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CORRESPONDENCE. 

Malpositions of the Kidney. 

Sirs,?I have just perused a paper by Dr. David Newman 
on this subject in your current number, and I find in it an 
allusion to myself which you must allow me to correct. 

Dr. Newman quotes my words to the effect that I have 
failed to find " 

any instance where, by reason of this kind of 
mobility, a 

' movable kidney' has been an incident of any 
pathological importance." Of this sentence he says, 

" If Mr. 
Tait had taken the trouble to look up the literature of the 

subject, he would no doubt have come across them. I may 
mention two of these where it is distinctly stated that a 

meso-nephron was found to be present." 
He then alludes to two cases recorded in the Medical Times 

and Gazette by Dr. Henderson and Dr. Priestley. In both of 
these cases there were mesonephra; but it is clearly stated by 
Dr. Henderson that, in the first case, it was a feature of not 
the slightest pathological importance; and, for Dr. Priestley's 
case, it is a mere misuse of words to call the five lines of its 
record " a description of a case," as Dr. Newman does. Even 
in these few words, not one occurs which even suggests that 
the movable kidney had any importance at all. 

If I may judge from this thesis, I have taken a great deal 
more trouble over the literature of this subject than Dr. 
Newman has; and I do not think I have ventured to mis- 

represent or misinterpret any of the records I have investi- 
gated.?I am, &c., 

Lawson Tait. 
Birmingham, ISth August, 188S. 

18 Woodsidb Place, 
Glasgow, 15th August, 1883. 

Sirs,?I have to thank you for your kindness in permitting 
me to peruse the above letter by Mr. Lawson Tait. 
As there is still a good deal of misunderstanding regarding 

the opinions which he holds in respcct to the subject under 
discussion, I may be allowed to point out the change which 
he has lately made in his position. He does not now deny, as 
he did in his paper in the Bintisli Medical Journal of 
November last, the existence of "movable kidney" as a 
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pathological fact; but, after limiting the term "movable 

kidney" to those very few cases where the mobility is 
associated with a meso-nephron, and which in my paper are 
designated by the term 

" floating kidney," he states that he 
does not know an instance where it " has been an incident of 

any pathological importance." This he does without admit- 

ting the more common form of mobility?namely, movable 
kidney without a meso-nephron, to be an incident of either 
pathological or surgical importance. 
My reasons for considering cases where there is a meso- 

nephron worthy of attention are clearly indicated in my 
paper, so that it is not necessary for me again to refer to 

them; in fact, I should not have troubled you with a reply to 
Mr. Tait's letter but for his reference to Dr. Henderson. 

This writer does not in the report of his case say that the 

mobility of the kidney, or the meso-nephron, 
" 
was a feature 

of not the slightest pathological importance," as Mr. Tait 
would lead your readers to infer. He records the case as one of 
" Movable Kidney connected with Spinal Disease," and begins 
his paper as follows?" In addition to the cases of movable 

kidney already recorded by Rayer, Oppolzer, Dr. Hare, 
Henoch, Dr. George Johnston, &c.?in all, I think, about 
thirty cases?I wish to publish the following, as there are 
some points of special interest attached to it, and which were 
elucidated by a post-mortem examination." He devotes a 

considerable portion of his report to the physical signs and 
post-mortem appearances of the displaced kidney. In the 
first portion of the report, he states that the patient consulted 
him "on account of a tumour in the abdomen, which she said 
she had observed for a long time, but she could not say 

exactly when she first noticed it; and, as it caused her no 

pain nor inconvenience, she had not paid much attention to 

it." Dr. Henderson diagnosed the tumour to be a movable 

kidney. Farther on in the report, the following remarks are 
found?" But she still complained of the shooting pains 
occasionally passing through the abdomen, and which she 
referred to the tumour. These pains being entirely distinct 
from the constant pain caused by the diseased vertebrae, I was 
at that time led to suppose the tumour to be of a malignant 
nature, and probably connected with the mesentery or 

omentum." During the life of the patient, Dr. Henderson first 
thought that the tumour was a movable kidney; afterwards, 
when the pain became great, he was disposed to believe it to 

be of a malignant nature ; and after the post-mortem examina- 
tion, when no malignant tumour could be discovered, he 
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supposed that the pain 
" must have been caused by the spinal 

disease." 
In my paper I distinctly point out that in a number of 

cases of displacement of the kidney the patient may suffer 
very little inconvenience or pain, while in other cases the 

suffering is severe, and active surgical interference may be 

required for its relief; but whether the mobility of the 

kidney leads to severe symptoms or not, viewed from a 

pathological standpoint, it cannot but be regarded as of 

importance. Such a departure from the normal as the 

displacement of a kidney and the formation of a meso-nephron 
is surely a fact of some consequence when discovered during 
life, and one which no medical attendant is justified in putting 
altogether to one side. 

Mr. Tait seems to think I have done wrong in calling the 
account of Dr. Priestley's case a description ; but whether he 
admits the record to be a description or not, the fact still 
remains that it was a case of floating kidney, diagnosed cor- 

rectly during life, and after death found to have a meso- 

nephron,'?I am, Sirs, yours truly, 
David Newman. 


