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thoroughly. It is from English surgeons miscalling this the
operation of Hunter, that French surgeons claim the operation
of Hunter as that of Anel, and deny the priority of Hunter,
although the two operations are essentially distinct. The
operation of Anel for aneurism of the popliteal artery would
be destructive; the operation of Hunter for a¢ wound of the
popliteal artery would be equally so.

This point must, however, be pressed further. Let us sup-
pose that the internal carotid has been opened by a wound
inflicted through the mouth, and death is about to follow,
unless the hole in the artery can be tied up. How is it to be
done ? The Hunterian theorists say it is mpracticable to tie
the ariery at the wounded part, and the primitive trunk must
be therefore secured.

Let us now suppose that the operation has been done, and
the bleeding continues; what is to be done? By the Hunterian
and Anelian theorists there is nothing more to be done—the
patient must die. By my theory there is another operation to
be done, and the patient need not necessarily die. As there
is already a wound in the neck made by the surgeon, there
would be little difficulty, by extending it, in ascertaining
that the blood came from the brain, and that nothing but a
ligature on the internal carotid artery, above the part
wounded through the mouth, could save the patient; and
why not do this operation at first, and place a ligature above,
and another below, the wound in the artery ?

(To be continued.)

REMARKS ON MR. STEVENSON'S COMMENT
ON DR. MARSHALL HALL'S VIEW OF THE
VIS NERVOSA,

AND ON A CASE OF GREAT LOSS OF NERVOUS POWER RESULTING
FROM A CARIOUS TOOTH.

By J. . LEVISON, Esq., Brighton.

IN a note by Mr. Stevenson, in THE LANCET of June 22, on the
statement of Dr. Marshall Hall’s, “that the vis nervosa, or power
of the spinal nervous system, is not electricity in any of its known
forms or modifications,” he asserts that the doctor’s views are
altogether gratuitous, and cites Mr. Crosse’s experiments as con-
clusive evidence of a contrary theory, but which, to my mind, to
use a legal phrase, was not *“proven,” because similarity of phe-
nomena does not necessarily lead to the inference, that there
must be an actual identity. For, with all deference to Mr.
Stevenson, he has not demonstrated by evidence that the wis
nervosa of insect life is one and the same with that which de-
pends on a cerebro-spinal system of the higher animals, including
man. I therefore venture an hypothesis, that there exists some
modification or difference in the electricity (vis nervosa) of diffe-
rent animals? My reasons are founded on an accidental dis-
covery I made a few years since in the Adelaide Gallery. It
was whilst taking shocks from a series of powerful magnets, (the
electro-magnetism,) and which affected me in a very different
manner from the shocks faken from either a cylindrical or a
plate electrical machine. From the latter there is experienced,
immediately on completing the electric circle by the hand, a
transmission of the flaid through the whole range of the spinal
nervous system; whilst the shocks from the magnets were only
felt from the fingers to the elbow-joints. So that after repeatedly
verifying the accuracy of these observations, the conclusions
appeared to warrant the supposition, that however similar the
phenomena of electricity and electro-magnetism, they were not
exactly identical ; and having reflected on the many anomalies of
the nervous system, showing such marked difference in health
and disease, I am disposed to think with Dr. M. Hall, “ that the
power (vis nervosa) of the spinal nervous system is not elec-
tricity in any of its known forms or modifications,” but that this
vis nervosa is something sui generis, and therefore cannot be re-
garded as identical with either electricity or galvanism, or electro-
magnetism, or with electro-thermo-magnetism.

The reflex action of the nervous system, so ably elucidated by
Dr. Marshall Hall, seems to favour such an inference, and to
warrant the supposition, that whatever may be the peculiar
nature or properties of the vis nervosa, it is subject to modifica-
tion, in different diseases, according to the proximate caunse of the
primary disturbing influences—by the kind of tissues or organs
involved, and by the peculiar idiosynecrasy of individuals, For
how, otherwise, can we account for so many sympathetic dis-
turbances, as, for instance, in ordinary caries of a tooth. The
neuralgic pains may affect the ears in one person—the eyes of
another, and, in the third, there may be violent throbbing of the

arteries, with occasional intense suffering along the whole course
of the maxillary branch of the fifth pair of nerves.

