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ERHAPS it may be as found philofophy to fay, that all the
' actions of men are direCted to fome good end, as it is to fub-
E feribe to an opinion which has prevailed among naturalifts, - that,
in the works of nature, nothing is abfolutely without its ufe. Li-
terary difputes are difagreeable to the greateft 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-
pofe. By engaging the paffions of men more warmly, they rouze a fpi-
rit of emulation, and give a fpur to enquiry.

It is remarkable, that there is fcarce a confiderable charaler in anato-
my, that is not connected with fome warm controverfy. Anatomifts 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 upon his difcoveries and
his reputation, he will hardly become confiderable in anatomy, or in any
other branch of natural knowledge.

Thefe refleftions afford fome comfort to me, who unfortunately have
been already engaged in two public difputes. I have imitated fome of
the greateft characters, in what is commonly reckoned their worft 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 fevere on each other in their difputes. Perhaps from
being in the habit of examining objecs with care and precifion, they
may be more difgufted with rafh affertions, and falfe reafoning.  From
the habit of guarding againft being deceived 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 paf-
five {ubmiffion of dead bodies, their common objecs, may render them
lefs able to bear contradiction. -
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But, to be more ferious, we muft allow that the language and man-
ner of literary war fhould be adapted te the circamfitances. 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 bottam, that we may fee and feel the fituation of the
writer ; and then, perhaps, what feemed, upon a fuperficial view, tw.
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 profeflor Monra, 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--
tiop. I coneluded that account by {uppofing that it was pofiible that I had:
mifunder{tood his conduét towards me ; and declared, that if ever I thould: °
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 Otober, when he publifhed:
a fecond edition of his general Treatife on Ruptures. In that he added a
chapter on the Hernia congenita; and took the opportunity of giving the
public his account of our difpute. I read it, and found that we differed:
very widely in ftating the facts 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
fhould certainly have excufed myfelf in the beft manner I could; but
I thould as certainly have done juftice to Mr. Pott’s charalter, 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 it, muft t-hin‘!c |
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 flill confcious that mine is exa&ly true |
in every particular ; and that in his there are {fuch miftakes and inac-
curacies, as could net have been expeéted from a man of his underftand- |
ing and abilities, 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 cafe : therefore,
juftice to the public, as well as to myfelf, obliges me to clear up the |
matter.”
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The difpute between us owed not its rile to jealoufy, private pique,
or malevolence, on either fide ; we lived in common, though not inti-
mate friendthip ; 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 leGture, or in print, was not in the hurry of
paffion ; but with refletion and meaning : And as to the manner of
telling his ftory, I muft be fo candid as to confefs, that if the cir-
cumitances had been exaétly 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 sucifion at his
hand, but little Juzchery; 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 againft Mr. Pott, insthe
ninth chapter of the Medical Commentaries. To {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, publithed laft O&ober, I am fo far from re-
penting of what I faid, that I cannot with to retract one {yllable of the
accufation. And now I fhall enter upon the particulars.

0 4 B
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Of a fuppofed plagiarifin from Baron Haller.

HE firft 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 firft edition of his general Treatife on
Ruptures. He avers (p. 149 of his defence) that he never had feen, read,
or heard of, that work of Baron Haller, either in Latin or Englith, 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 difputc"—--ls there any argument in this
way of cutting a difpute fhort? The fact is of too much importance to
be cut fo fhort; and I fhall, in the fequel, prove, however r&fpa&abl& his.
veracity may be, that his memory frequently mis-leads him, where one
would think it impoffible to be mis-led, and betrays him into moft dif-
agreeable fituations. But {urely 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 publithed a new, a curious, and an ufeful doétrine
of the moft common caufe of Hernie ; and added, ¢ This has always been
“ my-opinion ;” which, by the bye, is an oflicioufnefs that gives ftrong
fufpicion. It looks like a confcioufnefs, that people would immediately
fay, ¢ This is the opinion which Haller has publifhed within thefe few
““ months.” Yes, fays b, but i¢ bas always been mine. This, however, is
digrefiion. I was faying, he publifthed a new doérine, which would have
done honour to any man of the profeffion, and faid * it had always
“¢ been his opinion ;” yet now, when that fac is difputed, he cannot, it
feems, jfor be does not, bring any one friend, pupil, or acquaintance, to
teftify, that it was his opinion before the time of Baron Haller’s publica-
tion. Is 1t not *nnging that he fhould not have taught that curious doc-
trine to-his, apprentices and pupils ? that he fhr.:auld not have mentioned
it to me, when we were confidering Herniee in a dead body diffected for

that purpofe? that he {hould never hwe mentioned it to fuch gentlemen
as Mefl, HHawkins, Sainthill, Nourfe, and Webb ; to whom, he tells us,

(p-
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(p. 145) 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 ;” bat, it feems, he never mentioned it to any mortal. Can
we account for fuch cautious, apprebenfive refervednefs, to ufe his own
words, in a gentleman, who is now fo very communicative ; who writes
a book every year for the inftruGion of the profeflion, and advertifes the
contents of all his works, almoft every day, in every public paper ?
. His having brought no teftimony muft 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-
lifhed a curious do&rine in furgery; wiz. that the defcent of the Teffes
from the loins into the Scrafum is the moft commeon caufe of Hernie, as
his own, after B. Haller’s book, which contained that do&rine, had
been even tranflated into Englith ; yet he infifts ftill, that the doétrine
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 abouta year afterwards. That I may do all juftice
to the arguments brought in proof of this extraordinary and improbable
fact, I1hall relate the whole in his own words, and interfperfe fome re-
marks, 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, that I fhould have given fo fhort,
¢ fo imperfect, and, indeed, fo erroneous an account of what he has
 {o fully explained, or, at leaft, {o clearly pointed out?” Whoever
will take the trouble of comparing the paffages quoted from the Baron
and from Mr. Pott+4, will fee that, if Mr. P. did fteal at all, he flole
the whole fubftance ; and that no man could venture upon a more lite-
ral tranflation, with any chance of concealing the plagiarifm. The
name, and other little circumftances, for good reafons, were left out ;
and B. Haller might perhaps fay, Hic quidern non unam aliguam aut al-
feram a nobis, fed totam ad fe nofiram de berniis congemitis obfervationen
franflulst. _Atque, ut reliqui fures, ecarum rerum, quas ceperunt, figna
gommutant: fic ille, ut fententiis noflris pro fuis uteretur, nomina, tanquam

