
Singer’s translation is well-supplied with notes that clarify, set context and render this treatise
accessible while also addressing questions of language and influence interesting mainly to experts.
Among this edition’s more user-friendly features are the headings that describe the contents of each
chapter; summarizing Galen’s prolix and often meandering discussions succinctly is no easy feat, and
even seasoned Galen scholars will appreciate the effort. Cambridge Galen Translations offers no Greek
text, only translation, but the abundant notes compensate somewhat for this, as well as theGreek-English
glossary and the index of Greek words among the supplemental apparatus. Many will also find the list of
titles, abbreviations and editions of all of Galen’s works convenient, although it is based on the list by
Fichtner that is always available, open-access and up to date, on the Corpus Medicorum Graecorum
website. The text indicates page numbers in both Kühn’s and Helmreich’s editions of Mixtures in the
margins.

We eagerly await more translations in this high-quality series, including the first five books of On
Simple Drugs, currently in preparation by John Wilkins, which will begin to open the huge black box of
Galenic pharmacology to general scholarship.

Susan Mattern
University of Georgia,

Athens Georgia United States
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Joris Vandendriessche, Medical Societies and Scientific Culture in Nineteenth-Century Belgium
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2018), pp. 336, £80, hardback, ISBN: 978-1-5261-
3320-5.

Although the professionalisation ofmedicine has been one of themost important themes in the history of
medicine, scholarship has tended to separate the generation of scientific knowledge from the function
that science plays in society. Recent studies on the history of science andmedicine during the nineteenth
century, however, are beginning to pay more and more attention to the ways in which what was
considered ‘science’ and proper scientific conduct was linked to broader values of the new liberal and civil
society of the nineteenth century, especially as it was defined by the growing urban bourgeoisie. Joris
Vandendriessche’s study into medical societies and scientific culture in nineteenth-century Belgium,
therefore, forms part of a growing field that seeks to overcome the dichotomy of science-as-ideology and
science-in-society by paying attention to the relationship between science and civil society, which was
characterised by ‘a desire for civil participation and social engagement by the urban bourgeoisie’ (p. 283).

In order to achieve this aim, Vandendriessche focuses on medical societies in Belgium’s major cities,
namely the Society of the Medical and Natural Sciences of Brussels (established in 1822), the Medical
Society of Ghent (1834) and the Medical Society of Antwerp (1834). While these places have generally
been understood as sites of professional organisation, which served to lobby the government for more
autonomy, Vandendriessche approaches them as spaces of scientific practice. In other words, he
conceives them as somethingmore than generators of discourse: theywere also places in which expertise,
codes of conduct and scientific sociability were constructed, contested and reproduced. Among other
sources, he analyses the monthly journals, meeting reports, obituaries and correspondence between the
societies and the Belgian authorities to uncover the performative dimension of medical sociability. As he
explains, ‘[c]ustoms and codes of conduct, theways inwhich theywere set and imposed, lie at the heart of
the book’ (p. 6). The aim of the book is therefore to uncover the changing norms of nineteenth-century
medical sociability and scientific culture. In doing so, he shows that the history of medical societies is ‘a
history of written and unwritten procedures, and of succeeding generations bending these to their
advantage’ (p. 3). While he pays attention to moments of rupture in which those norms were debated, he
also analyses how medical sociability sought to define itself through tradition and a sense of continuity.
As such, he shows how change was a slow and steady process that took place over the nineteenth century.
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Vandendriessche explores this change by paying attention to discourse, practices, networks and
institutions throughout seven chapters organised thematically, following a broadly chronological
structure from the 1830s to the end of the century. The first chapter, titled ‘Sociability and Medical
Reform’, situates the origin of medical societies in the early years of the new liberal society. The
establishment of new institutions after the French Revolution and the abolition of those associated with
the Ancien Régime reflects a change in the role that medical societies were expected to play in the process
of reforming the medical field. By the mid-nineteenth century, the eighteenth-century model of the
learned society was replaced by that of a civil institution that reflected contemporary liberal ideals.
Although they continued as elite institutions that struggled to establish their relationship to the state, a
process of ‘democratisation’ took place in which medicine and surgery were unified under one field, and
younger physicians were introduced to more scientific work.

Chapters 2 and 3, titled ‘Debate and Controversy’ and ‘Publishing and Editing’, respectively, focus on
the scientific inner-functioning of these societies. Vandendriessche analyses the traditions of debate and
publishing in order to argue that successful claims to authority depended on how well physicians were
able to navigate these rules. Failing in their oratorical skills and scientific demonstrations during
meetings, for example, meant that they ran the risk of losing scientific authority. Part of this process
also involved questions of credibility and identity debates that contrasted the physician with the
charlatan. After the 1840s, tighter publishing criteria and the demands of publishing a scientific article
created a shift in which debates regarding professional criteria were preferred over the production of
original scientific studies.

Chapter 4, titled ‘Networks and Collections’, offers a valuable insight into the relationships that
societies had with other institutions – namely universities – and with rural physicians who did not have
access to the urban medical societies. It focuses on the networks of anatomical collections and how these
objects travelled from rural spaces to universities, with medical societies acting as an intermediary.
Vandendriessche therefore successfully situates the functions of these societies within the broader
process of the professionalisation of medicine.

