft furprizing to me, the Door’s having made fuch
« complaint, or his not having been athamed to acknowledge it. Why make
¢ an appeal to a {et of people, who could not poflibly know any thing of
¢ the matter, or, at leall, as it related to me? nor whether the complaint
¢ was well or ill grounded? Why fhould Dr. Hunter be fo vain as to
¢ imagine, that his 7p/¢ dixi¢ muft be implicitly believed by all who heard
¢« him ? &¢.” Has Mr. P. really got into fuch /laéits and ways of think-
ing, that he is furprized any body rells the truth, and is not afhamed to
acknowledge it? | have proved every article of that appeal to be frue:
Why then fhould he be furprized, either that I made it, or that I was
not athamed to acknowledge it ? Becaufe, fays he, it was made 7o a fef
of peaple, who could not poffibly know any thing of the matter, or, at kafl, as

T :

i



24 ReruTATION of abfurd AccusaTioNs.

1t related to him. It is very ftrange, indeed, if the gentlemen who at-
tended my leCures could not poffibly know what 1 had demon/firated there.
Several of them had been prefent, and bore witnels to every part of the
tranfation; and the reft of them could not poffibly doubt fa@s, which
were of {o glaring a nature, and fo well atteited by their fellow-fludents.
Confcious, no doubt, of the abfurdity of the firft part of his propofi-
tion, Mr, P. endeavours to give it a little plaufibility by adding, or, at
leafty fo far as it related to lom. This is another phantom ; the mere
{hadow of an argument. All thinking men muft fee, that the ftudents
could very well know all the material part, even as it related to him.
They could read his firft book, and then they could not but know, that
while 1 was explaining the Hernia congenita, he was calling it a /Jufus na-
turee, or accident. Was this above their capacity? They could know
from one another (for fome were prefent) that he came, after this, as a
friend, and faw the preparations which my brother had made, and which
I had fthewn to them in le€&ures, and heard our do&rines and opinions
explained. Was this beyond their comprehenfion? And, as his pam-
phlet was publifhed when the complaint was made to them, they could
read it, and could fee that the whole was mine ; and yet that he had taken
the whole to himfelf, without mentioning my name, directly or indi-
reétly. Was this dark, or intricate, or beyond their reach? Was it necefl-
fary to know more than thofe fiéls, to judge of my complaint, or of
his behaviour ? or, was it neceflary, before they could poffibly know
any thing of the matter, that they fhould wait patiently five long years,
and be made acquainted with the inftructive and deletable hiftory of one
Gargantua, and the inguifitive gentleman of St. Bartholomew’s 2 a ro-
mance, which it has been already proved, had not an exiftence, even in
the author’s fertile imagination, till fome time after.
But, fays he, (p. 160) * it was difingenuous to endeavour to fet me
“ in a contemptible light to his hearers, without having once mentioned
« the thing to me, or hearing what I had to fay in my own vindica-
¢ tion.” Had his behaviour been only doubtful, I fhould have endea-
voured, fome way or other, to have found it out, before I had com-
plained of him in public : but he had faved me that trouble, by removing
all poffibility of doubt. There was at once an end of our friend-
fhip, and of my refpe& for him. Fides, ut anima, unde abiit, nunquam
redit. Hear what he had to fay! I knew at that time, as well as
the reader knows now, that he had nothing to fay in his vindication,
which could be to the purpofe; and yet, it is my fincere opinion, that
he
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he loft nothing among his acquaintance, by what he is pleafed to call my
endeavours to make him appear contemptible. However, 1 endea-
voured to reprefent him fairly, and as he was: if the figure he made
was refpe@able, the merit was all his own; and if it was not, the de-
merit was not mine,

It 1s pleafant enough to fee the pains he takes, to make the world be-
lieve, that I had been babbling to boys, and mif-leading young minds,
who could not judge for themfelves, He affe&ts not to know the kind
of affembly that he {peaks of. There are alwaysa great number of gen-
tlemen prefent at thefe leQures, who are enabled, both by education and
age, to judge of more difficult queftions than any which this difpute has
occalioned.

I have now anfwered all the charges which Mr. P. has brought againft
me, except what are contained in two notes; and thefe fhall next be con-
fidered.