+ Medical Commentaries, part I, p.73 & 74.
rerum



8 Of a fuppofed pleigiarifm from Baron Haller.

gerum notas, mutavit. But, to difcufs this point in plain Englifh, furely
Mr, P.’s do&rine being fhort and émperfeét, is no proof that it was not
taken from Haller; for Haller’s account of it is both fhort and imperfeét.
It was a new obfervation, and required careful and repeated examina-
tions; therefore Haller, at firft, talked as became a true philofopher, with
diffidence ; and, at laft, had hardly a doubt left :---caufa videtur poni--=
521 fallor---fufpicio nondum matura---non fufficrunt experimenta--- Heec omnino
merentur confiderari a viris gnaris & veri cupidis & per experimenta repets
~—-Hadlenus dubius----nullum fere dubium fuperefi. Thefe expreflions
fhew, that this fketch by the great phyfiologift, though fbor# and smper-
fect, was not ftruck off at once, and at random, but was the refult of
obfervation and patient enquiry ; and if he fhall be bleffed with health
and long life (which I moft earneftly pray for) he will probably favour
us with a more full and perfeét 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 fhould have given /o erroncous an account of what be bas fo
Jully explained. '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 error in Mr. Pott’s account,
that I am aware of, is this; that the Te¢ffis remains in the Zbdomen till
birth, and is then forced down by breathing, crying, &¢.  But thisvery
error is in Haller’s book ; and therefore ferves to prove the plagiarifm. It
was eafier to take the whole, than to corre& the error. As it was,---7¢ bad
always been Mr. P.s gpinion. 'The only difference is this: B. Haller
publithed 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; wiz. It was right the Teftis thould 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 Tefles from thence, why did I not alfo learn from thence the
¢ reafon why the Inteftine and Teffis are fometimes found in the fame

“¢ facculus2” Becaufe Baron Haller neither mentioned this cafe, nor gave
any reafon for it. 'What fays Mr. P, to this plain anfwer? I prefume he
will

|
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will call it rude, 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 faéts was as much the
;‘ fubje& of my enquiry, at that time, as the other; and in the Opu/~
' cula Patbologica (the book alluded to) are both of them fatisfactorily
“¢ accounted for, and made to illuftrate each other.” The reader will
perhaps be amazed when I affure him, that the one fa& in difpute, called
here one of thefe faéls, is neither accounted for fatisfactorily, nor unfa-
tisfactorily ; nor made to illuftrate the other, or to illuftrate 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 fhould I call the cafe
* related by Mr. Sharp a Jufus nature 2 'Why not avail myfelf thoroughly
¢ of the plagiarifm, by giving a true {olution of the appearance; fhewing
that it was not a /ufis nature, nor produced by what Mr. Sharp and
¢ Dr. Hunter had thought was the caufe of it, but by the inteftine being
¢« pufhed into the open funica vaginalis 2” Any man who read Aqua-
pendente’s Tract on the valves of the veins, might have availed himfelf
thoroughly of it, and explained the circulation of the bloed ; 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 a little more thought and attention than he was pleafed
to give it: which, I prefume, his acquaintance will not think very
ftrange. ¢ 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 the fa&is fo. ¢ From this book Dr. Hunter and his
‘¢ brother derived all their knowledge of both thefe {ubjeéts.” People
naturally judge of others by their own experience of themfelves. No;
I beg Mr. P.’s pardon : he knows that a good deal of anatomical know-
lege is to be got without books or diffe¢tions. Let any man, for in-
ftance, who knows but the common things, keep a good correfpondence
with ftudents, or borrow notes taken at le¢tures, and he may, with very
little trouble, become as great a difcoverer as a modern junior profeffor,
or fentor furgeon. If the reader will take the trouble of comparing Mr.
J. Hunter’s account of Joth thefe fubjeéts, 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
B thefe

£
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thefe fa&s from this book. ¢ And this book (if I had read it) muff
<« have informed me of both, as certaini}r as of one. Is Haller’s ac-
¢t count of one more plain and intelligible than of the other?” Hal-
Jer'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 unintelligi-
ble. ¢ Or is it likely that I fhould read only what related to one, and
¢¢ not what related to the other, when they were not only in the fame
¢ chapter and page, but equally parts of the fubject T was then enquir-
¢ ing 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 propesly, 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 much.” If it is a crime, 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 Doctor
“ fays I got from his brother in 1757, at the fame time when he is faid
““ to have explained to me the Doctor’s hypothefis; for in that book,
*¢ as I have already obferved, are contained both the Doctor’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 lafk
time, that my hypothefis is not contained in that book, nor ever was in -
any book, till Mr. Pott made a pamphlet of it, and took it to himfelf.
My hypothefis was, that in fome cafes of Hernie the inteftine muft
lic on the outfide of the fwnica vaginalis propria teflis, and in others
within it. Thefe laft were reckoned unaccountable by Mr. Pott, who
confidered them as aceidents, or lufus naturee ; and Haller has made no
comparifon, contraft, or oppofition, between the two fpecies. It is
true, indeed, that by reafoning and applying what the Baron fays of the
anatomy of the parts in feetules, it is ealy to give a folution of Mr. Pott’s
Infus nature 3 and accordingly it ftruck me when I read Haller, but in
the way of inference ; and this I owned in the account which I 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
dottrine is contained in Haller Jy 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 naturce ; that is, when he did not underftand it. He
called it a Jufius nature in his general treatife in 1756 ; yet, in that very
book, and in the paflage which appears fo evidently to be taken from
B. Haller, he fays, ¢ This paflage of the T¢fis from the belly into the
¢ Scrotum, I 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 aper-
“«¢ ture has had time to contraét itfelf again.,” The intelligent reader
will fee that the difcovery is contained in this; becaufe, if the caul, or
gut, takes the opportunity of following the Te¢ffis, before the paflage
contracts itfelf, it cannot be otherwife than in contadt with the Teffss,
which it follows. Yet he owns now, that he could not then account
for the contiguity of thofe parts in a rupture, and ‘therefore called fuch
a rupture a lufus nature.

