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MEepicaL history for the most part is interesting to the student
only from a historical viewpoint and practical knowledge gained in
this way as a general rule is net of great value. However in obstet-
rical science this is not true for not only are the lives and achieve-
ments of the obstetricians of the 17th and 18th centuries historically
interesting, but the practical study of their works is of utmost value
to the present-day practitioner of obstetrics. In no other field of
medicine have there been so few changes in operative technic and
it is safe to presume that certain obstetric procedures such as podalic
version, breech extraction and forceps application were performed
by these men with as much skill and dexterity as obtains
to-day.

Up to the present day no obstetrical author ancient or modern
has contributed so many principles of obstetrical science as William
Smellie, a Scotsman born in 1697 and died in 1763, Some idea of the
fascinating medical career of this man may be gained by mention of
his intimate friends such as William Hunter, James Douglas, Tobias
Smollett, William Cullen, and John Gordon and of some of his con-
temporaries Samuel Johnson, Joshua Reynolds, David Garrick,
Oliver Goldsmith, Lawrence Sterne and others.

It is, however, the purpose of this short paper to onlv speak of
Smellie’s great work on midwifery, to point out the contributions
for which his name stands and to stimulate if possible 2 desire among

* Extracted from a paper entitled *Some Early Obstetricians and Their
Works,” read at a meeting of the Section on Obstetrics and Gynecology of the
New York Academy of Medicine, April 22, 1910,
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practitioners of to-day to devote some time to the practical study
of this great master of obstetrical science.

.,This great work which was published originally in three volumes
is not only a tribute to Smellie the author and teacher, but it
exemplifies Smellie the practitioner as an adept obstetrician and an
honest man. He acknowledges his mistakes with the same frank-
ness as he points out his successes, and not the least interesting is the
fact that the revision of this treatise was made by that master of
literary art, his one-time pupil, Tobias Smollett.

A contemporary author speaks thus of William Smellie “I knew
him well—he was an honest man and not only a faithful compiler
of the doctrines and sentiments of other writers on the subject, but
whatever he advanced as new and properly his own was founded on
real facts and observation; and what ought still more to recommend
him and enforce his authority with those of his fraternity, he was an
enthusiast in his profession—manmidwifery was the idol of his heart;
he believed in his forceps as firmly as he did in his Bible.”

This then is the man who in the preface of his midwifery writes
“Neither did I pretend to teach midwifery till after I had practised
it successfully for a long time in the country; and the observations
I now publish are the fruits not only of that opportunity, but more
immediately of my practice in London during ten years, in which I
have given upward of 28c courses of midwifery, for the instruction
of more than goo pupils, exclusive of female students; and in that
series of courses 1o5¢c poor women have been delivered in presence
of those who attended me; and supported during their lying-in
by the stated collections of my pupils; over and above those difficult
cases to which we were often called by midwives, for the relief of the
indigent. These considerations, together with that of my own pri-
vale practice which hath heen pretty extensive, will, I hope, screen
me from the imputation of arrogance with regard to the task I
have undertaken; and I flatter myself that the performance will
not be unserviceable to mankind.”

Of the early editions of this work the one that is of the greatest
historical and practical interest is that published in 1779 at London
by Strahan, Cadel, and Nicol in the Strand, and Fox and Hayes
in Holborn, to which was “added a set of anatomical tables with
explanations.”

These remarkable examples of medical art were thirty-nine
in number and each plate was accompanied by a description. We are
told that twenty-six of these were engraved from drawings done
by Mr. Ramsdyke and that in eleven others the author was assisted
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THE THIRD TABLE

Exhibits a Front-View of a diftorted Pelpis.

A The five Vertebre of the Loins.
B The Os Sacrum.

C The Os Coccygis.

D.D The Offa Iidim.

E.E The Offa Ifchitm.

F The Offa Pubis.

G.G The Foramina Magna.

H.H The Acetabula.

From this Plate may appear the great danger incident to both
Mother and Child when the Pelvis is diftorted in this manner; it
being only two inches and an half at the Brim from the pofterior
to the anterior part, and the fame diftance between the inferior
parts of each Os Ifchiim. Vide Tab. XXVII. where the Pelvis
is one quarter of an inch narrower at the Brim than this, but fuffi-
ciently wide below. Various are the forms of distorted Basons, but
the laft mentioned is the moft common. It is a great happinefs
however in practice that they are feldom fo narrow, though there are
inftances where they have been much more fo. The danger in
all fuch cafes muft increafe or diminifh, according to the degree of
diftortion of the Pelvis, and fize of the Child’s head.

Vide Vol. I. Lib. 1. Chap. 1. Sect. 4, 5. and Vol. IL. Coll. 1. No.
3, 4, 5. Alfo Coll. 21. 29. and 2¢.

THE

Note.—The legend above is taken directly from Smellie's book, together with
the illustration on the opposite page.
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with a large quantity of urine from the long pressure of the head
against the urethra, which shows that the urine ought to be drawn
off with a catheter in such extraordinary cases, before you apply
forceps, or in preternatural cases where the child is brought
footling.”

