Zeitschrift: Gesnerus : Swiss Journal of the history of medicine and sciences
Herausgeber: Swiss Society of the History of Medicine and Sciences

Band: 23 (1966)

Heft: 1-2

Artikel: Wunderlich, Schelling and the History of Medicine
Autor: Temkin, Owsei

DOl: https://doi.org/10.5169/seals-521387

Nutzungsbedingungen

Die ETH-Bibliothek ist die Anbieterin der digitalisierten Zeitschriften auf E-Periodica. Sie besitzt keine
Urheberrechte an den Zeitschriften und ist nicht verantwortlich fur deren Inhalte. Die Rechte liegen in
der Regel bei den Herausgebern beziehungsweise den externen Rechteinhabern. Das Veroffentlichen
von Bildern in Print- und Online-Publikationen sowie auf Social Media-Kanalen oder Webseiten ist nur
mit vorheriger Genehmigung der Rechteinhaber erlaubt. Mehr erfahren

Conditions d'utilisation

L'ETH Library est le fournisseur des revues numérisées. Elle ne détient aucun droit d'auteur sur les
revues et n'est pas responsable de leur contenu. En regle générale, les droits sont détenus par les
éditeurs ou les détenteurs de droits externes. La reproduction d'images dans des publications
imprimées ou en ligne ainsi que sur des canaux de médias sociaux ou des sites web n'est autorisée
gu'avec l'accord préalable des détenteurs des droits. En savoir plus

Terms of use

The ETH Library is the provider of the digitised journals. It does not own any copyrights to the journals
and is not responsible for their content. The rights usually lie with the publishers or the external rights
holders. Publishing images in print and online publications, as well as on social media channels or
websites, is only permitted with the prior consent of the rights holders. Find out more

Download PDF: 07.03.2026

ETH-Bibliothek Zurich, E-Periodica, https://www.e-periodica.ch


https://doi.org/10.5169/seals-521387
https://www.e-periodica.ch/digbib/terms?lang=de
https://www.e-periodica.ch/digbib/terms?lang=fr
https://www.e-periodica.ch/digbib/terms?lang=en

Wunderlich, Schelling and the History of Medicine

By Owse1 TEMKIN, Baltimore

1

WUNDERLICH is remembered as one of the founders of clinical thermo-
metry, as an early fighter for scientific medicine in Germany, and as a spi-
rited historian of medicine. It is, therefore, not surprising to find one of his
early scientific publications, “Fever,” given the subtitle: “ Historical-phy-
siological investigations™.! The historical part of the long essay appeared
in the same volume (though not the same issue) of the Archiv fiir physio-
logische Heilkunde which was prefaced by the famous attack of the editors
on contemporary German medicine,? and which also contained Wunder-
lich’s article on medical journalism.® The latter article initiated a contro-
versy with HAESER over the aims of medical historiography. Wunderlich
insisted on a history of medicine that would be useful, in that it would
trace those ideas which were of concern to the current theory and practice
of medicine.* From this point of view, Wunderlich’s method, as well as his
remarks on medical historiography in his essay on fever, deserve some at-
tention.

Wunderlich pursues his historical discussion of fever from HipPOCRATES
to JoEANNES MULLER (whose physiological interpretation of fever as an
affection of the spinal cord impressed him as “the height of the physiological
point of view”),? StiLLING, HENLE, and STANNIUS.® Summing up the histo-
rical part of his investigation, Wunderlich asks whether it represents a mere
list of errors, or whether the history of the doctrine of fever is a develop-
mental history (“Entwicklungsgeschichte™). He affirms the latter alterna-
tive, though he denies a regular and steady change. “To attempt always in

1 CarL Avucust WuNDERLICH, Das Fieber. Historisch-physiologische Untersuchungen,
Arch. physiol. Heilk. 1 (1842) 266—294 and 351-400, 2 (1843) 6-62.

2 Roser and WunpERLICH, Uber die Miingel der heutigen deutschen Medicin und iiber die
Nothwendigkeit einer entschieden wissenschaftlichen Richtung in derselben, ibid., pp.
1-XXX.

3 WunDERLICH, Die medicinische Journalistik, ibid., pp.1-42.

4 Owsel TEMKIN and C.Limian TeEMkIN, Wunderlich versus Haeser: a controversy over
medical history, Bull. Hist. Med. 32 (1958) 97-104. Here (p.103) literature on contempo-
rary historiography is cited.