But to return to the fubje@ of plagiarifm from B, Haller. Mr. P,
goes on thus: < I am very willing to allow that Dr. Hunter might
s¢ reafonably prefume,” and the reader furely cannot now doubt, ¢ that
«¢ T had feen the Opufiula ; but is fuch a prefumption to be immedi-
<< ately admitted as a proof ;” yet you fee when it is well examined, it
equals demonftration in the convicton which it gives ; ¢ or can it be
<« thought fufficient to authorize or vindicate {o rude and fo unprovoked
¢ an attack as he has made on met?” Now, after all, this rude and wn-
provoked attack, as he would ‘wifh the reader to believe it to have been,
was made upon him in the following manner. T was accufed by
profeflfor Monro, fenior, of having a difpute with Mr, P. I Znew that
Mr. P. had taken an obfervation from me, and afflumed the honour of
it to himfelf ; therefore my attack was not unprovoked : whatever the at=
tack was, it was made on that account. In the introduction to my ac-
cufation of him, I had occafion to quote a remarkable paflage, which
I was then convinced (and now have proved) was taken from B. Haller:
yet all that I faid of it was this, that I fe/z fome uneafinefs for my friend.
Surely that was gentle, not rude. I appeal to his friends. But if he in-
fifts 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
B2 muft



12 The true State of Mr. P.’s Vifit to Mr. J. HuNTER.

muft applaud his generofity ; and can fay, with great fincerity, I was

once in his fituation; and think it very probable he will come to mine,
when he knows his friend a little better,

8 ‘B G I
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 occafion and eircum-
ftances of his difcovering and afcertaining the nature of the particular
fpecies of Hernie, whiclr made the fubject of his pamphlet. Here he
ftands accufed of plagiarifm from my brother and fronr myfelf. One of
the moft important eircumftances of the tranfation is a vifit which he
paid to my brother. I fhall begin with that vifit, 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 inr Covent-Gar=
den with an intention of telling me what he had done ; that he learnt
nothing from my brother, &e. ¢ He fthewed me one fingle preparation,”
fays he ; ¢« he did not fhew me any other preparation----nor do I re-
“ member that the congenial Hernia was once mentioned by either of
¢ us during my fhort vifit, notwjth{tanding the De&or has faid that his,
¢ brother * fhewed me his preparations with great readinefs, and ex-
¢ plained to me his (the Doctor’s) hypothefis of the contiguity of the
“ inteftine and tefticle.” Our converfation turned entirely on the paf=
“ fage of the Tﬁes from the belly into the Scrofum; and, as far as I
¢ could perceive, (for he {pake with the moft cautious, apprehenﬁve re=
fervednefs) our fentiments were alike.

“ My papers were at this time finifhed, and corre@ed for the prefs 5
---nor did I alter a fingle fyllab]e m 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 Do&or 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
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The true State of Mr. P.’s Vifit to Mr. J. HunTER. I3

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 fa& ; this is the thing for
which I have been traduced in print.----Page 149. ‘The manner in

.which I attained my knowledge I have already moft faithfully related.

—--Page 156. But 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 1 publithed my tract on the congenial Rupture,
I had no intention 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 fubject: if he (Dr.
H.) had faid, that he or his brother was then enquiring into that part
of the animal economy, I fhould moft probably never have profe-
cuted my enquiries,=--as I fhould have known that the {ubjet was in
{fo able hands : I 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 le€tures 1756,
Mr. Pott called upon me in Covent-Garden, and {poke to me of the
preparations which I had made relating to the Tefles and Hernie of
children, and exprefled 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 leaft were coming and going, for e 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
Jonger. I 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 féveral at that time. I told
him what I had done, and told him the ufe you (Dr. Hunter) had
made of thefe obfervations, in explaining the different fituatrons of the
inteftine in Herni@, viz. Whether it lies in conta& with: the Tefts,
or on the outfide of the Tunita vaginalis. I particularly remember
that he was then of opinion, that refpiration was the caufe of the de-
fcent of the Teftis, as he had explained it in his book of Ruptures,
which was publithed fome months before; and that I took the liberty

& off
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«¢ of declaring againft that opinion, and told him I had commonly

¢ found them out of the Zbdomen before the time of birth., Mr. Pott

¢ did not tell me, or give me any hint which I underftood, that he had

¢ apn intention to publifh upon the fubject. -
¢« 8th 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 gentleman 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 le&tures, which I had the pleafure
to attend, boarding then with your brother, I perfeétly remember that
¢ Mr. Pott called on him about the latter end of the courfe, (which
 began O&. 4th, 1756) and that your brother then demonftrated to
¢ him the fituation of the Teffis in the Fetus ; the manner of its paffin
¢ down into the Serofum ; the fpecies of rupture when in contact witﬁ
the Teflis; and fhewed its fituation, and explained the manner of
its paflage, wich your opinion about that rupture; wsz. that it was
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which was fully explained in the fame courfe. Returning you my fin-
¢ cere thanks, &¢. &e¢. |

‘¢ Exeter, May sth, 1759. Sam. Lufcombe, jun.