There is no question but that the most outstanding feature of
Smellie’s treatise is his teaching concerning the mechanism of
labor. His views on this subject were far ahead of anyone of his
time and it has been said that he here laid the keystone of scientific
midwifery. Before this time most writers held that throughout
parturition the face of the fetus looked toward the sacrum and the
occiput toward the pubis, i.e., in the anteroposterior diameter of the
pelvis. That the mechanism was at all intricate was not dreamed of.
Smellie's solution of this problem was no mere accident for he showed
by the case books that he kept during his thirty years of practice
that he was a diligent student of Nature. He tells us “I diligently
attended to the cause and operations of Nature which eccurred in
my practice, regulating and improving myself by that infallible
standard; nor did reject the hints of other writers and practitioners
from whose suggestions I own I have derived much useful infor-
mation.”

Smellie primarily recognized the fact that Nature alwayschooses
the path of least resistance and from his studies of the form and di-
mensions of the pelvis and of the fetal head saw that here lay the
basis of the position of the fetus. He realized that the measure-
ments of the pelvic inlet were almost the reverse of those of the
outlet and that therefore the anteroposterior diameter route was
not the path of least resistance.

Here then was the secret of the mechanism of parturition, that
the longest diameter of the fetal head should become engaged at the
pelvic brim in the widest diameter of the pelvis and throughout the
whole progress of labor that this relationship should be maintained.

Another doctrine that we attribute to Smellie is that regarding
the position of the fetus in utero during pregnancy. Previous to
his time the generally accepted teaching was that the fetus lay in
the breech position until some time between the seventh month
and the onset of labor, when the reverse position was assumed.
In his treatise Smellie demonstrated not only the position of the
fetus with relation to the mother but also described the correct
ovoid posture of the fetus as we know it to-day.

Smellie pointed out that the fetus was but a passive agent during
the course of labor and changed the theory then current that a dead
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child was born with greater difficulty than a living one. He also
first showed that an eighth month child had more chance of survival
than a seventh month child, a fact that curiously enough among the
laity to-day is not generally known.

By showing that the placenta might be attached to any part of the
uterine cavity he thus exploded the idea that it was always attached
to the fundus uteri. His method dealing with the delivery of this
organ is most instructive and was opposed to the prevalent method
of his day. After tying the cord with one ligature and cutting the
cord his practice was one of expectancy for a time after which he
urged the patient whenever possible to deliver the placenta herself
by straining or bearing down. He writes (page 354, vol. ii): "I at
first swam with the stream of general practice, till finding by re-
peated observation, that violence ought not to be done to Nature,
which slowly separates and squeezes down the placenta by the grad-
ual contraction of the uterus; and having occasion to perceive, in
several instances that the womb was as strongly contracted imme-
diately after the delivery of the child as I have found it several hours
after delivery; I resolved to change my method, and act with less
precipitation in extracting the placenta.”

Among the most notable of Smellie’s achievements was his modi-
fication of the obstetrical forceps. When he first began to practice
his instruments consisted chiefly of the perforating scissors, the
blunt hook, the fillet and the straight crotchet. It is not known
just when he first used forceps but we are told on page 311, vol. ii,
“I procured a pair of French forceps according to a draught pub-
lished in the Medical Essays by Mr. Butter, but found them so long
and so ill contrived, that they by no means answered the purpose for
which they were intended.” Later on in his treatise he says “with
experience and hints which have occurred and been communicated
to me in the course of teaching and practice I have been led to
alter the form and dimensions of the forceps so as to avoid the in-
conveniences that attend the use of the former kinds.”

Smellie first designed the short straight forceps about the year 1744
and the so-called English lock is undoubtedly his invention. In this
connection his biographer John Glaister quotes a letter dated Jan. 12,
1747, to Mr. John Gordon, Surgeon at Glasgow. Smellie writes
“About three years ago I contrived a more simple method of fixing
the steel forceps by locking them into one another, by which means
they have all the advantages of the former kinds without the
inconveniences.”

He also devised a longer curved instrument for use in mid and
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high positions. To him also must be accredited the perforating
scissors that bear his name at the pres:nt day. Not only did
Smellie greatly improve the forceps of his day but to him belongs the
credit as the first obstetric writer to lay down safe rules for the
application of these instruments, and these rules formulated in 1751
are practically those that obtain to-day.

Smellie’s treatment of persistent occiput posterior is worthy of
mention. He not only used manual rotation for this condition but
also the forceps. The value of his straight forceps in this connection
is obvious,

Smellie was well acquainted with accidental hemorrhage and
placenta previa and he also pays especial attention to puerperal
diseases and discusses under this head diet, air, sleep, rest, excretion
and the “passions of the mind."” For laceration of the perineum
he recommends immediate surgical repair.

Smellie perfected the obstetrical manikin which he used in his
teaching and from the description of his apparatus it is doubtful
whether at the present day any apparatus of that nature may be
found as ingenious or as complete. -

An interesting chapter found in the latter part of the first volume
bears the title “Of the chuisife Qualifications of Accoucheurs,
Midwives, Nurses Who Attend Lying-in Women, and Wet and Dry
Nurses for Children.” His words to accoucheurs are worth closing
this article with, not only because of the lofty minded sentiments ex-
pressed but because they depict the noble character of the man who
wrote them. He writes “but over and above the advantages of
education he ought to be endued with a natural sagacity, resolution
and prudence; together with that humanity which adorns the owner,
and never fails of being agreeable to the distressed patient; in
consequence of this virtue, he will assist the poor as well as the rich,
behaving always with charity and compassion. He ought to act
and speak with the utmost delicacy of decorum, and never violate
the trust reposed in him, so as to harbor the least immoral or in-
decent design; but demean himself in all respects suitable to the
dignity of his profession.”