5 WunDERLICH, Das Fieber, p.398.

¢ ib., pp.399 and (1843) p. 10, footnote.
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every detail and peculiarity to demonstrate the idea which is unconsciously
asserting itself is an unnatural manner of dealing with history, totally at
variance with an objective view of events. It is not in such fortuitous mat-
ters that the historian must find the development of the idea; he must
rather demonstrate that it proceeds on its way in spite of accidents and
episodic incidents”.?

To speak of “Entwicklungsgeschichte” and to trace the development of
a concept or an idea, was not uncommon in 1842. But in the opening pages
of his essay Wunderlich supplied a basis for his historical thinking which
shows some personal characteristics. '

The essay opens with the following quotation from the philosopher
ScHELLING: “In accordance with a general rule, Science, like every kind
of culture, seems after the age of unconsciousness to arrive at conscious
clarity and fulfillment only by way of opposition and splitting off.” 8 Wun-
derlich says that he “put this sentence of the celebrated philosopher of our
time at the head and would like to use it as a motto and as a shield for the
following essay.” The sentence is to serve as a motto because “it announces
the historical and psychological fact” whose validity for some part of me-
dical science Wunderlich is going to show. Besides, the sentence is to shield
him against the increasing custom of considering morally suspect all medico-
historical research that does not appear in the garb of enthusiasm, tact-
fully cloaking the past.®

For Wunderlich, scientific progress is not an arithmetical progression.
It is an organic process; it consists in a continuous sequence of annihilation
and formation. What comes later spares as much of what went before as it
needs for its own existence. Of the ideas of our predecessors few only re-

7 ib., p.399{. (translation by C. LiL1AN TEMKIN). For the convenience of the English reader,
quotations are given in translation; lack of space unfortunately forbids the addition of
the German original.

8 WUNDERLICH, op.cit., p.260, with reference in the footnote. The quotation is from
ScHELLING’s Vorldufige Bezeichnung des Standpunktes der Medicin nach Grundsiitzen der
Naturphilosophie, Jahrbiicher der Medicin als Wissenschaft, ed. by A.F.MArcus and
F.W.]J.ScHELLING, Tiibingen, Cotta, 1806, 1: 165-206, where it reads (p.166): « Nach
einem allgemeinen Gesetz scheint die Wissenschaft, wie jede andre Art der Bildung, nach
dem Zeitalter der BewufBltlosigkeit erst durch Gegensatz und Trennung hindurch zur
selbstbewufiten Klarheit und Vollendung gelangen zu miissen.» Wunderlich does not
quote accurately; in particular he omits the word «andre» before «Art der Bildung,» and
he ends the quotation with «kénnen,» instead of «miissen.»

? WuNDERLICH, [.c.
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main, and even they are modified. On the other hand, the steps in the de-
velopment can be traced not only through various periods; these steps also
find their representation in our own time. Historical investigation, there-
fore, embraces present problems. In the present era, examples “for all and
sundry steps (Sprossen) of the intellectual ladder will [easily] be discovered:
from the lowest, most limited aspect to the clear recognition and penetra-
tion of the subject,” i.e. fever.!? This, we may add, is a parallel in the realm
of ideas to the law of recapitulation in biology.

Wunderlich refers to the investigation of the origin and development of
scientific ideas, concepts, and knowledge as “the scientific treatment of
history.” Such scientific treatment enjoys much greater license than “anti-
quarian historiography.” For the scientific treatment, questions of priority
will be subordinate. Representative men who were able to handle the idea
in its purest, most comprehensive, and most influential form are of greater
interest than are men who showed the first traces of an idea.l!