In Mr. Patch’s letter to my brother, which is a long one, upon a va-
riety of fubjes, is the following paragraph : ¢ In anfwer to your en-
¢ quiry, if I can recolle& being prefent at the time Mr. Pott faw your
¢ preparations, I perfeétly 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

produced from infancy, being what is called the Congenial RuPturé, .
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¢ and faw you two looking on thofe preparations of the Fafus, where
¢ the Teffes are feen defcending into the Serotum, and the facs or pro-
¢t cefles of the Peritoneum, that are afterwards to become the Tunice
¢ Vaginales. You then told him, you had taken drawings of thofe
¢ parts, and that the Do&or, in his leGures of the former winter, had
« explained, from thefe preparations, the manner in which a congenial
¢ rupture is formed ; which I likewife had heard from fome of the pu-
¢ pils 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
pamphlet, 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 remem-
¢ ber that the drawings of the parts were fhewn at leGtures, though
« Mr. Lufcombe and I had the pleafure of feeing them among your cu-
« rious colle@ion of drawings.” This letter is dated, Exeter, June,”
viz. Fune 1758, and figned, ¢ James Patch.”

‘Here is 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 fubjeé, who are independant and difinterefted ; it proves
that T had fhewn thefe preparations, and taught that doltrine of Her=
nie in my public letures, even before Mr. Pott’s firft book was pub-
lithed, at which time he owns that he knew nothing of the Hernia con-
genita, and therefore called it a Jufus nature ; it proves that he was in-
formed of all this ; it proves that he came as a friend to fee thefe pre=

arations, and faw them, and heard my brother’s opinions and mine
upon the fubje&; it proves that he knew from my brother’s own mouth,
that he had made drawings of the parts to illuftrate the do&rine; and
Mz. Pott allows, that he never fpoke, either to my brother or to me,
of his intentions of publithing any thing upon the fubject ; yet, in a
few months after that vifit, he publifhed the faéts and do&rine, as his
own, without mentioning 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 objeced to me in reproach : and now after all, and under the

‘weight of thefe circumftances, he publithes a juftification of himf{elf,

built upon a faz and pofitive denial of thefe unqueftionable faéls ; and
holds it out to the face of the whole world, with an air of triumph.

By what name fhall we call this fpecics of diforder "
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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 deftructive weapons as pen and ink.

S BaGT. L

The Circumftances alone {ufficient Evidence.

HOUGH, in confequence of what has been laid before the reader

in the laft fection, we may confider the difpute between Mr. P.
and me to be at an end, I fhall beg leave to thew, that the circumflances
of the cafe, without that pofitive proof, would be fufficient to convict
him before any impartial tribunal. And in {uits of this kind, where
pofitive proof can feldom be had ; where no fence can be raifed to fe-
cure property ; where property itfelf is fo dear to the firft poffefior ;
where it is fo right for the public to encourage invention and improve-
ments, and to difcourage, or even to punifh plagiarifm, it is the duty
of all ingenuous 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, inconfiftency, or contradition, and
mifreprefentations of particular parts, are infallitle marks of an unfound
whole. Truth always tallies with, and fupports truth; and what is not
true, may gc,nemll}r be detected by the nature of the prop-work (which
muft be framed of incongruous PcuE) that fupports it.

Mr. P. I think, I may €%y, allows that I explained, in my public lec-
tures, what he called a /ufus nature, before he underflood it; for he
does not fo 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 Fetus, in company with an inquifitive young gentleman, at
that time his drefler at the hofpital, who had injeéted it, and brought it
to his houfe for examination. This is the fa@, which he is pleafed to
fix upon ; and I fhall, for the prefent, allow, that it was Lagaranne who
put him on the enquiry, with his inquifitive drefler. I muft, however,
beg leave to afk him, why he did not tell us this inquifitive gentleman’s

name?
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pame ? or was Mr. Pott afraid it would be® found out that he was my
pupil 2 for his dreflers and apprentices did me the honour of at-
tending my leGures in thofe days. Or was he fearful left I fhould defire
the gentleman to fay, upon his honour, whether he had not learned the
fact 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 inguifitive ¢ for 1 have
good reafon to believe that Mr. Pott himfelf was the mnguifitive gentle-
man. If I had known his name, I might have afked him likewife, if
ever Mr. P. had feen his MS. notes of Dr. Hunter’s leGtures ; and fome
other queftions of that kind. This is a very fufpicious fetting out. I
would afk any man of fenfe, if he can believe that Mr. Pott, when he was
publifhing a Treatife on Ruptures, did not afk his dreflers and appren-
tices, whether Dr. Hunter had any thing new upon the fubject ; 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 fubject ; and he does not deny, that he defired him
to explain his ideas upon a dead body, diffected in private for that pur-
pofe. Can any man of fenfe believe, that his apprentices or dreflers did
not immediately tell him of a curious difcovery, that was made public at
a leCture, concerning the fubje@ of his book, and explaining a fact which
he had been forced to call a Jufis nature ? We fee that he talked with
thofe gentlemen upon fuch fubjeés. Can he have any reafonable pre-
text for not being informed of this difcovery ? Muft not information
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 Profeffor, who pretended
to have found out, at Edinburgh, what at that time was publicly taught
in the anatomical fchools of London, Oxford, Cambridge, and Glafgow.
So far the matter is very clear : now let us trace him down through
his own improbable ftory. ¢ As the thing gave him much pleafure,
“ (p. 144) he procured a number of fubjects, 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. Nourfe,
¢ and the late Mr. Webb. When he had examined a great variety of
¢ fubjects, he enlarged his notes, digefted them into better order, and
¢ fhewed them again to the fame gentlemen.” But all this time he

kept his friend Dr. Hunter in the dark. He confulted his other friends
‘ C twice,
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twice, but him not once. Surely there muft have been fome good rea-
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 defirous of hearing him explain his ideas on a dead body, prucum:l :
on purpofe. Perhaps he may fay, that from the very little fat.sfafho:ﬁ_i
received at this meeting, he was afterwards lefs Ibhmtuus about h-.wmgli
his opinion of any do&rine or obfervation in anatomy. But, as he tella:}
us, he always was pleafed to entertain a high opinion of Dr. Hunter's