50 CoLLEGE STREET.
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MEMOIR OF

WILLIAM SMELLIE, M.D.

BY THE EDITOR.!

As a teacher, anthor and practitioner, there ia no British obste-
trician—eertainly none of the eighteenth century—who deserves so
high a place in our estimation as William Smellie. Nay, more,
uider whichever of these several aspects we may regard him, he
scarce hasanequal.  Whilst of all the men, British and foreign, who
have most largely contributed to the advance of sound obstetric
knowledge, Smellie may justly stand in the foremost rank. No
seconcheur, ancient or modern, unfolded so many of the principles
of true obstetric science, and in his practice so consistently acted
up o them.

William Smellie was a native of the same county, Lanarkshire,
which was the birthplace of Cullen and William Hunter. He was
born most probably in the town or immediate neighbourhood of
Lanark, some time in the year 1697.2  Of his early life and medical

! The materials out of which this akebeh (for it is no more than s aketeh)
bas been composed were very scaniy: and on several points of intercat in
Smellie’s life, information iz still wanting. The eources from which I have
compiled are, Smellic's own statemenls, scallered through bis wrilings ;
Hutchinson's * Biographin Medica;' Dr. Maorice Ooalow's shorl sketch in
‘London Medieal Repository,” vel. xv; Foart Simmona's ' Life of William
Hunter ;" Thompaon's *Life of Cullen ;" Sichold®s * Geschiclite der Geburts-
hulfe ;' Bir James Simpson's address before the British Medical Associalion;
und personal investigations made at Lanmark by Dr. Maxwell Adams, of that
town, and by myself, in July, 1875. To Dr. Adams, as well as to Dr.
Matlbews Duncan, I am greatly indebted for the efectual aid thiey most freely
rendered to me when porsving these inguiries.

* A wriler in the *Ed. Med. and Surg. Joor,,” wol. lxix, p. 414, describes
Ymellic s being *a native of Lesmabagow, in the upper ward of the same
tounty,”—Lanark; but a careful search in the registry of that town failed to
discover his name.
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education nothing is known nor even where he obtained his medical
degree.! He appears to have started as an apothecary in the town
of Lanark, and in this capacity he began medical and obatetrical
practice about the year 17z0.

Dr. Maurice Onslow, in his sketeh of Smellie written in 1821,
states he had heard that Smellie began life as a surgeon or surgeon’s
mate in the navy, but he does not vouch for the truth of this, and
I am strongly inclined to discredit it altogether, as Smellie could only
have been 22 or 23 years of age when he commenced general prac-
tice at Lanark.

Of Smellie’s life at Lanark, Simpson thus writes: “ While settled
at Lanark he did not succeed, as we learn from one of his subse-
quent detractors,® in getting above the position of second medical
practitioner in that small community, and I have seen some of his
accounts showing how miserably small his fees were. In fact he
eked ount his scanty income by keeping a shop as a village cloth
merchant as well s by practising as avillage doctor.® Bat in those
long ordeal years he was busy in self-instruction, and especially in
reading such medical books as he could manage to borrow or afford
to buy. Ina lelter to Baillie Cullen, ¢ surgeon in Hamilton,’ he
writes, “ 1 have kept your book on Comsumption too long, but I
shall send it next week. Send me up Dr. Clifton’s history of Medi-
cine, I want to see something in him. I could not get that book
from Glasgow or Edinburgh, but I have sent to London for it.”
What induced him to leave Lanark I know nof. The story goes
that after disappearing from Lanark for a few years, and in the
interira stodying under Gregoire, st Paris, he astonished at last his

! The registers of the Universilies of Edioburgh, Glasgow, St. Andrew's,
Leyden, Utrecht, and Aberdeen, have been examined witha negative resolt; but
I have been informed that the registry of St. Andrew’s is defective for some years
sbout the tims when Semellis"s name would appear in it; so that be may have
taken his medical degres in this university, and from not Bodiog bis name else-
where, I am disposed to think that he did,

3 The oaly authority for this statement is Dr. William ]}n'uglu,lhamlﬂ
of a coarse sourrilous letler to *“Dr. Smelle "—s0 he calls him—In 1748.
I shall again bave occasion to refer to it, and to the correspondence arising out
of it.

3 This story of Smellis having kept a cloth shop at Lanark, is borrowed,
I presume, from Dr. Jobn Thompeoa; but the only aathority he gives for it
is, that be “"had been told™ it (see his * Life of Dr. Cullen,” vol. §, p. 18).
This author also gives a copy of tho lelter from Bmellie to Baillic Cullen,
quoted by Bimpson.
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friends at home by sending them word he was alive and a thriving
doctor in Tondon. That there was any long interval between his
leaving Lanark and settling in London, is quite at variance with
Smellie’s own statements, For example, in the preface to the second
volume of his midwifery, he writes *“ Between the years 1722 and
1739 while I praclised in the country I took notes,” &c. Again
in case 303, we find him saying, “In 1738, the year before I settled
in London, a midwife sent for me to assist in a labour,”” &e. At
the same time there is sowe collateral evidence (which I shall just
now mention) to favour the idea that after leaving Lanark and before
taking up a permanent residence in London, he may have spent some
months in travelling and attending the obstetrical lectures of Gregoire
at Paris, The grounds for this supposition are, that I find only one
of his recorded cases to have happened in 1738 (case No. 303), and
that there is no case bearing the date of 1739.