As Wunderlich understands it, history will not try to belittle the talent
and the relative merits of our predecessors. But it will not claim for them
unsurpassable excellence or suggest a return to their so-called classicality.
History is the judge of things, for it is history which has judged the errors
of the past. The mere fact that we exist, that we know the past and yet
think differently, suffices to condemn the past. “ Retrogression is only pos-
sible in science if we forget and ignore our predecessors ... The man who
becomes enthusiastic about them and takes them as his model remains stuck
at their level. He who recognizes their errors steps over them. What we
need, what raises us above the past and makes us worthy of the present, is
the recognition of where and why man has failed.” 12

2

The history of science as a critical debate with earlier opinions goes back
at least as far as Aristotle. But in the form given by Wunderlich, it rests
on assumptions that belong to the period around 1800. Wunderlich’s image
of the history of ideas as a continuous destruction and creation, where each
step leaves its mark so that all the steps still exist in the present, has its

10 jb., p.268.
u b,

12 3p., p.267 (translation by C.LiLiaN TEMKIN).
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counterpart in the ideas of HERDER, KIELMEYER, ScHELLING and HEGEL,
where history and ontogeny blended into a picture of “development”.13
This picture, to which historical, philosophical, and biological work had
contributed, could be expected to be in Wunderlich’s mind, and he could
rightly cite Schelling as a source of his philosophy of history.

In 1841, Schelling had followed a call to the University of Berlin, where
he was welcomed with great expectations. Thus Wunderlich’s reference to
“the celebrated philosopher of our time” is understandable. But there was
more involved than an opportune gesture. When Wunderlich turns to the
history of the doctrine of fevers in Germany, he says that many an inge-
nious attempt at a better comprehension of what is called fever is found
among German physicians in the beginning of the nineteenth century. Un-
fortunately, their wish to investigate a priori the final principles of things
led to a neglect of detailed knowledge, without which all speculation in
medicine is useless and fatal. Such a criticism of speculative medicine is
not surprising, but the subsequent admission is significant: “To be sure,
sometimes along these paths [i.e. a priori speculations] an ingenious idea
was also gained regarding the conditions of fever; for it cannot be denied
that in the beginning of this century, thoughtful, philosophical men had
turned to the problems of medicine.” 14

Wunderlich then continues with his criticism of this phase of German
medicine. Yet he is relatively restrained; his full wrath is reserved for the
following generation: “This fanciful era was followed by a period which
offers even fewer results to the historian looking for progress; it did not
even produce speculations, leave alone positive enrichment. This was the
intellectually barren time of medical eclecticism. To look back upon this
sad desert is painful. Whereas our neighbors pursued theoretical discus-
sions and exact research with enthusiastic zeal, the German medical writings
of this period (third decade and beginning of the fourth) with few excep-
tions are the expression of a hopeless intellectual poverty, of a repellent
absence of taste, and a complete lack of talent for observation, even of the
urge to observe.” 1

13 Owser TEMKIN, German concepts of ontogeny and history around 1800, Bull. Hist. Med.,
24 (1950) 227-246.
14 WUNDERLICH, op.cit., p.380. In contrast to Germany, WUNDERLICH characterized Eng-

lish modern medicine as * poor in ideologies” (p.376: «arm an Ideologieen»).
15 7b., p.380f.
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Wunderlich’s relative respect for the early romantic era (in contrast to
the period from about 1820 to 1834, when the first volume of MULLER’S
Handbook of Physiology appeared) is corroborated by his remarks on the
Brunonian system, on ROScHLAUB, and on some adherents of the school of
Naturphilosophie. “The Brunonian doctrine contains the basic formula of
physiological medicine;” it could have led to a transformation of medical
science, had it not been for the inaptness of its followers. Roschlaub was
different; he tried to elaborate his theory of excitement (“Erregungs-
theorie) in a physiological sense. “ He can be regarded as the German who,
earlier than anybody else, clearly conceived the relevancy of a physiological
medicine.” 1 The Erregungstheorie imperceptibly passes into the doctrines
of the so-called school of Naturphilosophie, and “the writings of these
theoreticians contain many a good remark, many a good idea.”!? In this
context Wunderlich quotes books by TrRoxLER (of 1803) and KiEsEr (of
1817). To be sure, Wunderlich is thinking above all of the theory of fever,
and his praise is followed by criticism of the distance from concrete pro-
blems and of the lack of objective observation. Nevertheless, with all its
reservations this acknowledgment is worth noting.