anatomical abilities, it feems ftrange he fhould never confult htm once, i.
when he confulted his other friends twice. Is not this conduct a de- ;
monftration of aukwardnefs, perplexity, and diftrefs of mind ? Accord- H
ingly, being fenfible of the fufpicious appearance, he labours to remove
any 1mprfﬁ1{m of that kind from the minds of his readers, thus; ¢ Hav- 3-_
“ ing always,” fays he, ¢ entertained a high opinion of Dr. Huntﬂrs

i mz:;rfwmmf abilities, I called at his houfe, defigning to have told him
¢ what I had done, and to have had fome converfation with him on the
“ fubje&t : The Doctor was not at home, but his brother, Mr. Hunter,
“ was, and with him I had fome talk.” Here again is the pitiful pr&-".
tence of a Profeflor. Both of them would make the world helieve,
that they had meant to fee me ; but the Profeflor called at my houfe in
Jermyn-ftreet, when he knew I was at my leture-rooms in Cow:nt-?i
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. AlE "
this demonftrates that he had no particular defire of feeing me, what-
ever he may wifh to make his reader i imagine. What pafled between
him and my brother, has been related in the preceding fetion ; and he

does not pretend that he talked of his papers, or dropped any hint" of

his intention to publith: Yet he fays, in the next page, that his papers

were then correted for the prefs, and he did not afterwards alter a fin-
gle fyllable in them. Surely, he exprefied his own condué and feelmgs,

when he faid of my brother, that be fpake with the moft cautious, appre="
benfive refervednefs. 'That he did alter fome fyllables, however, in con="
fequence of that vifit to my brother, is clear ; -becaufe, in the pamphlet, "
he gave up, or corrected, his error of refp:ratmn being the caufe of the
defcent of the T oftis from the Abdomen into the Scrotum. The readcr*"*
muft now be perfeétly fenfible, that this part'of Mr. P’s condut with

regard to me, upon one fuppofition, is very confiftent indeed ; but, upun}
. an
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arny 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 egre-
gioufly mifreprefented, as was fhewn in the fecond feétion, and which
therefore does not argue, but demonftrate unfair dealing), without fee-
ing or feeking me, he publithed his pamphlet, and neither named my
 brother nor me ; and this at a time when he knew that all the people of
 this place, who were converfant with anatomical enquiries, knew that his
tra& contained 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 leGures. In this production of Mr. P. the dotrine being tranfplanted
from its native foil, and nurfed up in the dark, was imperfect; the de-
feriptions incorrect in fome places ; no figures of the parts were given
for illuftration; but three cafes from St. Bartholomew’s hofpital were,
added, to make up a pamphlet of forty pages; a fime-ferving compofi-
tion, which was hurried into the world, to fnatch the only poflible mo-
ment for raifing reputation ; and, if we miftake not, it has raifed a re-
putation which will not eafily be fhaken off, or foon forgotten.

Almoft as foon as Mr, P.’s tra&t was publifhed, (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 leCture ; and the Critical Re-
viewers charged him with plagiarifm, when they gave an account of
his tra@. Yet Mr. P. bore all this without replying, or taking any me-
thod of public juftification. Had he been conlcious of having a&ted an
ingenuous part, it is natural to fuppofe that he would have juftified him-
felf, while dates and other circumf{tances were recent, and proofs eafily
procured ; for the defence which he has given, at laft, is of fuch a na-
ture as required no great time to be prepared. It contains no teftimo-
nies. It is barely the account which he is pleafed to give of the mat-
 ter : his own affertions, without any proof. If his ftory was true, why
did not he, with indignation, anfwer 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 r¢ffrain them from
following their inclination, if he knew that his conduét 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 I had fpoken to bimfelf; he fays, he would have cleared up the
: C 2 matter.;
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matter ; but as I had fpoken only to about an Alundred gentlemen, in &
leGture, 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 Critical
Review ? He tells us, (p. 158) an anonymous writer bhas no juft 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 an{wer is neceflary, when they
openly charge a man with plagiarifm ? Reviewers have charaéter and |
influence, though they have no name ; and the more influence, indeed,
as they profefs being impartial : And thence we fee authors of this, and
of every nation, daily defending their characters, when they think they
have been unfairly reprefented to the public by Reviewers. Why then
thould Mr. P. trim fo nicely, and fo patiently, the balance of ju# claim,
when his charaer was fo openly attacked ? but, atlaft, after more than
Jive years patience, he found there was a juft claim, and publifthed his
defence.

After thefe remarks, it might, perhaps, be thought an affrent to the *
reader’s underftanding, or candour, to offer farther proofs of fomething
extremely like difingenuity in Mr. P.’s condu&. Yet I will fuppofe, |
cither 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 ftory of Lagaranne, which has been fo
circumitantially related, and upon which Mr. P. refts his defence, by
accident has been found to be an impafition upon the public.
" Some time ago, (about eighteen months, if I can truft my memory)
in a converfation upon fome points of anatomy and furgery, and parti-"
cularly upon the Hernia congenita, which I happend to have with Mr. |
Moffatt, furgeon to the Middlefex-hofpital, and reader of anatomy, he
aflked me, if I had read De Lagaranne upon Hernie 2 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 congenita, and he offered to lend
me the book ; adding, that he had thewn it to Mr. Pott, who was a)
good deal furprized and pleafed awith it. 1 thanked Mr. Moffatt, and told ‘
him 1 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. |
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When I obferved what ufe Mr. Pott had made of Lagaranne, in his
defence, the mifreprefentation diverted me exceedingly. I was very de-
firous that the public might know the fecret ; and therefore I wrote a
letter to Mr. Moffatt, putting him in mind of what he had told me,
and complaining of the ill ufe which Mr. Pott had made of his informa-
tion. I told him, that he could not be angry with me for telling the
~ truth; nor could he, with honour, refufe to be an evidence in fupport of

it. Then I put fome queftions to him upon the fubject; and he was
pleafed to fend me the following anfwer.