Chapter 5, titled ‘Expertise and Advice’, deals with the construction of the figure of the expert and the
ways in which their profile changed in the field of public health throughout the nineteenth century. As
the field of public health became increasingly recognised as a speciality in its own right, the figure of the
expert began to change from elite practitioners to paid professionals who worked for the state.
Reconciling the diverse ideological and professional interests of experts and medical societies with those
of the Belgian state proved difficult, however, and was the cause of recurring tensions throughout the
century.

Chapters 6 and 7, titled ‘Celebrating and Commemorating’ and ‘A New Scientific Landscape’, open
up new perspectives on the types of practices that formed an integral part of scientific culture, but have
gone largely ignored by historians. The first pays attention to obituaries and articles celebrating
predecessors. These ‘commemorative practices’ served to create a collective memory from which
members of the medical society could confirm their shared beliefs and reify their values. The second
analyses the institutional changes of medical societies as universities increasingly began to dominate the
scientific landscape as places of scientific debate and practice throughout the second half of the
nineteenth century. In the face of this loss of power, medical societies had to refashion themselves in
the urban scientific landscape. By the final decades of the nineteenth century, medical societies no longer
held their central role as arbiters in the process of determining the course of the medical sciences.

Vandendriessche’s study successfully demonstrates that the remit of the practice of science –
understood as both scientific knowledge and the ways in which scientists created their identity in line
with the bourgeoisie values of civil society during the period – is in fact far broader than what has
generally been considered to date. His inclusion of rural doctors in this regard is particularly welcome,
since histories of medicine tend to focus on centres of knowledge production rather than peripheries; as
is the way in which he charts the tensions between science and politics during the nineteenth century
through the figure of the expert, pointing to the historical origins of technocracy. The only critique I
would make of the book is that it could have benefitted from a gender analysis – specifically, the way in
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which changing norms of medical sociability were tied to middle-class notions of respectable mascu-
linity. Although Vandendriessche addresses how personal and professional honour was constructed in
line with the values of the urban bourgeoisie within civil society, he does not analyse the way in which
these were shaped by wider gender ideals, or how changing norms within medical societies also
contributed to the redefinition of what was considered acceptable masculine behaviour outside of them.
In the nineteenth century, the notion of honour was strongly tied to ideals of respectable masculinity;
exploring the relationship between science, honour andmasculinity would have offered yet another layer
to understand how scientific practice was shaped according to norms of civil society. Nonetheless, this
does not detract from the overall value of the book: Vandendriessche’s study is a useful and welcome
contribution to the history of the professionalisation of medicine throughout Europe.

Violeta Ruiz
Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona, Spain
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John Wiltshire, Frances Burney and the Doctors: Patient Narratives Then and Now (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2019), pp. 212, £75.00, hardback/e-book, ISBN: 9781108476362/
9781108754361.

In the preface to her monograph in aging studies, Andrea Charise subordinates the ‘mere[…] catalogu-
ing [of] instances of literary representation (an irksome critical mode [she] call[s] “spot the old person”)’
to a more nuanced approach that uncovers a ‘constellatory essence of older age’ in her work’s historical
periods of interest.1 In Frances Burney and the Doctors, John Wiltshire refreshingly adopts a critical
course in the latter vein. A cursory gloss over his book’s table of contents, with chapter titles primarily
referencing medical events in the eighteenth-century author’s life, might initially suggest his work
‘merely catalogu[es]’ these incidents, a textual case of ‘spot the Burney-ian medical passage’. Instead,
Wiltshire’s book presents its own ‘constellatory essence’ of cross-century patienthood with an intriguing
premise that designates Burney as the inaugurator of the modern pathography.

The pathography, or illness narrative, refers to a genre of writing that tells stories of personal
experience with ailment. The features that distinguish a pathographic account from, for instance, an
enumeration of clinical symptoms in a standardised physician report, involve the former’s dependence
upon literary elements to convey these experiences. Pathographies tend to be characterised by a narrative
structure that foregrounds the voice of the patient (or the patient’s carer) in the context of an interaction
with a medical figure. Though partially biographical, these works rely on myth- and metaphor-laden
language to navigate the emotional extremes of the fears, losses and/or recoveries inherent in their
experiences. The invocation of such elements is thought to give writers of pathographies an ability to find
meaning in, and perhaps draw therapeutic value from, their ordeals.

Althoughmedical humanities criticism commonly dates the conception of the pathographic genre to
the twentieth century,2 Frances Burney and the Doctors challenges this notion. Wiltshire argues that
Burney was already sculpting narratives of medical encounters 150 years prior to their alleged emer-
gence; her writings ‘recreated drama of patienthood’ (p. 16) by grounding the ‘illness experience [within]
encounters between actors in amedical drama’ (pp. 5–6). From the outset,Wiltshire’s settling on Burney
as this genre’s pioneer resonates with her penchant for integrating stage actions in even her nondramatic
works. The strongest evidence supporting his choice, however, lies in Wiltshire’s readings of Burney’s
accounts of select illnesses or medical procedures alongside topically similar, but stylistically disparate

1Andrea Charise, The Aesthetics of Senescence: Aging, Population, and the Nineteenth-Century Novel (Regina: University of
Regina Press, 2020), xiii.

2Thomas R. Cole, Nathan S. Carlin and Ronald A. Carson (eds), Medical Humanities: An Introduction (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2017), 126.
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