
CORRESPONDENCE. 

THE LATE PROFESSOR GOODSIR AND PROFESSOR VIRCIIOW. 

To the Editor of the Edinburgh Medical Journal. 

Sin,?I hope you will kindly allow me to express, in a few 
words, my thanks for the truly seasonable and effective reclamation 
in behalf of the scientific claims of the late Professor Goodsir, as 
also of Professor Bennett and others, made in the last number of 
your Journal. 

Only the day before the article in your Journal was brought 
under my notice by the kindness of a friend, I happened to see for 
the first time the latest edition of Kirkes's " Handbook of Physi- 
ology," published this year. Now, from the first edition of this 
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work, published in 1348, clown to that published in 1869, not only 
is Professor Goodsir's name made prominent mention of in connexion 
with the cellular tlieoiy, but it is also specially mentioned in con- 
nexion with the " Anatomical and Pathological Observations in 

the long 
u List of Authors" at the end of the volume. Indeed, 

Professor Goodsir's name comes second in that list, immediately 
after that of Hunter. In the last edition of the work, however, his 
name oceurs only once (in the body of the book), as part of the 

phrase " dental groove (Goodsir)." I need scarcely mention so 
mere a matter of course in the present state of the question between 
Professor Goodsir and the German professor, as that both the 
" Cellular Pathology 

" and its English translation by Dr Chance 
are most carefully registered after the name of Yirchow in the 

" List 

of Authors." 
I am perfectly well aware that, in the present phase of the 

cellular theory, the prominent question concerns the protoplasmic 
views of Professor Huxley on the one hand, and the " formed 
matter" of Dr Beale on the other. This, then, may explain why 
Professor Goodsir's name no longer stands so prominent in that part 
of the " Handbook of Physiology" which treats fundamentally of the 
cell-theory. But now that his Memoirs, as your article shows, have 
been collected and published in so excellent a form, through the 
liberality of the Messrs Black, it appears rather remarkable how the 
present editors of the late Dr Kirkes's work should have felt them- 
selves called on to draw the pen through all the references that might 
?may I say ought to?have been made to them, with any needful 
changes, as formerly. 1 feel that this conduct on the part of these 
editors (I do not know their names) fully justifies all which I did 
and stated in 18G8, when protesting against the admission of Pro- 
fessor Yirchow among the Honorary Fellows of the Hoyal Society 
of Edinburgh ; for I now witness him proclaimed in this book as, 
in fact, the only intellectual proprietor of what, to a most consider- 
able extent, and that where the value is most fundamental, is not 
his. I say, 

11 not his," on the strength of his own deed. That 

systematic work entitled 
" Cellular Pathology," he dedicates, in its 

English translation, to Professor Goodsir, as one of the earliest and 
most successful investigators of its subject; while, in this systematic 
book itself, lie is named only in connexion (as your reviewer truly 
and forcibly points out) with one solitary and by no means im- 
portant point. The conclusion from this is plain. The dedication 
and book flatly contradict each other; and the former, I hope fully 
warrants me in again demanding, that what its author allowed to 
be Professor Goodsir's, be restored to him. 

I have always felt that time would effect this just restitution and now hail with gratitude your article, as a sure warrant of iho 
justice of my expectation.?I remain, etc., 
P S!?T mmr n\/ 

Joseph Tavi.ou Goods,b. ^.-1 may mention that I possess, among other doeument's' of 
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my brother's, a number of notes on 
" Observations on the Develop- 

ment of Tissue," Virchow s Archiv, vol. xv. p. 465. In one ot 

these, my brother plainly occupies the ground since taken up and 
defended so successfully by Dr Hutchison Stirling against Profes- 
sor Huxley's disintegrating protoplasmic tenets. It is asked, in 
this note, Are cells not specific? In another of these notes, my 
brother claims various facts, and the principles involved in them, 
as having been ascertained by himself, but attributed wrongly 
in the Archiv to Virchow or others. 