In a note (p. 161) he fays, * In the Medical Commentary, {peaking
 of my erroneous account of the time of the defcent of the Tefles, and
¢ of my fuppoled theft from Haller, the DoCtor fays, that the fubjeét
“ appeared to him foo delicate for converfation. But though it was too
¢ delicate for converfation, even with a man whom he dignifies with
¢ the refpeCtable name of friend, yet it did not appear too delicate to be
¢¢ made the {ubject of an anonymous piece of fatire. What an idea of
¢ delicacy, as well as of friendfbip, does this convey ! Hic nigree fuccus
‘s :’J!{gl}:fr ; heee eff erugo mera”

That the reader may the better underftand the idea that I meant to
convey of deficacy with my friend, and clearly fee our author’s fophiftry,
I beg leave to inform him, that in the year 1756 Itreated a very delicate
fubject (viz. my friend Mr. P.’s fuppofed plagiarifm from Haller) with
filence, becaule he was then my friend: but, after he publifhed his pam-
phlet in the year 1757, in which he took from me (till then his friend)
what he knew was mine, and what he knew I fhould be forry to lofe,
without either afking my confent, or making any acknowledgment;
then, 1fay, he had no 1ight to .expect delicacy or friendflip from me.
Yet, even then, I wrote no anonymous fatire, but complained openly of his
moft indelicate and unfriendly behaviour to me. I imagine the reader will
now underfiand the nigre fuccus loliginis.

——Quod vitium procul afore chartis,

Artque animo priusy ut fi quid promittere de me
T2 Poffum
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Poffum aliud, wvere promitto. Liberius fi
Dixero quid, fi forte jocofius; hoc mihi juris
Cum venia dabis.

The other note, which I beg leave to anfwer, is in Mr. P.’s 163d
page. It canbe a fecret to none of Mr. P.’s readers, that he there re-
proaches me with having mfilted him, by fending the Medical Commen-
taries to him, as it contained fome things which could not be pleafing to him.
Very certain I am, that no mjfult was intended ; nor, indeed, was any
civility meant. It was thought but juftice, to let the perfon concerned
have a copy of his accufation, as foonas the public; that he might fettle
the defence he was to make, and be prepared to talk upon a fubjedt,
which was to come into public converfation, This, I am told, is always.
done. I never complained of my antagonifts at Edinburgh, for fending
me their publications ; and never heard, or fuppofed, that they were
offended at my fending mine to them. But, to avoid all unneceflary
argumentation, if Mr. P. was really hurt by my ordering the book to be
left at his houfe, as well as at an hundred more in London, I voluntarily
eive him the fatisfaCtion which a gentleman thinks fufficient in fuch
cafes ; wiz. I affure him, upon my honour, that I did not mean it as an
offence or infult, and not only beg his pardon, but promife that I will
never again fend him any book that I may publifh.

Thus I have endeavoured to clear up a difpute, which appeared to
me to be of confequence. Had the quellion been only about unimpor-
tant difcoveries, and infignificant improvements, it could hardly have
deferved a line for every page which has been beftowed upon it : But
when the chara&ers of men are faded in a difpute, it grows too ferious
and important to be negle&ted. This confideration made me fend thefe
fheets to the prefls fooner, and perhaps more incorre&, than I could have
withed. Mor, P.’s defence of himfelf, and accufation of me, came upon
me in the very beginning of my hurry; in the firft week of my firft
courfe of leCtures, which is not yet finithed. 1f I had had more leifure,
I might have put this Supplement into better order, and might have
been tempted to touch upon fome other inviting fubjeds. Mr. P. has
fupplied me with an unneceflfary profufion of matter ; infomuch that,
inftead of having wantonly fought a difpute with him, as he would have
wilhed the world to believe, 1 could, for the fake of argument, give up
every point that he has defended, and attack him as a plagiary, upon
new ground. I might begin with his anatomical defcriptions, particu-

larly
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larly with what he fays of the rings in the abdominal mufcles. He makes
a parade upon this fubje®, as if he was really an anatomical obferver
and improver, both in his Treatife on the Hydrocele, and in that upon
Ruptures ; and with as much eafy affurance, as if I had not for many
years demonftrated the {fame things, in a very particular manner in my
courfes of leCures ; and as if there were not now living many hundreds
of gentlemen, who know the truth of what I here advance. But as I
have done fome juftice to the two principal charaers in this difpute, and
can have more ufeful employment for the very few hours that are at
my own difpofal, I will give Mr. Pott up to the enjoyment of his reputa-
tion, as an iugenious and modeft improver of furgery, as a man who is
faithful to his friend, and religioufly obfervant of Truth, upon every
occafion.