The Register of Seizins for the Royal Burgh of Lanark record
different purchases of land by Smellie. The first of these was in
1728, when he is described as * Apothecary,” and that Eupham
Borland waa his spouse. Again under date of May, 1736, another
entry occurs in which he is still designated  Apothecary ; ™ whilst
in May, 1742, the register styles him ““ Doctor.”” It is fair to con-
clude from these quotalions that some success attended Smellie in
Lanark, and that he was not driven away from it through poverty;
and farther, that he obtained his medical degree some time between
1736 and 1742.

From the very outset he seems to have devoted himself with great
carnestness to midwifery practice, “ taking notes,” he says, © of all
the remarkable cases that occurred,” and in proof of this we find
that the dates of his cases commence from the year 1722 (vide Nos,
29 and 382}, at which period he conld only have been a short time
practising. He remained at Lanark, as we have seen, in the active
pursuit of his profession until the year 1730, when he changed his
residence to London, YWhy he ventured to take ao bold a step we
bave not the means of knowing positively, but the obsarvations he
makes on case 186 supply us with some clue to the circomstances
which induced him to settls in London as a teacher and practitioner
of midwifery, and these I shall now advert to. In the beginningof his
practice he knew nothing of the use of the forceps, Chapman's
treatise (the first to give instruction about it) not being then pub-
lished, nor for some years afterwards, Conmsequently he was often
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obliged to resort to inetruments of = destructive kind to the child,
and this, he tells us in case 186, gave him “ great uneasiness,” and
in order to avoid this “loss of children,” he * procured a pair of
Freneh forceps, described by Mr. Butter in the ¢ Medical Essays,’
vol. iii.  (This instrument was none other than the forceps of Dusé,
pictured by Mulder, tab. 1, fig. 8, Butter’s description of which
appeared in 1733, the same year that Chapman’s work issued from
the press.) He aflerwards studied the treatises of Chapman and
Giffard (1734), bul not satisfied with that, he “actually made a
journey to London in order to acquire further information on this
sabject; ” but he adds, “here I saw nothing was to be learned.”
The only teacher of midwifery at that time in London was either
Maubray or Manningham ; and Smellie’s observation is cerfainly not
complimentary to the teaching then pursued. Being thus disap-
pointed in London he next proceeded to Paris (where Gregoire was
then lecturing), and made a stay of about three months. There like-
wize he was “ much disappointed in his expectations.” Being dis-
satisfied with Gregoire’s manner of instructing, Smellic goes on to
say, I considered that there was & possibility of forming machines,
which should so exactly imitate real women and children as to ex-
hibit to the learner all the diffienlties that happen in midwifery; and
such I actually contrived and made by dint of uncommon labour
and application,” He certainly does not mention the date of this
trip to London and Paris, but I think we can be at no loss to
fix it about 1799 ; for in case 281, which bears the date 1937, he
tried and had reason to be disgusted with Butter’s (or more properly
Dusé’s} forceps; it must therefore have been subsequently to this
date that he resolved on going to London in search of information.
This brings us sonear the time, 1739, when we know he left Lanark,
that it seeins more than probable the cause of his leaving it was the
eager pursuit of obstetric knowledge, nnd the effect of his visit to
London and Paris was the strong conviction that he could intro-
duce better and more eflectual methods of teaching midwifery than
any that were then known. Such then would appear to have been
the resson of his selecting London as the place of his future resi-
denece, and =0 speadily commencing there to give courses of instrue-
tion in midwilery.

In the year 1741 (that is about two years after Smellie settled in
London), Willinm Hunter, then only three and twenty years of age,
came Lo scek his fortune in the great city, and took up his abode
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with Smellie. Asthey were both natives of the same county, Lanark-
shire, it is more than probable they had some previous acquaintance.
Mr. Pettigrew, in his “Medical -Portrait Gallery,’ says that Smellie
was at this time an apothecary practising in Fall Mall, but gives no
anthority for thir; and I feel disposed to question the accuracy of
the statement, since it must have been about this very time that
Smellie began to teach midwifery; and moreover from the entry
made on the fy leaf of some of the books in his library we know
what #io of hia London addresses were, viz., Gerrard Street, and
Weardonr Street, S5t. Anne’s, Sobo, but not Pall Mall,

