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REVIEWERS REVIEWED, -

Remarks on the Edinburgh Review of Dr. Thomson's System of Chemistry. By the
Author of that Work. 8vo. Pr. 64, Hurft, London; Anderfon,
Edinburgh ; Gilbert and Hodges, Dublin; Brafh and Reid, Glafgow ;
Brown, Aberdeen; Forfyth, Elgin; and Young, Invernefs. 1804,

OUR readers have had repeated proofs that neither we ourfelves, nor
our correfpondents, have been inattentive to the principles and proceed-
ings of the Edinbm:fh-Review. That publication is, indeed, condu@ed
ona plan fo extraordinary as {o baffle all conjectures with regard to the
motives by which the proprictors and editor are influenced. It is natural
to fuppofe that the pripci_pal objed of authors in general, and of the au-
thors of literary journals in particular, is to deferve, or at leaft, to conci-
liate the favour and good-will of the public; fince on thefe muit depend
both emolument and fame. Bat the Edinburgh Reviewers appear to have
founded their hopes of fuccefs on maxims entirely oppofite. Inftead of
endeavouring to recommend their labours by a failzfu analyfis, and a fair
account, of the different works which they undertake to criticife, they
feem to have fet out with the profefled defign of declaring war on the
whale fraternity of authofs. It iscertain, atﬁeaﬁ, that very few of thole
whom they have honoured with their notice, have met from them, with any
thing like juftice, not to mention candour. Their fyltem, it maft be acknow-
Jedged, isa bold one, and difcovers great confidence in their own powers.
It is likely, however, we think, to be attended with fome inconvenience.
Authars, we know, whether they write in poetry or in profe, have been
Jong regarded, and juttly fo, as gemus irvitabile; and the Edinburgh Re-
viewers, who have apparently fixed on the charader of Ithmael as the fa-
vourite model by which to form their own, might, with prudence, per-
haps, have recollefted that, whilé that patriarch’s ¢ hand was to be
againft every man, every man’s hand was to be againft him.” It is really
amufing to oblerve the impotent felf-fufficiency with which thefe critics
pretend to ere& themfelves into judges, from whofe fentence there fhall be
po appeal. And it is certainly fingular, that in exa& proportion, as nearl
as mly be, (o the merit of an author, is their anxiety to degrade ans
vilify his work. Of this very numerous inftances might be given, wete
this " the proper time and place. But, unqueftionably, none more promi-
nent can be produced than the criticifm which gave rife to the pamphlet
now before us.

Dr. Thomfon’s Syltem of Chemiftry is a work of fuch uncommon merit,
and acknowledged to be fuch by the ableft judges both at home and abroad,
that, although we imagined ourfelves well acquainted with the temper and
fpirit of the Edinburgh Reviewers, we ‘yet read their laboured criticifm on

at work with complete aftonithmept. The Critic’s power, indeed, ta
anjure Dr. Thomfon, is greatly inferior to his inclination; but in this re-
fpet he is more to be pitied than blamed : for no man, we are thoroughly
perfuaded, ever laboured more ftrenuoufly to attain his end, as far as the
extgnt of his abilities would permit. ];efeas and miftakes have been

earched for with a keen and indcfatigable eye. Some, Dr. Thomfon al-
lows, have been found ; for what wori, on fuch a fubje@, of equal ex-
tent, was eyer free from them?  But where they have not been found,

abey.
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they have been made in abundance ; and the art of mifreprefentation has
Been called in 1 fupply the deficiency of folid grounds of cenfure.e—
Nor has the Reviewer forgotten the hacknied trick of beffowing fome ge-
neral and unappropriate prace on the buok, which, if his talent for mit-
chicf were equal 1o his malice, he would-contign to the foufF-thops and
other lefs bonnu’(%})lagcs. He muft'furely have entertained a moft con-
temptuous g ion Y the judgsent of thofe who are accufiomed to read the
Edinburgl{ R eview, when he ook it for grauted that they were incapable
of fecing Wyroush this flimfy difguite.