RQue, fi fingula vos forte non mevent, univerfa certe inter fe connexa,
atque conjunéla, movere debebunt,

Jermyn Street,
Dec. 31, 1763

POST-
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T would give me a very fincere pleafure, ifI could promife myfelf that

I am now appearing in controverly for the laft time : 1 heartily with
that it may be fo. I have never attacked any man who treated me fairly,
and do promife that I never will. This is a fecurity on my fide, that
will not fail ; and, we may hope, that the example of my two fricnds,
will prevent the fame kind of unfair proceedings from others.

Indeed, my o/d mafter, Profeflor Monro, fenior, has flill a demand
upon me ; but he will not permit me to difcharge my duty to him, and
forces me to take this method of endeavouring to prevail upon him.
He has honoured me with an expofulatory epiftle, and flattered me with
the promife of publifhing a comment upon all my works. Yet I cannot
perfuade him, in a more private manner, to anfwer two fhort, and plain,
and fair queftions. Therefore I muft lay our correfpondence before the
public, in hopes that my o/d mafler’s friends will ufe their influence with
him, in my behalf.

He fent his Expsfiulatory Epifile to me, with the following letter :

“ To Doctor William Hunter, Phylician, London.

ik SIR,

¢ In return for your Commentary, I herewith fend you a copy of
¢ fome animadverfions on the part of itimmediately relative to me ; and,
¢ as this is too fmall a compenfation for fuch an elegant book, I fhall do
¢« myfelf the pleafure to fend you a larger volume, of the fame kind, on
¢ all your publications, in the vulgar fenfe, and muft, in the mean
¢ time thank you for furnifhing fuch copious materials to

“ Your old malfter,

¢ Edinburgh, Dec. 4, 1762. Alexander Monro.”

‘When I had conlidered his Expoffulatory Epifile, 1 wrote to him as
follows :

o % To
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“ To Alexander Monro, fenior, Profeflor of Anatomy, Edinburgh,

“ SI1R,

¢ I return you my thanks for the new edition of your Ofleology,
¢ which you were pleafed to fend me. At the fame time [ received your
¢ Expoflulatory Epifile, and a letter in manufcript.

““ You certainly have a right to demand information of the particular
¢ palfages in Dr. Noortwyk’s book, which I charge you with having
¢ mifreprefented. They are as follow :

¢ Medical E. vol. ii. p. 119. The words moft flrengly are fubflituted
¢ for quam pqﬁéf proxime ; which tranflation alters the fenfe entirely.

¢ Jbid. The word and (moved the knife) 1s {ubflituted for the word
¢t pe/; which likewife alters the fenfe entirely.

¢ Ibid. p. 124. The following fentence is coined : And the foft
“* J]%mgy internal fudftance of the womb is infinuated into the Jurrcws be-

““ faween thefe knobs.
¢ In my turn, I furely have a right to demand an anfwer to the two

“ following queftions, Who is meant by the decealed benefaétor and
“ friend ? who by the firft introducer into bufing/s, mentioned in the 25th
«¢ -page of your Epiftle? I flatter myfelf, you will think it proper to
¢ give me a dire&t anfwer, as foon as your leifure will permit, that it
“ may not be in the power of malevolence itfelf to accufe you of ffad-

* bing in the dark. 1am, Sir, i

““ Your very humble Servant,

“ London, Jermyn-ftreet, Feb. 11,1763. ~ William Hunter.”

I expecied an anfwer; and own Iwas furprized at not receiving any.
At length I wrote to him again as follows:

“ To Alexander Monro, fenior, &e.