His saccess as a teacher must have been very great, for in ten years
he had more than nine hundred pupils (exclusive of females), and
gave 200 courses of lectures, This is the more remarkable, when we
recollect that all these were voluntary pupils, attending his courses
for sake of the information to be derived from them, and not for
the *certificate”” only, as is too commonly the case in the present
day. He acquired at the same time considerable reputation as an
accoucheur, and his private practice became * pretty extensive,”
us he himself expresses it. He continued teaching and practising
till the middle of 1759, when he resolved to be relessed from the
arduous professional duties which he had been discharging for
nearly forty years. Having made over his class, museum, and
teaching appliances to Dr. John Harvie, he left London and returned
to his native county, The Dr, John Harvie here mentioned is
doobtless the same who communicated cases 39 and 419. We
know that Smellie’s heir was a Dr. John Harvie who was married
to his miece ; and I think we may with every certainty identify this
individual, as being the same Dr. John Harvie who was Smellie’s
successor in the lecture room and who sent him the sccounts of the
two cases just alluded to, There can be little doubt, also, that he
was the author of & small work published in 1767, under the title
of “Practical Directions showing & method of preserving the Pe-
rinenm in childbirth,! &c. I have never seen this bock, s0 I can
#ay nothing of its contents, I saw in Smellie’s library at Lanark a
printed copy of the syllabus of Dr. Harvie's course of lectures “ At
his honse in Wardour Street,Soho, London,” It bears the date of 1763
and the number of lectures comprised in the course was seventeen.

After he took up his residence near the town of Lanark, Smellie em-
ployed his leisure honrs in methodising and revising his papers, and
i finishing the collection of cases which form the last volume of his
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¢ Midwifery ;" the three volomes having appeared consecutively with
intervals between. He only just lived to complete this great work,
but not long enough to see it all in print. At the request of Dr.
Matthews Duncan, careful inguiry was made by Dr, Maxwell Adams,
of Lanark, for Smellie’s grave in the burying ground of the old
Kirk of St. Kentigern adjoining that town, and after a “long
search” he succeeded in finding it : over the grave isa ““table
stone* very much defaced, but ““with some little difficulty,” writes
Dr. Adams, * the following inscription can be made out.”

¢ This is Doctor William Smellie’s burial place, who died March
5th, 1763, aged 66.

% Here lyes Enpham Borland, spouse to the said Doctor Smellie,
who died June 27th, 1769, aged 79.”

I visited the churchyard in Jaly, 1875, in company with Dr.
Adams, and confirmed in every particular the aceuracy of his read-
ing of the inscription on the tombstone.

Smellie’s wife was seven years older than himself and they died
without issue. His house, which is close to the lown, remains and
is inhabited. The place was named  Smyllum,” after him or his
family, and this name it still retains. To the school at Lanark he
bequeathed the sum of £200, and all his books, maps, and pamph-
lets  for to begin a library there.”” He also left to the said school
“nine English floots with the thick 4to gilt music book :” also
“ for the library room,” the three pictures in his stody, vic., his
father’s, mother's and his own, drawn by himself, 1719. Further,
“ to accommodate readers I leave for their use to be in the foresaid
room, my large reading desk, with the table flap that hangs to it,
and stands in the lobie, with the leather chair, and amoaking little
chair, in the study, as slso the high steps there to take down the
bocks, which must be contained in locked tirlised doors.” For-
ther on he adds—* after a more deliberate consideration, and as
my collection of medical books are pretty complete, hoth as to the
ancient and modern practice, and may be of use to medical gen-
tlemen in this place to improve and consult, on extraordinary
emergencies, I also bequeath all of them to the foresaid library and
along with them two printed books on the composition of music
and a manuscript one.”

The library, considerably reduced, is still extant under lock and
key, but the books as might be expected are in a terrible state of
dost and decay. I have examined the original catalogue of this
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library : it contains the titles of about 300 volumes, consisting of
works on anatomy, medicine, midwifery, history, music, and general
literature. Some of these are in French, some in Latin, and the
rest English. The collection of works on midwifery, as might be
expected, was very considerable, and included all the standard treatises
of that day, and many of the old authors. Were we to judge of
the man from his library, we might fairly say its owner was not only
well read in his own special department, bat was also a well in-
formed man on general smbjects, and therefore deserving of
Mulder’s epithet * doctissimns.” “ The portraits,” * large reading
desk with table flap,’” * leather chair,” and “amoaking little chair,”
and “ high steps™ have not been seen for years and yesrs. The
portrait of Smellie “drawn by himself 171¢” wounld possess a
special interest for ns, far beyond a Reynolds or & Kneller! It is
some satisfaction, however, to know that the Royal College of Sar-
geons (Edinburgh) poasesses a portrait of him. It was presented to
that body in 1828 by Mr. John Harvie, writer to the Signet, an
immediate descendant of Smellie’s heir: and the then President of
the College, Dr. David Maclagan, throngh whom the presentstion
was made, stated at the time that ‘“besides being an excellent like-
ness of D, Smellie it possessed very superior merit as a painting."

At the request of Dr. Matthews Duncan this painting has been
carefolly examined by Mr. Jas. Drummond, B.8.A., of that eity;
and his authoritative opinion (which is corroborated by local
and family tradition) is that it is “the original picture painted
by Smellie himself and not 2 copy.” If so, the wvalue of
the portrait is increased a hundredfold : and the College of S8argeons
may well be congratolated on possessing not alone the only portrait
extant of the greatest of British acconchenrs, but more than this,
a portrait drawn by his own hand !