When we firit perufed this precicus morfel of Northern criticifm, we
were imprefled with a notion that fomething more was required o account
for its bitternefs than the common quantity of gall, large as it is, which
conftitutes {o effential an ingredient in the compoiition ofan Edinburgh Re-
viewe:. We thought that the firictures on Dr. Thomfon’s wark ‘difco-
vered (uch marks of envy and ill-nature, as could proceed from none but
an anfuccefstul rival ; who thus took occaiion to evacuate his [pleen at the
gencral and well-deferved reputation which Dr. Thomfon has acquired.—
For our fagacity on this occation, we hope that we (hall be allowed fome
credit; for Dr. Thomfon himfelf has fully werified our conjedure. It ig
obvious that he is thoroughly acquainted with the perfon of his Reviewer;
and the following fhort quotation will explain the caule of the (ucperabun-

- . dant bile which pervades esery part of the Reviewer’s obfervations. The

Reviewer has ftrongly condemned Dr. Thomfon’s arrangement. On this
the Door, among other things, remarks that ¢ Reviewers are fo eager to
int out errors, that they do not allow themfelves to confider the ﬂﬁ)jeﬂ.
¢« But,” adds he, ¢ the reader wili be fiill more furprifed, when I inform
him'that this @y Reviewer, notwithftanding the violence of his attack,:
&as himself publisked an Epitome of Chemistry, in which he has carried my ar-
rangement, as he fuppoles, to the ne plus ultra of perfe@ion.” (P. 22.)

From the particular manner in which this Reviewer is here defcribed
by Dr. Thomfon, our readers will conclude that he is perfedly well known
to the Literati of Edinbu:gh; which is really the cafe.  We ourfelves are,
in fa@, in poffeffion of his name. Bat, alt.:ough his malignity delerves to,
be expofed, his name is not of fufficient importance to attraét any part of
the public attention. We have been allured that his attack on Dr. Thom-
fon, who is a laborious and well-attended Leclurer on Chemiliry, in the
Univerfity of Edinburgh, was written rather with the mean and ungen-
tlemanly defire of diminithing the number of the Do€lor’s pupils, than
with any hope (which, indeed, woyld have been madnefs,) of hurting
the faleof his book. The afiault, in truth, appears to have been med:-
tated for a confiderable time. ¢ I lcarned,” fays Dr. Thomlon, ¢ that the
Revicewers, in the fulnefs of their hearts, had announced their intention of
attacking my work whenever it (hould appear.” (Pref. p. 4.) We fhall
here tranferibe, from the Do&or’s ¢ Remaiks,” two important pailages,
for the length of which we (hould certainly apologize, 1f we did not retlect
how eminently they are calculated to recommend, to univerfal notice, the”
fair and confcientious impartiality of the Edinburgh Review.

* The Review of my work was commitled (o the charge of a gentle-
man very well inclined, it was fuppofed, (o tear it in pieces. The manu-
fcript was completed in five weeks, and put into the bands of the Editor,
with exprefs permiflion to make what allerations on the Preface he thought
proper.  The Editor, wh is fond of farcafn, thought it too tame a per-

formance
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formance for the F-dinburgh Review, and even declared, that the Preface
alone, 'in the hands of a good workman, would have furnithed fufficient
‘matter for filling a whole Review with abufe and repartee. It was thought
requitite, of courle, to give it a few touches by his own malfterly hand;
but, inftead of confulting the original, he fatishied himfelf with the gar-
bled account of the Reviewer. By leaving out half fentences, and prun-
. ing away others till they anfwered his purpofe, he has totally altered the
" onginal meaning, and fucceeded in giving the paragraph fome point, at
the trifling facrifice of truth and candour. It is more than probable, that
the accufations of the fame kind, [cattered through different parts of the
Review, are to be alcribed to the fame caufe: for they would never have
occurred to any perfon who had peruled the work itfelf.” (PE. 11—12.)