[ 13 SIR,

“ If I am called upon, however difagreeable it may be, Truth
“¢ obliges me to declare, that I fhewed to Mr. Pott the paflfage in La-
¢¢ garanne relative to the procefles of the Peritoneum, in which the Con-
‘¢ genial Hernie are formed. He did not, at that time, feem to be ac-
¢¢ quainted with the book. I lent it to him, and in a few days he
¢ returned it, and told me, that he had long had that book; and in-
¢¢ timated, that he had taken notice of the fame paflage, before I fpoke
¢ to him; and rather wondered that he had not recolleted it. This
““ apas after the publication of bis traét ; and, I believe, about the time
¢ when that number of the Critical Review was publifhed, which gave
 an account of his tract. I am, &e.

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

This evidence puts the fiction of ,Lagaranne, and of the inguifitive
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 {fubject was growing intractable and defpe-
rate. But my intention being only to convince the candid reader, I
will not dwell upon circumiftances fo humiliating to an author, and to
a man,

i ] e
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SECT. "LV,

RervuraTIioN of abfurd AccusATIONS.

ESIDES the great peints 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 inmy
hand.

Mr. P. feems to exult in thinking it probable, thatI 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 athamed to
do it, and athamed to confefs it: _An unmanly method, fays he, and
equally unbecoming @ 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 {o unlike : The one was in the dark, and might be trea-
cherous ; the other was open, and cculd only be impudent, if it was at
all wrong. It is ridiculous enough to reckon it unbecoming a man of
fpirit; for, in my mind, an attack made openly, and by name, before
a number of gentlemen, and afterwards acknowleged and repeated in
print, is not one of the firongeft and moft decifive marks of the want
of a decent fhare of fpirit. I own I fhould rather fufpet the man who,
inftead of defending himfelf when he is attacked, ftands complaining of
the unmanly manner, and wrangles about the juftice of the c/aim ; 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 muft tell the reader, that the account in the Critical Review
was not mine, in any other fenfe than that it was the language I ufed
at the time, both in my leGures, and among my private acquaintance ;
and therefore the f{ubftance of it was, probably enough, delivered by
mylelf to the anonymous perfon who calls himfelf Pupi/, either in a
leGture, or in private converfation. 1 made no fecret of the complaint;
{o that it might eafily have been fent to the Reviewers, by any friend
of mine. And it is no wonder that two little miftakes fhould have

crept



crept into the account, without any intention of mifreprefenting fa@s.
“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 T had complained. of
Mr. P. fo bimfelf. 'This moft certainly is a miftake : I never did, and
never fthall. If T had been the author of the account, that error thould

- not have been introduced, for this reafon, among others, that I fhould
not have wifhed 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 was totally changed ; the
grounds I went upon were certain; 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, by myfelf) was falfe, it was unjuftifiable, injurious, and
infamous : but if it was #7ue, as I aver, and have proved it to be, (ex-
cept 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 firft without my name, (if I had thought it proper) what
I had before told openly in my public leGure, and afterwards told in
a book, to which I put my name? why thould not my friends write to
the Reviewers ? it appears by the Critical Review for June 1757, that
Mr. Pott’s friends did fo.

The othercomplaint urged againft me is, the telling my #a/ to the young
people at myleture-room. ¢ I am really,” fays he, (p. 159) ata lofs to fay
¢« which has been moft furprizing to me, the Docor’s having made fuch
*¢ complaint, or his not having been athamed to acknowlege it. Whymake
“¢ an appeal to a fet of people, who could not pofiibly know any thing of
¢ thematter, or, at leaft, as it related to me? nor whether the complaint
¢ was well or ill grounded ? Why fhould Doctor Hunter be fo vain as to
‘¢ imagine, that his /p/¢ dixit muft be implicitly believed by all who heard
““ him? &¢.” Has Mr. P. really got into fuch Aabits and ways of think-
ing, that he is furprized any body zells the fruth, and is not athamed to
acknowlege it? I have proved every article of that appeal to be #rwe:
Why then fhould he be furprized, either that I made it, or that I was
not athamed to acknowlege it ! Becaufe, fays he, it was made 70 a féf
of people, who could not poffibly know any thing of the matter, or, at leaft, as
: it
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it related to him. Tt is very ftrange, indeed, if the gentlemeén who at-
tended my lectures could not poffibly know what 1 had demonfirated there.
Several of them had been prefent, and bore witnefs to every part of the
tranfaction ; and the reft of them cowld not poffibly doubt faéts, which
were of fo glaring a nature, and fo well attefted by their fellow-ftudents.
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, af
leaft, fo far as it related to bim. 'This is another phantom ; the mere
thadow 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
I was explaining the Hernia congenita, he was calling it a /lufus nature,
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 preparatipns which my brother had made, and
which I had thewn to them in le&ures, and heard our doétrines and
opinions explained. Was this beyond their comprehenfion?  And, as
his pamphlet was publithed 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 indirectly. Was this dark, or intricate, or beyond their reach?
Was it neceflary to know more than thofe faéts, to judge of my com- -
plaint, or of his behaviour? or, was it neceffary, before they could
poflibly know any thing of the matter, that they fhould wait patiently
five long years, and be made acquainted with the inftructive and delec-
table hiftory of ene Gargantua, and the inguifitive gentleman of St. Bar-
tholomew's ¢ a romance, 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 remov=
ing all poflibility of doubt. There was at once an end of our friend-
thip, and of my refpect 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, I endea-
voured to reprefent him fairly, and as he was : if the figure he made
was refpectable, the merit was all his own ; and if it was not, the de-
merit was not mine.