“ SIR,

“ Tt is now almoft ten months fince I troubled you with a letter, to
“ which I have hitherto received no anfwer. I am inclined to do you
“¢ juflice; yet I cannot well anfwer your printed Expoftulatory Epiftle,
¢t without knowing who are meant by the-deceafed benefallor and friend,

«¢ and the fir/? introducer into bufinefi, as they are reprefented by you in
d it ‘he
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¢ the 27th page of your Epiffle. Let me repeat to you, that you cers
¢ tainly had a right to afk, what the paffages were in Dr. Noortwyck,
¢« which I affirmed you had mifreprefented ; and accordingly I pointed
¢t them out to you. Ihave the fame right to be informed of the bene-
« fastor and firft introducer, whom you have endeavoured to make the
¢ world believe I have ufed ill. Will you, Sir, who (p. 2.) value
“ yourfelf upon your ¢andour, and (p. 28) recommend plain fpeaking in
«« difputes ; who call yourfelf a dlunt, refty old jfellow ; will you, 1 fay,
¢« upbraid me, in the face of the whole world, with having behaved ill
¢ to my deceafed friend and benefallor, and to my [firft introducer into
¢« bufinefs, and yet refufe to ftate the fa&, in fuch a way as that I may
¢ clear mylelf, if innocent : or make the beft reparation in my power,
« if [ have had the misfortune to be fo much in the wrong? I cannot
«¢ think you will ftoop fo low ; and therefore 1'will once more afk you
¢ the queftion, in this private manner, and wait a reafonable time for
¢ your anfwer. If you will not favour me with an anfwer at all, you
¢ muft not be offended if I apply in another manner, and clear myfelf
« of your #/-grounded afperfion. If you were really fo informed, you
« were egregioufly abufed, and you will now be glad to clear yourfelf ;
¢« but if you avoid this fair opportunity of deing me juftice, I muft
« accufe you, notonly of {preading, but of raifing a groundlefs calumny.
¢ am, Oir,

-

‘¢ Your humble Servant,

¢ London, Dec. 3, 1763. William Hunter.”

Hitherto the Profeflor has not condefcended to take notice of thefe
Ictters ; and therefore it is now time to addrefs myfelf to him in print.

To Alexander Monro, fenior, &e.

S IR,

Give me leave to fend you a plain letter, in anfwer to your Expofiula-
tery Epiftle.  Since the publication of that Epiftle, I have, again and
again, afked you two plain queftions, which your friends will probably
think, you fhould have anfwered fooner. Whether you will now, or not,
15 perfeily indifferent to me; but, for your own fake, it might be pro-
per to fay ——; or whatever you have found to go off moft fpecioutly

upon
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upon fuch occafions. You may confult with your relation, whom you
have gone fome lengths to ferve, in his diftrefs :

Nunc, fi quid potes aut tu, aut hic,
Facite, fingite, invenite, efficite.

And, in the mean time, I will make fome fhort remarks on the reft of
your Epiftle.

You fay, (p. 1) < it was really cruel in me to force you to refume the
¢ pen, efpecially in controver{y, which you always difliked {fo much that
“ you never were the aggreflor.”” This piece of declamation muft have
entertained your readers, who all know, that in this very difpute, you
were the aggrellor : and that you wrote a long paper in the Critical Re-
view againft me, at a time when I had neither dire@ly nor indireétly
brought you into the difpute; and when I had not printed any thing
upon the fubje&t. You muft allow this fa&t; and your beft fricnds muft

" allow that it is unanfwerable, You will probably beft know, what they
will fay upon this occafion ; but I well know what muft be their real
‘opinion.

Were you never the aggrefior in another inftance? Recolle& yourfelf
before you fpeak; and tell the world, who was the author of that coarfe
attack upon Garengeot, in the Medical Eflays, which all gentlemen al-
low to be a difgrace to the colle&ion.

You tell us (p. 2) that ** my late attack in my Medical Commentaries
*“ on your candoutr and veracity, the part of your charafler which you
¢ always valued moft, piques you fo much that you muft appeal to the
¢ public for redrefs; and that poflibly, when the fpirit is thus roufed,
** fomething more than your vindication will appear.” Whatever may
afterwards appear, the public, in the mean time, would be glad to fee
your vindication. Your Epiftle is not of that kind : it is vindiltive
enough, but it is no vindication.