Of the art with which the Edinburgh Reviewers can make an author
fpeak juft what they pleafe, Dr. Thomlon produces here, ina note, fo ad-
mirable a fpecinien, that it would, we think, be doing thefe gentlemen great
injuftice to withhold it from our readers. Dr. Thomfon, in his Preface
had faid : :

“ It would be improper to pafs over in filence the many obfervations
on the former edition, with which the Author has been privately favoured, or
which have made their appearance in the diffvrent journals.” To thefe,
the prefent edition is much indebted for its accuracy. Several hundred
errors, chiefly in the numerals,. have been pointed out and correfled,
which would probably have efcaped the familiar eye of an Author. The
obfervations on the plan, the arrangement; and the execution of the
work, have been carefully and impartially examined; the impravements
fug¥eﬂed have been adopted, while the ‘remarks which appeared inappli-
cable or unjuft, have been difregarded.”

To moft people, we believe, Dr. Thomfon’s condu@, as here exhibited
by himfelf, wil,i) appear highly proper; and his language is, furely, fuffi-
ciently modett. Let us now contemplate them as they are reprefented by
the Edinburgh Review. ’

¢ The fecond part [of the Preface],” favs the Reviewer,  rather
checked our growing partiality ; for, inftead of returning thanks to our
fellow-labourers on the other fide of the Tweed, for the almoft unqualified
approbation which they beftowed on his former edition, or loliciting the
fame attention to the prefent, he boldly fets our whole corporation at de-
fiance, and denies the competency of our tribunal.”

Do the Edinburgh Reviewers entertain fo poor an opinion of the judg-
meut and moral feelings of their readers, as to fuppofe that they can neitheg
perceive nor refent fo glaring and unprincipled a ([;T.’ehood? 'the other paf-
fage which we promifed to tranfcribe, as delcriptive of the fpirit of this
Review, and which relates to the firi€ures pafled on the cxecation of
Dr. Thomfon’s work, is as follows:

«¢ This part of the Review colt the Author great labour. Immediately
after the publication of my work, our critical Goliath, armed with a tre-
mendous darning needle, equally fitted for pricking holes, and fticking on
patches, and provided with a (ufficient number of fyringes and clylter-pipes,
filled with dirt and mud, fallied forth, after having vowed, in full divan,
that he would not return until he had pricked and belpattered the Author
to fome purpofe. His faithful Sjuire® attended him, ready, with his

" # The narz= of this Squire is likewile known to us ; but ,it‘ is, if pbf-
Eble, of fiil lufs importance than that of the Knight, pands
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Jands and his heels, (for he made po ufe of his head,) to execute the of-
ders of this doughty-knight. Five weeks did they wield the needle and
the clyfter-pipe without intermifion. Nor did they confide in their own
firength, great a« it wae, buat folicited affiitance from every quarter.—
Friends and foes were conlulted ; and the faithful fquire has been heatd to
declare, with doleful voice, that he wore out two pairs of fhoes in the fer-
vice. In plain terms, this t of the Review coft the Author and his
affifiant (for the Edinburgh Reviewers have ingenioufly contrived to in-
troduce a fet of underﬁrappers' or Reviewers’ devils, on whom the
drudgery of col'eQing information is devolved,) the unremitted labour of
five weeks. And, not latisfied with their own exertions, they confulted
every fuppofed reader of the work to whem they had accefs. Committees
fat upon particular pages, and a hundred pens were drawn (o meafure the
accuracy of the calculations.  Surely, then, [ have realon to conclude that
every error of confequence has been dragged into notice. A whole regi-
ment of Critics, a fault-bunting for five weeks throngh four common-fized
volumes, muft furely have laid hold on every blunder, however inge-
nioully concealed. Ifa work pais tolerably through this ordeal, it may cer-
tainly be confidered as fufficiently purified.” '