It is pleafant enough to fee the pains he takes, to make the world be-
lieve, that I had been babbling to boys, and mis-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 always a great number of gen-
tlemen prefent at thefe leCtures; who are enabled, both byeducation and
age, to judge of more diflicult queftions than any which this difpute
has occafioned.

- 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
confidered. :

- Inanote (p.161) he fays, ¢ In the Medical Commentary, {peaking
¢ of my erroneous account of the time of the defcent of the Teffes, and
¢ of my fuppofed theft from Haller, the Doéor fays, that the {ubject
¢ appeared to him oo delicate jfor converfation. But though it was too
¢ delicate for converfation, even with a man whom he dignifies with
“* the refpe¢table name of friend, yet it did not appear too delicate to be
~«¢ made the fubje of an anonymous piece of fatire. 'What an idea of
% dffzkaqy, as well as of friend/hip, does this convey ! Hie nigre fuccus
¢ Joliginis 3 bec eft @rugo mera.”

That the reader may the better underfland the idea that I meant to
convey of delicacy with my friend, and clearly fee our author’s fophiftry, I
beg leave to inform him, that in the year 1756 I treated a very delicate
fubje® (wiz. my friend Mr. P.’s fuppofed plagiarifm from Haller) with
filence, becaufe be 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, I fay, he had no right to expe& delicacy or friendfbip 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 underftand the wigre ficcus loliginis.

------ Quod wvitium procul afore chartis,
Atque animo prius, ut fi quid promittcre de me,

Poffum
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Poffum aliud, vere promitfo. Liberius fi ' -l
Dixero quid, fi forte jocofius 5 boc mibi juris i
Cum wvenia dabis.

The other note, which I beg leave to anfwer, is in Mr. P.’s 1634
page. It can be a fecret to none of Mr. P.’s readers, that he there re-
proaches me with having infulted him, by fending the Medical Commenta-
ries to him, as it contained fome things which could not be pleafing to him.
Very certain I am, that no #nfilt was intended ; nor, indeed, was any civi—
~ lity meant. It was thought but juftice, to let the perfon concerned have
a copy of his accufation, as foon as the public; that he might fettle
the defence he was to make, and be prepared to talk upon a fubje&;,
which was to come into public converfation. This, I am told, is al-
ways 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 unnecef-
fary 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 vo-
luntarily give him the fatisfaction which a gentleman thinks fufficient in
fuch cafes ; vzz. 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 queftion 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 characters of men are flaked in a difpute, it grows toe ferious
and 1mportant to be neglected. This confideration made me fend thefe
fheets to the prefs fooner, and perhaps more incorre, than I could have
withed. Mr. 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 leGtures, which is not yet finithed. If 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 fubjets. Mr. P. has
fupplied me with an unneceflary profufion of matter ; infomuch that,
inftead of having wantonly fought a difpute with him, as he would have
wifhed the world to believe, T 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 ob-
ferver 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 leGures ; and as if there were not now living many hun-
dreds of gentlemen, who know the truth of what I here advance. But
as I have done fome juftice to the two principal charaéters in this dif-
pute, 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 reputation, as an ingenious and modeft improver of furgery, as a man
who is faithful to his friend, and religioufly obfervant of Truth, upon
every occafion.

Que, fi fingula vos forte non movent, univerfa certe inter J¢ connexa,
atque conjunita, movere debebunt.

Jermyn Street,
Dec. 31, 1763,

D 2 POST-
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T would give me a very fincere pleafure, if T could promife ‘myfelf
} that I am now appearing in controverfy for the laft time: I heartily
wifh 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
friends, will prevent the fame kind of unfair proceedings from others.

Indeed, my old mafler, Profeflor Monro, fenior, has ftill 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 expoffulatory epiftle, and flattered me with
the promife of publithing a comment upon all my works. Yet I can-
not perfuade him, in a more private manner, to anfwer two fhort, and
plain, and fair queﬁiuns Therefore I muft lay our eorrefpondence be-
fore the public, in hopes that my o/d maffer’s friends will ufe their influ~
ence with him, in my behalf.

He fent his Eap@ﬁufmﬂry Epiftle to me, with the following letter :

¢ To Docor William Hunter, Phyfician, London.
¢ SIR,

“ In return for your Commentary, I herewith fend you a copy of
‘¢ fome animadverfions on the part of it immediately relative to me;
¢ and, as this is too fmall a compenfation for fuch an elegant book,: I
fhall foon 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 furnithing fuch copious materials to

[

111

“ Your old mafter,

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

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

s« To
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_":.""';"5" "l:ib Alexander Monro, fenior, Profeflor of Anatomy, Edinburgh.

ill ¥
L]

« SIR,

¢ I return you my thanks for the new edition of your Ofteology,
¢ which you was pleafed to fend me. At the fame time I received your
% Expoftulatory Epiftle, and a letter in manufcript.
. % You certainly have a right to demand information of the particular
:_ i“"‘gaﬁ'agcs in Dr. Noortwyk’s book, which I charge you with having
. mifreprefented. They are as follow :
\ « Medical Eff. vol. ii. p. 119. The words moff frongly are fubftituted
~ ¢ for guam poffet proxime 3 which tranflation alters the fenfe entirely.
. ¢ Ibid. The word and (moved the knife) is {ubitituted for the word
. ¢ o¢/; which likewife alters the fenfe entirely.
¢ Ibid. p.124. The following fentence is coined : And the [oft fpongy
" % internal fubflance of the womb is infinuated into the furrows between thefe
et fmobs.
< In my turn, I furely have a right to demand an anfwer to the two
.« following queftions. Who is meant by the deceafed bencfacior and
~  friend 2 who by the firft introducer into bufingfs, mentioned in the 27th
- < page of your Epiftle? I flatter myfelf, you will think it proper to
~ “ give me a direct anfwer, as foon as your leifure will permit, that it
¢ may not be in the power of malevolence itfelf to accufe you of flab-

, H bing in the dark. 1 am, Sir,
¢ Your very humble Servant,

-+« London, Jermyn-ftreet, Feb. 11, 1763. William Hunter.”

