
CORRESPONDENCE. 

Rejoinder to Dr Garson's Letter to the Editor regarding the 

Review op Dr Fancourt Barnes' Translation of Martin's Atlas. 

(To the Editor of the Edinburgh Medical Journal.) 

It is certainly, as Dr Garson says, an unusual step for an author to 
write an editor regarding a review of his own work. While such 
action may sometimes be excusable in the author, it is surely 
seldom warranted on the part of a person who has no concern 
with the book. We have already said it is an uninviting task to 



7 

958 CORRESPONDENCE. [APRIL 

have to point out such glaring deficiencies as we found ourselves 
bound to do in the case of Dr Fancourt Barnes; but we fail to see 
that Dr Garson has mended matters by rushing into the arena, and 
we hardly think that Dr Barnes will thank him for his proffered 
aid. In reply to Dr Garson's strictures, we emphatically assert 
that with the exception of the printer's error pointed out by him 
in our review, viz., 

" der artz " for " den Arzt," we are ready to 
adhere to every word contained in it, and can only explain Dr 
Garson's attempt to dispute our position by assuming that he is 
either ignorantly or wilfully blind on the subject. We further think 
that Dr Garson, when attempting to make two errors in syntax 
out of this trifle, ought to have put the spelling right, and not 
copied slavishly the misspelling. We maintain the correctness of 
our translation of the sentence from the preface referred to by 
Dr Garson, as also of the other given by us, but wisely omitted 
by him. 

" Fachwissenschaft" is translated by us, 
" the scientific 

knowledge of our branch of the profession," and not, as Dr Garson 
misquotes us, 

" of our profession." When the quotation is properly 
made, we fail to see how our view differs from Dr Garson's, except 
in perspicuity. In regard to " vielen," Dr Garson may not be 
incorrect, as we notice, on referring to the original, that it is 
followed by 

" anderwarts," but his observations respecting 
" einwarts 

gezogen" are utterly unwarranted, and clearly prove that Dr 
Garson does not even yet understand the subject illustrated by the 
plate. He is also glaringly at fault in his attempt to justify Dr 
Barnes for his haphazard translation of 

" umgebogene." The word 
is here employed to demonstrate that the anterior wall of the retro- 
fleeted uterus represented in the plate is 2*7 centimeters longer than 
the bent over posterior wall. The laying open of the uterus is taken 
for granted, as in the two accompanying figures, where no reference 
is made to the mesial section. The surprise in this case should 

surely be at the folly of Dr Garson in maintaining a position so 
manifestly incorrect, and not at us for endeavouring to set the 
translator right when he is obviously wrong. But in his remarks 

upon "ziemlich" Dr Garson fairly outstrips himself in absurdity. 
He indulges in some utterly unintelligible and inconsequent obser- 
vations about dictionaries and idioms in reference to a plain categorical 
sentence possessing no idiomatic character whatever, whilst he never 
once refers to the inadmissible meaning of 

" 
apparently 

" 
ascribed to 

the word by Dr Barnes, and to which we took exception. In Dr 
Garson's rambling remarks on this point, he appears to us to have 
lost sight entirely of the subject in question, and in his own transla- 
tion he entirely omits the word, contenting himself with correctly 
translating 

" Kernreich," the meaning of which was never disputed. 
As to the extraordinary treatment of 

" 

in.," when employed as a 
contraction for " inauguralis," being a printer's error, internal 

evidence to the contrary is shown by Plate XXXIII. fig. 
2, where Dr Barnes, in translating a title containing that 

contraction, either entirely omits it as meaningless to him, and 
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translates " de" as 
" 
on," or attaches that meaning to " 

in," 
omitting 

u de." Our etc. may be allowed to stand if JL)r Garson 
would take the trouble to look at Plates XXIV. fig. 3, and XXXVII. 
fig. 6, where the same troublesome printer seems to have been at 
work. When he triumphantly asserts that the blunder as to " in." 
does not occur in one of the quoted instances, we recommend him 
to look well, and he may detect a blunder of a different kind in the 
Latin to which we referred in that instance, but which his Latin 

knowledge seems insufficient to enable him to detect without this 
broad hint from us. 

While we distinctly disclaim all wish to say one unduly severe 
word regarding Dr Barnes's well-meant translation, we feel bound 
to affirm that a closer examination of the work only deepens 
our conviction of the justness of our previous remarks. But we 
refrain from pursuing this disagreeable theme further, as we think 
our readers cannot now fail to be convinced that this interference 
with free and legitimate criticism on Dr Garson's part is as ill-advised 
in the interests of his friend as it is unwarranted in regard to us. 

The Keviewer. 