¢ The reader will naturally,” continues Dr. Thomfon, * with to know
why fuch pains were taken to detefl faults, while the other parts of the
performance were paffed over in contemptuous filence. Happening to make
f:rhcn 1 made] this oblervation to a fricnd of mine, he favoured me
with the following folution: ¢ Once,’ lays he, ¢ I put a fimilar queftion to
&n Edinburgh Reviewer, and received for anfwer : We wilh our book to-
sell, and know enough of the taite of the public to fuit their palate.—Ri-
3icule and inve@ive alone are certain to command fucce(s. Let the poor

evils of Authors fmart; that is no bufinefs of ours—Such is their plan,
and they a& up to it. Reviews are not un'requently returned, for no
other fault-than too much candour. The Review, they obferve, is excel-
lent; but it is not fufficiently farcaltic for our purpofe. If no faults can
be dete@ed on a haity reading, a little mifquotation can do no harm; or
you may dexteroufly alter the meaning of the Author, and then abufe him
for abfurdity. Moft of our rcaders will take us at our word, and inquire
no farther.

« AQuated, no doubt,” fays Di. Thomfon, * by thefe worthy motives,
and by fome others, which I leave to the fafacity of the reader to difco-
ver, the Reviewer of my work was particularly anxious to acquit himfelf
to the fatisfaction of his brethren. And, as he had reafons for withing to
remain concealed, he was very loud in public, during the. whole time of
wriling his remarks, 4 praiting my work, elpecially thofe parts of it which
he meant to fall foul of.” (Pp. 27, 28, 29.) '
° We cannot afford to confider, in detail, either the Reviewer’s objec-
tions or Dr. Thomfon's replies. It is proper, however, to give a fpeci-
men or two of each. Some of the Reviewer’s obfervations are extremely
Tudicrous from their inconfiliency. ‘¢ Nothing,” -he fays, * can be more
fimple, Icientific, and beautdul than the arrangement” of Dr. Thomfon’s
Syflem. Yet he afterwards aiflures us, that this fame arrangement “ is
every where inconfiftent with its own principles; that it is ircomplete;
and that it fometimes clfles together bodies which have little analogy ;
but more frequently’ divides and fubdivides the account of a cunnetied
{qB}'e{:} into minute portions, which are {cajtered through very diftant parl}

o
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of the work.” And thus we find, as Dr. Thomfon obferves, that, * in the
Reviewer's opinion, pothing can be more fimple, {cientific, and beautiful,
than-an arrangement every where inconfiftent with itfclf, incomplete, and
which fritters down and fcatters connefled fubjeds.” (P. 19))

Dr. Thomfon had divided fimple fubflances into confinable and wmcon-
finable, But thix, according to the Reviewer, is a falfe divifion ; for light and
heat, the fubliances termed by Dr. Thomfon wncosfinable, may, it fcems,
be confined in proper vefels. ¢ Clothing is uled to confine the warmth
of our body ; our furnaces are conftru€led of bad condu@ors, to prevent the

iffipation of the hcat ; and caloric may be abfolutely confined in & vessel of
ice, as long as the veflel itfelf will laft. Light is'ttill more confinablé.—
Every room is furnithed with fhutters to exclude it, and the dark lanthorn
was contrived to confine it.” . :
. I congratulate the public,” fays Dr. Thomfon, * on (his notable dif-
covery, and hope that the Edinburgh Reviewers will fecure it to them-
felves, and to the northern part of the empire, by a patent. In a warm
fummer like the laft, a prodigious number of dark lanthorns might have
been filled with fun-beams ; and in the cold fprings, which almoft annually
vifit this northern kingdom, they might doubtlefs difpole of their whole
flock to great advantage. Somé (queamifth gentlemen have been aunounc-
ing their fears that the Edinbuigh Review will not bea long liver. How
confoling then, muft it be to us all, to confider that the worthy proprietor,
and his (Eiend, have hit upon fo ingenious and inexhauftible a fubftitute !—
For though it is certainly poffible that the public may lofe their relith for
_thofe diihes of abufle, w]yxich they (wallow at prefent with fo much avidity,
1 think I may venture to enfure a permanent fale of the new commodity, at
Jeaft, on this fide of the Tweed.” :