" Inyour 3d, 4th, and sth pages, indeed, you feem to attempt a vin-
dication ; but the attempt ends in nothing. Give me leave to ftate the
cafe to you. I faid that you had forfeited all reputation as an hiftorian,
by afferting, firlt, that you lnew the falls relating to the difpute (between
your fon and me) and fent a fair ftate of them ; and then by afluring the
public, that Dr. Monro (yunior) went to London n m‘,”ﬁ.e'::!f ignorance of
Dr. Hunter's having any particular opinion concerning Lymphatics, and was
Surprized when he heard Dr. Hunter teacl the doclrine of Lymphatics being

U .{fﬂ%?‘&f-’; [
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Abfarbents. Now, Sir, all the world knows, that it has been proved
that this was a direi? mifreprefentation of a fa&. Had not I then a right
to fay fo, in my defence? and did not I leave you room, for the only
defence which candour and veracity could make, viz. a confeflion that
your antagonift was in the right, and that you were in the wrong?
Would not the public have applauded you more, if you had frankly
owned your fault, and pleaded the excufe of ignorance ? Inftead of this,
you wrangle, and will not even confefs that it was a fault. Your friends
will tell you, that it would have been more proper to deprecate, than
to thew a {pirit of revenge, in fo humiliating a fituation. :

From the 6th tothe 16th page of your Epiftle, you wrangle with me
about your difpute with Dr. Noortwyk. I have told you the paffages
which you have mifreprefented, and the fa&t is as clear as fun-fhine ; yet
I know that you would wrangle for ever, rather than confefs that you
have been in the wrong. But thereis lill one way left you, for gaining
a viCtory over me, in this part of our difpute. State the cafe to Dr.
Noortwyk in a letter ; you may have an anfwer from Folland, in two or
three weeks: You allow that he is farned and candid ; atk him if you
have tranflated thofe paflages like a man of veracity and candour, the part
of your charatter upon which you value yourfelf moft : Afk him if he
has altered his opinign, He is candid, you know, and therefore will do
you juftice readily ; and as you allow, that he is learned, you will not
pretend that he does not underftand the meaning of his own words.
Your beft friends will allow this to be a fair propofal. Try what Dr.
Noortwyk will do for 2 man of candour and weracity in great diftrefs.

Unexpetedly, Sir, I am obliged to take my leave of you, very ab-
ruptly ; but, if I live, this fhall not be my final farewel. You fhall have
the pleafure of hearing from me frequently, till you have gratified my
curiofity with refpe@ to my bemefacior and firft introducer. 'Then, once
for all, I will pay my refpeéts to you, aud leave yon to enjoy the fiveets
of your calmretreat. 1 intended to have made fome remarks upon the
relt of your Epifile ; but while I was writing this Pg/¢/crip¢, and cor-
recting the proof-fheets of what relates to Mr. Pott, I was fo frequently
interrupted, that my printer, and many of my friends, began to defpair
of my finithing what had been promifed, At laft, on the eleventh of
February, I was fo fortunate as to meet with a gravid Urerus, to which,
from that time, all the hours have been dedicated which have been at
my own difpofal. I have been bufy in injecting, diffeting, preferving,

and fhewiog it, and in planning and fuperintending drawings and plaiiter
cafts
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cafts of it ; neither of which can poflibly be finithed, for fome time. You
will not then be furprized, that in all this time, I have not once taken up
my pen, to finith this Pofifeript on the intended plan. Indeed, it
would not have been in my power to have finithed it, for fome time to
come.

I have been fo particular in my apology, in order to prevent your
thinking me negle@ful of you; and likewife that you, who have pro-
mifed a comment upon all my works, and have thanked me for furnith-
ing fuch copious materials, may have the pleafure of being informed,
that I am preparing more materials for your amufement, and for your
criticifm. I have already made five very capital drawings from this {ub-
je&. They, and fome more, fhall be engraved by the beft mafters, as
foon as poflible ; and then the whole fhall be publithed. My firft and
original intention, you know, was to have publifhed ten plates only;
but thinking the work imperfect, I waited patiently for more opportu-
nities of adding fupplemental figures. Sixteen plates were finithed on
this plan, feveral yearsago: But ftill I was diffatisfied with the work,
as being incomplete ; and, in fpite of the importunity of many friends,
in {pite even of your affe@ionate and good advice, 1kept it from the
public. When the additions which have been made, fhall be publifhed
to the world, I fhall have an opportunity of learning whether, for the
future, I ought to be dire&ted by your confummate wifdom and pru-
dence, or go on as well as I can, in my own fimple and blundering man-
ner. Jam, Sir,

Your very humble Servant,

Jermyn-Qtreet, March 15, 1764. William Hunter.
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