The face is that of a man in the prime of life, and at once sug-
gests frankness of disposition and firmness of purpose, as salient
traits in hia character. A certain degree of dignity, with very preat
intelligence, is expressed in the countenance. Besides this portrait
of Smellie, there is, at the College of Physicians, Edinburgh, a
medallion likeness of him.

That Smellic muost have been a close, acenrate observer, as well
as an iodustrious, punutlkmg man, of very methodical habits, is
evident from his writings, To very extensive experience of obstetrics

{in his time a rare thing), he joined a high degree of sagacity and
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solidity of understanding—rare at sll times.” Bat in addition to
this, he seems to have been thoroughly devoted to midwifery, and
to have possessed qualities that eminently fitted him for practising it
successfully, One of these wasa strong natural taste for mechanics,
which doubtless led him to improve the forceps, and to investigate
with such remarkable success the physics of parturition. A contem-

and former pupil of his own tells us how he (Smellie) was
distinguished “ for an oncommon genius in all sorts of mechanicks,
which, after having shewed itself in many other improvements, he
manifested in the machines which he has contrived for teaching the
art of midwifery.” (‘ Answer to the late Pamphlet entitled a Letter
to Dr. Smellie,’ &c., 1748.)

The author of a pamphlet which appeared in 1773, entitled
‘The Present Practice of Midwifery Considered,’ the design and
object of which was to decry man-midwifery, thus speaks of Smellie:
T knew him well—he was an honest man, and not only a faithfal
compiler of the doctrines and sentiments of other writers on the
subject, but whatever he advanced as new and properly his own
was founded on real facts and observation; and what ought still
more to recommend him and enforce his authority with those of his
fraternity, he was an enthusiast in his profession—man-midwifery
was the idol of his heart ; he believed in his forceps as firmly as he
did in his Bible."

The indomitable perseverance he displayed in very many of his
operative cases is most remarkable; and considering the strong
popalar prejodices then existing against instruments and male prac-
titioners, it must have required no emall degree of moral courage,
and confidencs in his own resources, to have acted as he did,

On different occasions he reviews his own practice with perfect
candour, and freely confesses the errors he committed through want
of judgment or unskilfulness. Thus, after describing a difficult
case (No. 382) of turning in shoulder presentation, he observes:
“ By these efforts, and the exertion of great force, a considerable
flooding was brought on; and this alarmed me not a little, especially
as it was one of my first cases and I had not yet attained that calm,
steady, and deliberate method of proceeding, which is to be acquired
ouly by practice and experience., I had over-fatigued myself from
a false ambition that inspires the generality of young practitioners
to perform their operations in the most expeditious manner.”

He is liberal in his acknowledgment of obligation to those who
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aided him by their advice or suggestions ; and to other snthors and
practitioners he fully accords the merits due to their advice or im-
provements, Thus, in his comments on case 186, he writes, * Nor
did I reject the hints of other writers and practitioners, from whose
suggestions I own I have derived much usefal instruction, In
particalar I was obliged to Dr. Gordon, of (Hlasgow, and Dr. Inglesh,
of Lanark, in Scotland; the first made me acquainted with the blunt
hook, the other with the noose; and in London Dr. Nisbet assisted
me in improving the forceps, and Dr. Hunter in reforming the
wrong practice of delivering the placents.” Again he adds, “ 1 took
all opportunities of acquiring improvement, and cheerfully renounced
those errors which I had imbibed in the beginning of life.” This
is corroborated by the testimony of one of Smellie’s old pupils:
“ No man is more ready than he to crave advice and assistance,
when the least danger or difficulty occars; and no man more com-
municative without the least self-sufficiency or ostentation.”

That he was a close observer and correct interpreter of nature, all
must admit. But, more than this, he seems to have been actuated
with a sincere desire for the advancement of his art, and to have
been free from all narrow-minded or selfish prejudices in favour of his
ownimprovements. If anyman had reason to be proud of his skill
in the use of the forceps, and of the perfection of the rules he had
deduced for its employment, that man was Smellie ; and yet we find
him remarking: ** From what I have said the reader ought not to
imagine that I am more bigotted to any one contrivance than to
another. As my chief study hath been to improve the art of mid-
wifery, I have considered s great many different methods with a
view of fixing upon that which would best succeed in practice,” &e.
And again, after pointing out the inotility of the lack or fillet, and
its vast inferiority to the forceps—an opinion fully endorsed by all
succeeding experience—he adds, “ but let not this assertion prevent
people of ingenuity from employing their talents in improving these
or any other methods that may be safe and useful; for daily expe-
rience proves that we are still imperfect and very far from the ne
plus ultra of discovery in arts and sciences ; thongh I hope every
gentleman will despise and avoid the character of a selfish secret-
monger.” Such language bespeaks a candid and philosophic mind,
as well as a modest estimate of the important services he had
rendered to operative midwifery.