«¢ 1 readily acknowledge that this difcovery knocks my terms on the
head, and promife, therefore, to change them for any others which the
Reviewers may think proper to fubilitute, whenever they choofe to fend
me an ice-bafkel of heat, and a dark lanthorn of light. Till then, I muft
be allowed the liberty of preferring them, even to the terms ponderable and
imponderable, which the Reviewer has kindly offered me as altogether un-
connefled with hypothefis. But thefe terms, though they do not fuit my
purpofe exallly, fuggeft a moft important fuperiority which the manufac-

ture of fun-beams has over every other. The ice-bafkets and dark lan- _

thorns will receive no fenfible addition of weight, though crammed full of
heat and light ; fo that any quantity whatever of thele bodies may be
tran{mitted, by any animal whatever, without the fmalleft inconvenience.
I take the liberty to recommend asses as very “proper for the occafion.—
It has been remarked of late, that thefe animaﬁ thrive very well in this
country. They are fufficiently long-winded ; and naturalifis have juft af-
certained that they are animals of tafte; that their voices are very mufi-

cal; and that they have a great relifh for Italian poetry.”"(Pp. 22—24.)
One fpecimen more we mult yet extra@®. ¢ But the terms,” fays our
eminently learned Chemift, ““ are not the only objectionable part of the ar-
rangement. I have begun, it feems, with a fet of bodies that are not tan-
gible, and ¢ have plunged my readers, in the very firlt page, (that is, being
faterpreted, the 19tk page,) into all the intricacies of a pneumatic appara-
tus, and have perplexed them with different kinds of gafes, befure they
can be fuppofed to have any conception of air being a body potleffed of
¢hemical properties, or, indeed, to have any conception of chemical pro-
pertics
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jes at all.” What poor namfkuls, chemical readers it”feems, are !—
erhaps it might have been proper to have treated fuch ignorant feliows
with fentences like the following :

¢ Matter is of different fpecies. The phenomena of matter are regu-
lated by attraflion and repulfion.’

This is the ftyle which the Reviewer would have approved of. Permit
me here to afk a queflion or two. Are light and /eat, with which Chemifts
oflen begin, more tangible than' oxygen gas, fulphur, phofphorus, and
charcoal ? Is it eafier to comprehend the metaphyfics of heat than the
method of heating an iron pot to rednefs, and of plunging burning fulphur
and phofphorus into a glafs jar? | begin with oxygen; becaufe a know-
ledge of it is neceffary for enabling us to underftand almoft all other fub-
ftances, and becaufe its properties are eafily explained. The phenomena
of the fimple fub%ances are the molft entertaining and alluring to begin-
ners, and, of courfe, the moit readily underfood and remembered.”—

(%25—26.)
e could eafily quote from this mafterly pamphlet a great’ number of
affages, which are equally difiinguified zy felidity of argument and by
eennefs of wit. The uufortunate Reviewer is, in moft inftances ine
deed, not only confuted, but convinced of ignorance, and covered with
ridicule. We are, hovever, in dunger of exceeding our limits, and
muft, therefore, rettrain our firong propenfity to exhi%}l Dr. Thomfon
more at large in a tyle of writing in which he feems peculiarly qualified to
excel. Butone part of th’s pamphlet does him fo much honour, as a can-
did and ingenuous man, that it cannot be mentioned without the higheft
praife. The real errors which the lynx-eyed Reviewer has been able to
difcover, are trivial and few. But Dr. Thomfon himfelf has difcovered
feveral, which he thinks of importance ; and has proved his title to the
confidence of the public, by taking this opportunity of pointing them
ouf, As this portion of the pamphlet muft be very acceptable and ufe-

‘ful to all who are poffeffed of his work, we fhall make no apology for in-

ferting it entire.