As an example of some remarkable disturbance from the pre
sence of a carious tooth, and its irritation of surrounding textures,
I may cite the following case.

Miss , a young lady, was brought in a carriage to my resi-
dence, to have her mouth examined. On being removed, she
was supported by a lady on one side, and a man-servant on the
other, and her entire muscular system seemed paralyzed. Her
legs trailed on the ground, like useless appendages;—her arms,
when raised, fell powerless immediately, when unsupported;
and even the muscles of the tongue were paralyzed, and in her
efforts to speak, this important organ remained in a quiescent
state. On examining the mouth, I perceived a dens sapientia of
the lower jaw very carious, and deeply imbedded in the temporal
muscle, just below the ridge of the coronoid process, in which lo-
cality there was extensive inflammation. I suggested the re-
moval of the latter tooth ; and, though I had anticipated some ad-
vantage from the operation, the actual results astonished me,
She instantly obtained the free motion of her tongue, which
she immediately used to communicate an important fact—viz,,
‘“that ever since the time the tooth I had extracted had been
making its way through the gum, she could date the gradual loss
of power over her limbs,” &c. I saw her about a month after-
wards: she could then use her hand and arm: she was writing a
letter! Since then, I have not seen what further progress she
has made.

In this case, we had palpable proof that the phenomena could
only be explained by assuming that the local irritation (shown
by the great vascularity of the part) had, in the first instance,
affected the maxillary branch of the fifth nerve, implicating the
trunk of the nerve itself, and ultimately communicating this dis-
turbed condition, by reflex action, to the spinal system. From
this and similar cases, I think that there must be some modifica-
tion in the vis nervosa, depending on some predisposition, local
or general, or from some peculiar constitutional condition ; for if
such were not the case, why does not every tooth similarly
affected produce, in all cases, uniformly similar consequences, in
obedience to the law—* Like causes produce like effects”?

Devonshire-place, Brighton, 1850,

ON AMPUTATION AFTER MORTIFICATION OF
LIMBS.
By WILLIAM REEVES, Esq., M.R.C.S. &e., Carlisle.

THE lecture delivered by Mr. Guthrie, and published in THE
LanceT of the 25th of May, supplies a desideratum, and fills up
a blank on the subject of amputation after mortification. Four
years ago impressions were made on my mind of the impropriety
of amputating immediately after the line of demarcation had
formed in a mortified limb. The cases accompanying will show
the origin of these impressions; and now I read Mr. Guthrie’s
invaluable observations on the same subject, I feel at liberty in
expressing myself, which, prior to the publication of his lecture,
I felt a delicacy in giving utterance to, There is so much in the
surgery of the present day of pompous artistic display—of boast
of temid operations, which in many instances are hurried, for
the sake of present éclai—that to hold opinions to the contrary
a mental force is required not agreeable to every constitution to
set in action. I have heard the late Sir C, Bell cry down these
improprieties with a warmth peculiar to himself, and no one
could have heard him without a concurrence of opinion,

Case 1.—June, 1847: A, B , aged forty, a delicate female
employed in a paper-mill. While feeding a machine for tearing
up rags, her gown sleeve was caught by a revolving band, and
the arm, about an inch and a half above the wrist-joint, was
dragged through between two cog-wheels. Both bones were
broken, and the skin and muscles were much torn and bruised.
The outer wound did not communicate with the broken ends of
the bones, consequently there was not a compound fracture. The
limb was carefully dressed and attended to, but in the course of
two or three days mortification of the fingers showed itself;
this spread upwards, and a line of separation formed a little
above the broken ends of the bones. Hitherto she had exhibited
no symptoms confirmatory of a fatal result; she was weak, and
required sapport; in other respects there was nothing more
alarming than the mortification, The fatal line of demarcation
baving formed, it was decided that amputation above it should
take place on the morrow. Accordingly it was performed,
secundum, artem, and a very nice flap covered the ends of the
bones. No bleeding took place during the operation, and not a
vessel required tying afterwards. Things went on apparently