Bmellis was said to have been a man of shallow sequirements;
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but that he was not an ignorant man (as Buorton insinuated) is very
certain. Besides the proof his works afford of knowing the
litersture of his profession, his attendance on the lectares of
M. Gregoire, at Paris, indicates that he was acquainted with
French; and we find the English translator (Tomkyns) of Lamotte
publicly expressing in the preface his acknowledgments to Smellie
for ““comparing the translation with the original” Though his
style of writing is plain and devoid of elegance, still it possesses the
great merit of perspicuity, and his clinical histories are terse and
graphic, That he may have been distrustful of his own capacity
as an anthor is very probable, but this cannot be taken as any
proof of ignorance. He confesses to having submitted his writings
to the revision of a friend, and it is supposed that this friend was
no other than Smellie's own conntryman, the celebrated Tobias
Smollett—the same, I presume, who communicated the case (No.
2) in vol. 1 of the ¢ Midwifery." This case is dated 1748, and it was
not long afterwards, viz., in 1750, that the author of ‘Roderick
BRandom* took out his M.D. at Marischall College, Aberdeen. Had
Smellie been an ignorant, illiterate man, it sorely is not possible he
could have become so eminent as a teacher, and have attracted such
numbers of pupils to his class-room, But we are not doing full
justice to Smellie’s acquirements, if we only say he was well versed
in the literatore and practice of midwifery; bave we not good
evidence before us that he also cultivated the muses, and had made
proficiency in music and painting ?

Smellie was not exempt from the lot of all reformers and dis- -
coverers. There were many of his contemporaries who envied his
+ fame and success, and therefore tried to sully the one and lessen
the other. His professional reputation and charscter were freely
assailed from various quartars ; but he showed himself very indif-
ferent to the imputations that were cast npon him, insomuch so that
a friend and guondam pupil of his own—Dr. Giles Watts—rather
cowplains of Smellie’s not having vindicated himself from Burton’s
charges, Perhaps the bitterest of his slanderers was Mrs. Nihell, a
celebrated midwife, who lived in the Haymarket; but by far the
ablest and most persevering of Smellie’s detractors was Dr. John
Barton, of York—better known to the world under Sterne’s desig-
nation of Dr. Slop. A Dr. William Douglas, who styles himself
“ Physician to His Royal Highness the Prince of Wales' Household,
and Man-Midwife,” was another virulent sssailant of his, but I
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merely mention his name to point out that he was not the Douglas
after whom Douglas’ space is called, and under whom William
Hunter began his brilliant career in London; this was Dr. James
Douglas, a distinguished anstomist and scconchenr, and the friend
of Cheselden ; nor yet was he the Douglas who wrote on ¢ Rupture
of the Uterus,” for his name was Andrew. The only title to fame
of this William Douglas is that he wrote against Smellie, for his
letters are full of nothing but offensive observations and walgar
sbuse of Smellie’s person, practice, and character. Awong other
things Douglas charges Smellie with having “a paper lantern, wrote
upon, Midwifery taught Rere for five shillings.”” In his answer,
Smellie completely vindicates himself from the impntations of mal-
practice and unprofessional conduct, but takes no notice of the
lantern,

It would, I think, be unprofitable to enter further upon this sub-
ject. Noone supposes that Smellie was infallible, or that his works
are free from errors and inconsistencies; that they contain so few, is
what we must admire.

I have said that he himself took little notice of these Hippant
scribblers, but his friends were not equally apathetic. Giles Watts,
in his ¢RBeflections npon Slow and Painful Labours’ (1755),
warmly defends Smellie snd censures Burton very severely for his
 Letter to Smellie,” and boldly charges him with *trifling cavil-
lings, wilful misrepresentations, scandalous plagiarism, anfair argu-
mentation, and abusive langnage,” and finally, Watts declares
himself * ready, if called opon, to prove the truth of the above as-
sertions.’” That Watts was not a blind worshipper of Smellie is
shown by his stating * that Dr. Smellie has made several, and some
of them pretty considersble mistakes,” and that his treatise *con-
tains some few inconsistencies and inaccuracies which are almost
entirely unavoidable in & work of that length.” Bat after all, the
ablest vindication of Smellie was effected by time, ond proclaimed
by the unanimons voice of posterity.

In appearance and manner Smellie would seem to have been un-
prepossessing and awkward. He is described by William Douglas
as ‘s rawbon’d, large-handed man.” The same writer ndicules
his “ monstrous hands fit only to hold horses by the nose whilst
they are shod by the farrier, or stretch boots in Cranbourne Alley.”
Smellie alluding to this part of Douglas’ vijuperations, says—* But
if Dr. Douglas had perused La Motte’s * Midwifery * he would not
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{probably) have exclaimed against my hands which (by-the-bye) are
none of the largest. That French author ridicules the objection and
confirms his arguments by bringing in the example of Mingot, who
was one of the most famous accoucheurs in Caen, and whose hands
were remarkably big.” When midwifery was a less perfect art than
it now is, and when, consequently, force often took the place of
skill, a strong hand and arm were very valnable to the accoucheur.
A most eminent and snccessful accouchenr of this ity (Dablin),
in the early part of the present century, got the nickname of “big-
paw,” on account of his immense hand, which the author of a lam-
poon declared was “ only fit to scrape out the crater of a volcano,”

We have seen that Smellie began lecturing a year or two after
he settled in London, i. ¢, about 1741. Though not the very first,
yet we may claim for him to have been among the earliest teachers
of midwifery in Great Britain, and, without doubt, the style and
matter of his lectures far surpassed the two men (and only two) who
preceded him in this path. Dr. Joho Maubray (author of ‘The
Female Physitian,” and *Midwifery brought to Perfection by Manual
Operation *) is reputed to have been the first lecturer on imdwifery
in Great Britain (Denman). He gave lectores at his house in
Bond Street, about 1724. Somewhat about this time lived Sir
Richard Manningham. He established in 1739 a ward in the
parochial infirmary of St. James’, Westminster, for the receplion
of lying-in women only, which was the first of the kind in the
British dominione, At this ward he gave lectures, and students
bad opportunities for being qualified for practice. He died about
175¢. 1 possess a copy of his * Abstract of Midwifery, for the use
of the Lying-in Infirmary,’ which is nothing more than a very
lengthy and prolix syllabus of his lectures.