« T flatter myfelf,” fays Dr. Thomfon, ¢ that 1 have fucceeded in re-
futing moft of the ferious charges brought againft me. But, I fear, that I

‘maft afcribe my efcape rather to the ignorance of the Reviewer, than to

the want of miftakes in the work reviewed. I have not had leifure, in-
deed, fully to examine the edition fince it came from the prefs; yet the
occafional glances, which I have made, dete@ed feveral errors; the
moft important of which are the following :

* ). The fpecific gravity of the Englith guinea, which I copied from
Briffon and Hauy, (Chemiftry, Vol. I. .p. 143.) is erroneous. Hatchett
ha;edq\ewr:, that the denfity of gold alloyed with copper is lefs than the
medium.’

«« 2, In the fame page I have erroneoufly fiated the.propurtion of allo
in our filver coin 1-1 ('i)tahg It ought to be - Iy?.th." propo Y

« 3.'I have erroneoufly flated party to be an oxide of tin. It con-
tains likewife lead. This miftake was Eointed qut by Mr. Arthur Aikin,
in the Annual Review. A fpecimen which lanaltyl'ed was compofed of
twao parts, oxide of lead; and one part oxide of tin.”

“ 4, In page 239 of the fame volume, line 2 from the bottom, for
‘4.8 read ‘ 4.6.” ) '

¢ 5. Ibid.
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<« 5. Ibid. p. 398, line 15, dele the word imversely. This miftake was
pointed out by the Edinburgh Review.” . .

¢« 6. The difcovery of the fad, that water begins to expand when cool-
ed below 42°, which I afcribe to Deluc (in Vol. I. p. 352, of my fyf-
tem,) was made long before by Dr. Crowne, and exhibited publicly to
the Royal Society. See Birche’s Hiftory of the Royal Society, Vol. 1V.
If:; 253. For this piece of information I am obliged to Profeffor Robi-

n. .
« 7. Ibid. p. 358. In the table of melting points, that- of {permaceti
is fet down at ¢ 133°;" it ought to be ¢ 113> See Smith Gibbes, Phil.
Tranf. 1795, p. 240. , '

« 8, The cryftals of pure lime, flated (in p. 507, Vol. I.) to bave
been obtained by Tromm(dorf, are not cryfials of lime, but of fubmuriat
of lime. Berthollet.”

« 9, Vol. IL. p. 216, line 18, for ¢ volatile’ read ¢ porcelain,”

* 10. In my claffification of falts, (Vol. IL. p. 307.), I have arranged
the {i&uq‘lau among thofe which are decomnpofed when heated with char-
coal. “This is inaccurate: for it is well known to chemifts that feveral of
- the alkaline and earthy phofphats want that properly.” ’

“ 11. In Vol. IL. p. 327, I afcribe the diicovery of muriat of magnefia
to Dr. Black. This isinaccurate. The falt had been very well defcribed
before by Brown. See Phil. Tranf. Nos. 377 and 378.”

“ 12. In my account of écer, (Vol. IV. p. 465.), I have expreffed my-
felf rather loofely, when I fay that it is cuflomary fo ufe only one third of
malt. 1 allude to the diftillers, who, by that method, imprave the ftrengtlt
of their wath. The brewers, I fuppofe, employ malt only.”

¢ 13. In my account of urinary calculi, (p. 667,) I eironcoufly place
carbonat of lime among the ingredients; and in p. 671, quote the au«

thority of Mr. Crumpton for the fact. But the calculus which hesexa«

mined was not a orinary, but a pulmonary concretion. The paragraph,
“of courfe, ought to be inferted under the account of the pulmonary ton-
cretions in p. 6594 (Pp. 58—61.)

Ample as our extrafls have already been, we cannot conclude without
{aying before our readers fome additional obfervations, with which, no
doubt, the Edinburgh Reviewers, and particu'arly the gentleman em-
ployed to operate on Dr. Thomfon’s work, muft be highly delighted.