I expe@ed an anfwer; and own I was furprized at not receiving any.
- At length I wrote to him again, as follows:

¢« To Alexander Monro, {enior, &ec.

r

51 R,

.« Tt is now almoft ten months fince I troubled you with a letter, to
~ #¢ which I have hitherto received no anfwer. T am inclined to do you
el juftice ; yet I cannot well anfwer your printed Expoftulatory Epifile,
% without knowing who are meant by the deceafed benefaltor and friend,

" %¢ and the fir/? introducer into bufinefs, as they are reprefented by you in
N ¢ the
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¢ the 27th page of your Epifile. Let me repeat to you, that you cer-

¢ tainly had a right to afk, what the paffages were in Dr. Noortwyck,

[

-y

which I affirmed you had mifreprefented ; and accordingly I peinted
“ them out to you. I have the fame right to be informed of the dene-
¢ faétor 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 candour, and (p. 28) recommend plain fpeaking in

¢ difputes ; who call yourfelf a blunt, tefly old fellow ; will you, I 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 fact, in fuch a way as that I may
¢ clear myfelf, if innocent; or make the beft reparation in my power,

¢ if I have had the misfortune to be fo much in the wrong ? I cannot
“¢ think you will ftoop fo low ; and therefore I 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 #ll-grounded afperfion. If you was really fo informed, you was
“ egregioufly abufed, and you will now be glad to clear yourfelf; but
¢ if you avoid this fair opportunity of doing me juftice, I muft accufe
‘ you, not only of {preading, but of raifing a groundlefs calumny. 1

¢ _am, bir,

““ Your humble Servant,

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

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

To Alexander Monro, fenior, &e.

SI1R,

Give me leave to fend you a plain letter, in anfwer to your Expoffula-
tory Epifile.  Since the publication of that Epiftle, I have, again and
again, afked you two plain queftions, which your friends will probably
think, you thould have anfwered fooner. Whether you will now, or not,
is perfectly indifferent to me ; but, for your own fake, it might be pro-

per to fay ------; or whatever you have found to go off moft fpecioufly

.

i
|
.
;
i
3

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 bic,
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 controverfy, which you always difliked fo much that

¢ you never was the aggreffor.” This piece of declamation muft have
entertained your readers, who all know, that in this very difpute, you
were the aggreflor ; and that you wrote a long paper in the Critical Re-
view againft me, at a time when I had neither diretly nor indirectly
brought you into the difpute; and when I had not printed any thing
upon the fubject. You muit allow this fact ; and your beft friends muit
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.

- Was you never the aggreflor in another inftance? Recolleét yourfelf
before you fpeak ; and tell the world, who was the author of that coarfe
attack upon Garengeot, in the Medical Effays, which all gentlemen al-
low to be a difgrace to the collection.

You tell us (p. 2) that ¢ my late attack in my Medical Commentaries
“ on your candour and veracity, the part of your charaéter which you
¢ always valued moft, piques you fo much that you muft appeal to the
¢¢ public for redrefs; and that poffibly, 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 1s vindiétive
enough, but it is no vindication.

In your 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, firft, that you knew the fails relating to the difpute (between
your fon and me) and fent a fair flate of them ; and then by afluring the
public, that Dr. Monro (junior) went fo London in abfolute ignorance of
Dyr. Hunter's baving any particular opinion concerning Lympbatics, and was

Jurprized when be beard Dr. Hunter teach the doétrine of Lymphatics being
' Abforbents.
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Abforbents. Now, Sir, all the world knows, that it has been mved;"
that this was a direi? mifreprofentation of a fact. Had not I then a right
to fay fo, in my defence? and did not I leave you room, for the only de-
fence which candour and weracity could make, viz. a canfcﬂicm 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 fhew a {pirit of revenge, in fo humiliating a fituation.

From the 6th to the 16th page of your Epiftle, you wrangle with me
about your difpute with Dr. Noortwyk. I have told you the pafiages
which you have mifreprefinted, and the fact is as clear as fun-fhine; yet
I know that you would wrangle for ecver, rather than confefs that you
have been in the wrong. But there is ftill one way left you, for gaining
a viGory over me, in this part of our difpute. State the cafe to Dr.
Noortwyk in a letter ; you may have an an{fwer from Holland, in twe or
three weeks : You allow that he is /earned and candid; alk him if you
have tranflated thofe paflages like a man of veracity and candour, the part
of your charad&er upon which you value yourfelf moft : Afk him if he
has altered bis opinion. He is candid, you know, and therefore will do
you juftice readily ; and as you allow, that he is Jearned, 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 a man of candour and veracity in great diftrefs.

Unexpectedly, 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 refpect to my éenefaltor and firjt introducer. Then, once
for all, I will pay my refpects to you, and leave you to enjoy the fweets
of your calm retreat. 1 intended to have made fome remarks upon the
reft of your Epiftfe ; but while I was writing this Poffcript, 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 inje@ing, diffeting, preferving,
and fhewing it, and in planning and fuperintending drawings and plaifter

cafts
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cafts of it; neither of which can pofiibly be finifhed, 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 Poflferipz 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 neglectful 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 fub-
je&. They, and fome more, fhall be engraved by the beft mafters, as
foon as pofiible;; 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 years ago: But ftill I was diflatisfied with the work,
as being incomplete ; and, in fpite of the importunity of many friends,
in {pite even of your affetionate and good advice, I kept it from the
public. When the additions which have been made, fhall be publithed
to the world, I fhall have an opportunity of learning whether, for the
future, I ought to be direGted by your confummate wifdom and pru-
dence, or go on as well as I can, in my own fimple and blundering man-
ner. I am, Sir,

Your very humble Servant,

Jermyn-ftrect, March 15, 1764+ William Hunter.






