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Note regpecting the Conduct of Dr. Wilson Philip.
By Mr. Hutchinson.

the Quarterly Merlico.Chirurgical Journal for papril last, Dr,
IN’hlllp has thought proper to pub]_ish the same remarks on soma
passages il my Proemium as appeared in this Journal for March,,
notwithstanding the manner in which I had replied to them: how far
1 refuted the principal points in Dr. Philipls remarksl must be deter,
mined by others. Dr. phj_]_ip has also, without including my Reply,
added some remarks on that Reply, which, according to the common
rules of candid controversy, should have comprised = refutation of my
objections to Dr. philip's charges in his former remarks, o= the pub-
lication of those charges should not have been subsequently made. *
Instead of yhich, he has added mis-statements of such a kind, that I
should not have thought them proper for my notice, had I not been
previously led into this controversy. I shall point them out in the
order in which they occur. 1 may previously mention, that Dr.
Philip persists 1n calling me = reviewer, as the writer of that Pro-
emium; notwithstanding my remarks on this point in my Reply, and
the evidence in the character of the Proemium itself. He has heard,
I suppose, candid and liberal men gxpress themselves in a particular
mannexr respecting the duty of a reviewer’- and he thinks thus to pre-
judice the public against me, and give to the trivial errors I committed
as an histwian a more serious character.

He 3dds, that, in my Reply, I have but little amended p, former
statements, because 1 call Legallois *? the executor of those experi-
ments which most clearly prove that the action of the heart cont.i.nues
after the destruction of the spinal marrow whereas, he says, *All
those who are acquainted with the work of Mp Legallois know that
his chief object was to prove, that the action of the heart does not
continue after the destruction of the spinal marrow." It is difficult
£o gay which Dr. Philip displays here in the most glaring manner, bis
folly, o= his artfulness in making mis-statements. Eyery rational man
will gay to Dr. philip, ** It gignifies little to me what Tegallois' chief
object was toprove, but what has he proved." Now, this is just what
1 plainly expressed ir my Proemium. I gy there, ~ It may not be
devoid of utility to show how the yeyy experiments from which these
arguments have been deduced (that the heart depends o= the spinal
marrow for its motive inflyepce), tend to support the side of the
question they =re considered to oppose ; and that they do this in a
very powerful manner, may Pe easily proved." (Proemium,, p. xxi,)

Dr. Philip objects t© my calling him " the repeater ©f the greater

part ©f ILegallois* experiments:" he gays, In the whole of .,

*

%
The reader should be informed, that Dr. philip did not offer bis last remarks

for insertion in this Journal, where r, Reply had appeared, although he after-
wards sent a communication on another subject : hut published them in another

Journal, for the perysal ©f many persons WhO may Pe supposed to have seen
neither the Reply nor the Proemium.
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Treatise I relate the repetition of but one of this author's expers-
ments." What, I ask any person who has read his Inquiry, are all
Dr. Philip's experiments o= the influence of the destruction of the
spinal marrow on the action of the heartl but repetitions of those of
Legallois ?

Dr. Philip, as an effort to obviate my reason for using the term
TEeServoir as designative of a notion of hiS, says, I quote from his
Treatise “* observations which apply to the nerves in general, as a
proof that I consider the ganglian system a reservoir of nervous in-

passages I
have quoted, if he does not recollect that the term " the ganglian

fluence!" I need only request the reader to turn to the

system" is used by Dr. Philip in one of the cited passages.

Dr. Philip commences his next paragraph with, "I do not wish to
proceed farther;" yet this evidence of consummate self-conceit is
followed by the citation of j3]f a sentence from my ReplY, because I
in that sentence confessed the two trivial errors 1 began my reply with

acknowledging; and then Dr. philip artfully adds, =~ If he recur tor
my Observations, he will find that it was applied not to one, but many
errors, which I had enumerated, as appears from the first words of the
sentence, = all this." The reader will not forget that Dr. philip acts

thus after the publication of my Reply’. and I repeat, on this pointl
as well as in respect to his last remarks in general, it 1s new in the his-

tory ©f controversy for a ma=n to publish charges subsequently t°
objections to them which he has shown himself unable to refute.

With respect to the two errors in question, I add, that every person
of extensive reading in medical literature knows that there is hardly
an author who has noticed to a great extent the opinions of others,
that has not in some instances erred in what he has attributed to
them. I need not therefore, I am confident, fear, that the conduct of
Dr. Philip o= this occasion will make of such serious importance in
me, what is regarded in others as an error necessarily Veniall for it is
one which no person <an hope to avoid in multitudinous references to
the history of so comprehensive a subject as medicine.*

W. HUTCHINSON.

Sacknlle'Street; April 28thy 1820.

*

The above remarks are published in this Journal, ! because it is necessary

£o pay the expense of their publication in the Journal in which Dr, philip published
the papers in question, (the editor affixing them to his Journal as an gppendix of
additional matter;) and the expense Of printing = single leaf amounts to a consi-
derable gyp, very disproportionate to that for a whole gheet; = sum I do not
choose to spend on this occasion : because, 2?, my chief wish is to Vindicate my -
self to the readers of this Joyrnal, and those persons who will not form their

judgment on the gubject until they have examined every thing relating to i