“ Such,” he fays, “ are the milftakes which I have hitherto detedted.
{ here offer them to my worthy [riends, if they &hink of bringing me be-
fore their tribunal a fecond time. I fhall only take the liberty to requeit
of them, at parting, not to indulge too freely in thofe unjuit.fiable arts of
criticifm, which fo unhappily diftinguih the Edinbargh Review. Any
man can abife and call names; any man can mifquote and pervert the
meaning of an author: but to difcriminate: between faults and perfe@ions,

' snd to point out the varions degrees of merit with juftice, belong only to a
fuperior mind.  If they mutt indulge in feverity, let them not lofe fight
of candoar. Had the Review of my work poffeffed that charaler, though
I might have been difplealed at the feverity of their itrictures, I fhould at"
leaft have been filent. But, if they are determined to abufe indifcrimi-
mately, right or wrong, witheut regard to juftice ; let them, at leaft, em-

ploy writers who have fome fhare of abilities, and who underftand a littfe .

of the fubje@ on which they pretend to decide.” . .
# Now that they have given their opinions to the public, I am very
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far from advifing them to retra@. To acknowledge a fault, would dero-
gate from the dignity of the Edinburgh Reviewers, and might induce even
their admirers to fuppofe them not abfolutely infallible. Let them ftick
boldly, therefore, to all their charges. 1 would recommend it to them
even to be facetious un the occafion, and to expatiate on the silliness,
tameness, and insipidity of thele remarks of mine; but never to commit
themfelves by delcending to particulars. While they keep to general ob-
fervations, even the ignorant may confider themfelves as taie. The words
mean, vulgar, contemptible, trifing, insufficient, 8c. fhould be always at
hand ; and if repeated with proper allurance, will gain them fome crédit.
But, above all, let them infift upon it, thatall their former obfervations
are juit, and that not one of their objeftions has been refuted. Let them
dwell, in an efpecial manner, on the abfurdities of my arrangement, on
the errors in my calculations, and my ignorance of multiplication and divi-
fion. This alone, if properly managed, will be fufficient to render them
invulnerable. For it may be laid down as a general rule, that, if a cham-
pion finds an opinion or affertion fo completely refuted, that it is no longer
tenable, and yet, at the fame time, is refolved not to give it up; nothing
anfwers his J)urpofe fo well as to repeat his opinion or affertion as pofitively
as ever, and witheut condelcending to takc any notice o! the refutation.
This fhews a becoming fpirit, and a confidence in the goodnefs of ones
caufe, both of which are known to have their weight with the fpeQtators
and the judges; and the adverfary, when ‘he finds himfelf thus handled,
will either be reduced to the neceffity of holding his peace, or at leaft
he will {peak to no purpofe. Had Rabelais been obliged to keep compauy
with a regiment olP gee'e, his fineft flights would have been rewarded'
with hiffes.”

« Our worthy Critics ought, therefore, to review this pamphlet of mine,
unlefs they think it better to publith a second Review of the work itfelf. By
the ufual methods of perverfion and mifquotation, they may make both as
ridiculous as they pleafe. In that cafe, I pledge my(elf belorehand, to exa-
mine their objections, and to lay the refult of them before the public.
The old channels of information are flill open to me. In the preced-
ing remarks I have been exceedingly moderate, purpofely patling over fe-
veral precious fpeculations which occupy a confiderable portion of the
Review of my work. But if I find it ncceffary to refuine the pen a fecond
time, it will not be expe€led, I hope, that {ﬂxall fland merely on the
defenfive.” (Pp. 61—63.) : '

We may venture, we think, to affure Dr. Thomfon that the Edinburgh
Reviewers will not be forward, by conferring the honour which he here
folicits, to afford him an occafion of refuming his pen.

A Supplement to an Examination of the Striflures of the Critical Reviewers on
the Tranflation of Jwvenal, 4to. Hatchard.

N poticing the attack of the Critical Reviewers on Mr. Gifford’s ¢ Ex-
amination,” we ventured to predi@ that their ill-judged attempt to in.
timidate him by threats of future vengeance, would produce that reply
which the imbecility of their malice would, perhaps, fail to draw forth.
‘Accordingly we have here a fpirited retort, in which every charge that was
formerly brought againft them is repeated, and enforced with a mafs of
eyvidence which leaves no poflibility of farther ctavil on the fubje®@. The
) . annalg