Dr. Young, of Edinburgh, gave private courses on midwifery
about 1750, and was clected professor in 17561 He had two
predecessors, but Dr. Malcolnison says neither of them lectured on
midwifery. I possess a printed copy of his syllabus of “ 4 Course
of Lecturer upon Midwifery ; wherein iz contained o history of the
Arl with all ils Tmprovements, both ancient and modern,” Edin-
burgh, 1750. The number of lectures contained in the course was
twenty-two, and the fee for attending it two guineas: for being

! The following clever and witty epitaph on tLis Dr. Young, I believe, was
copied [rom an old work enttled * Anthologia Hiberuiea * (see opposite page) =—
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present at a resl labour each gentleman paid five shillings, and
“half & guinea when he delivers.” The tirst lecturer on midwifery in
Dublin was Dr. John Charles Fleury, physician to the Meath Hos-
pitdl. He began lecturing about 1761, and continued to do so for
dght years. He attended with his class poor women in their
lsbonrs, for he strongly maintained, that without clinical instrue-
tion, no one could ever learn practical midwifery.

Smellie’s lectures soon attracted much attention, and a numerous
class of pupils resorted to him. With regard to the remuneration
for his lectores, Smellie had a great advantage over the medical
teschers of our day, as each course consisted of twelve lectures
anly, and from a printed syllabus of his lectures now before me,
dated 1748, I find his terms to have been as follows—* Those who
engage for one course pay three guineas at the first lecture; for
two courses, five; for two months or four courses, nine; for three
months twelve ; for six months, sixteen ; and for a year, twenty.”
Besides this the pupils had to pay from five to ten shillings for each
Isbour case they attended, and six shillings more to & common
stock for the support of the parturient women. For the purpose of
illustrating his lectures he had a *“collection of feetuses, together
with other useful preparations collected from time to time for the
information and improvement of students,” and also a machine (or
phantom as we call it nowadays), which was considered a marvel
of ingennity, for exemplifying the process of parturition and the
different midwifery operations. A somewhst similar contrivance
was used by Gregoire and gained bim great celebrity as a teacher
all over Enrope ; but Bmellie completely eclipsed him by the great

Hio jacet
Qai Venerem sine Lueind
Lueinam sing Yenere
Coluit.
Filica post mille
Reipoblice dalos
Bine liberin decessit :
Bells inter inteating
Forti manu,
Bed sine Muarte,
Patrim liberatoris nomen
Adepius eat.
An, mt. 57 jam jovenem
Deceminns :
Abi, Vintor, et lege.
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superiority of his phantom. In e pamphlet of 1750, entitled ‘A
short Comparative View of the Practice of Surgery in the French
Hospitals, &e., the writer gives a full description of the phantoms
of Gregoire and Smellie, Of the former he says “’tis so rude a
work that a common pelvis stuck into a whale without any em
bellishment would be as like nature as this machine which has been
so much admired.” Tt was made of basket-work covered with
coarse cloth ; the pelvis was human, covered with oil-skin; and a
real feetus was used, which seemed to be the only merit of the
apparatos. Then he goes on to say, “ Yet this machine, rode as it
15, would probably have still kept its reputation, had it not been
for the surprising genins of Dr. Smellie, whose machines are really
curious : they ave composed of real human bones armed with fine
smooth leather and stuffed with an agreeable soft substance.” Be-
yond a doubt the true secret of Smellie’s great success as a teacher
was the fact that from the ontset of his career as such he combined
¢clinical with oral instruction. In some of the cases related in his
¢ Midwiféry," we find him foregoing any fee from the patienton the
sole condition that his pupils might be allowed to be present at the
delivery. It seems highly probable that the establishment of ma-
ternity hospitals about this time, in London, for clinical teaching,
was in some measure the fruit of Smellic’s inflaence and example.
Thus the British Lying-in Hospital was founded 1749; the City
of London Lying-in Hospital, 1750; Queen Charlotte's, 1952;
Royal Maternity, 1757 ; and the General Lying-in Hospital, 1765.
‘The Dublin Lying-in Hospital had been founded some years carlier,
viz. in 1745 ; one of the great objects of its founder, Dr, Moss,
being that it might afford facilities for clinical instrnetion, and thus
save stndents the necessity of resorting to Paris tolearn this branch
of the healing art.!

' Dr. Bartholomew Moss was in many respects a most remarkabls man,
Hin genuine philanthropy, farsesing wisdom, and extraordinary devotion to the
great work which he initisted and completed, justly place him in the foremost
rank of medical philanthropists. Moss was the son of a clergyman, and was
born in the Queen’s County, in 1712. He oblained his 