Wunderlich does not stand alone among his reforming contemporaries in
seeing a good side in the German medicine of the early nineteenth century.
JacoB HENLE, in the opening article of the competing Zeitschrift fiir ratio-
nelle Heilkunde,'® which he began to edit together with C.PFEUFFER in
1844, also made rational medicine depend on physiology. Fundamentally
the two are even identical. The study of the abnormal influences teaches
something about the forces of the healthy organism. For a short time, this
was forgotten when Naturphilosophie introduced the genetic point of view
into medicine and thereby opened an entirely new field for research. On the
basis of the development of organs and by the comparison of parts which
correspond to one another all through the scale of organisms, one in-
quired into the significance of the organs and the reason of their existence,
rather than into their purpose and use. This led to physiological explana-
tions, to an insight into the plan of organization and what is essential in
every compound organ. “ One must have experienced what joy results from

16 {h., p.387. For the appreciation of Brown’s system see also p.357.

17 3p., p.388. :

18 J.HENLE, Medizinische Wissenschaft und Empirie, Zeitschrift fiir rationelle Medicin
(SchultheB, Ziirich) 1 (1844) 35.
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seeing the same idea embodied in a thousand forms and the most compli-
cated structure developing from the simplest beginnings, in order to under-
stand, and to pardon, the zeal with which the coryphaei of physiology
followed the direction of comparative anatomy exclusively.”1?

This reference to the work of GoETHE, DOELLINGER, MECKEL, and Jo-
HANNES MULLER is not surprising from Miiller’s pupil and friend. Henle
was more closely connected with the past than were Wunderlich and such
pupils of Miller’s as Vircrmow, HermuorTz, DuBois-REymonD, and
Briticke. Henle too adds that medicine profited next to nothing from that
movement, except for a theory of congenital anomalies. A healthy reaction
against the reveries of some philosophical physiologists, important dis-
coveries in the realm of physics, organic chemistry, and even of physiology
had cured physiology of its one-sidedness and restored to honor the experi-
mental method, which had been forgotten or even rejected.2?

Henle’s remarks merely go to show that Wunderlich did not stand alone
among medical reformers in allowing a good side to the past, and un-
doubtedly many others could be cited. Henle does not define chronological
boundaries, and perhaps this was not essential for him, since he was speak-
ing of physiology, and particularly of that part of physiology which Ru-
DoLPHI, as far back as 1821, had claimed for German scientists.?l Wunder-
lich, on the other hand, was speaking of medicine, with special reference to
one subject, the doctrine of fever. The fact that, in 1842, a man of Wunder-
lich’s stature could appeal to Schelling’s authority, is interesting. That he
perceived many different strands within the history of German medicine
during the three and a half decades before 1834, strands which he evaluated
differently, should induce us to pay attention to these various strands also,
especially when we trace romantic influences in Germany or abroad.??

Would it be justifiable then to say that Wunderlich was indebted to
Schelling and his Naturphilosophie ? As stated before, Wunderlich, like so

many historians of this time, was under the influence of the philosophy of

19 {p., p.29.

20 On the rejection of physiological experiment see OwsEl TEMKIN, Basic science, medicine,
and the romantic era, Bull. Hist. Med. 37 (1963) 97-129 (especially p.12011.).

21 K.A.RuporpHI, Grundriff der Physiologie, vol. 1, Diimmler, Berlin 1821, p. 2. Rudolphi is
thinking of general physiology.

22 In WuNDERLICH'S Geschichte der Medicin, Ebner und Seubert, Stuttgart 1859, the dis-
tinctions, though still present, appear weakened because of the greater historical distance.
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history which Schelling had helped to shape. But I do not believe that we
have to establish close bonds between Wunderlich and Naturphilosophie
in the field of medical science. Wunderlich’s qualified respect for the latter,
apart from the acknowledgment of individual sagacity, is largely due to
his appreciation of a philosophical view of medicine. This appreciation is
expressed in his Wien und Paris of 1841, where Wunderlich compared
French and German science. German science, he states, is marked by an
inclination to philosophical penetration. To be sure, the strong influence
of the recent philosophical systems was largely misleading, yet “if only
the poetical-philosophical ideas of the but recently passed period were to
be changed for the sober tendency and the keen, unbiased logic of the pre-
sent, incalculable profit could be foretold for medicine.“?* German physio-
logy, as Wunderlich thought, had partly solved this task already: indeed,
a mere comparison of the physiology of a Johannes Miiller with that of
MAGENDIE enabled one “to enjoy the salutary sentiment of patriotic
pride.” 24

In other words, Wunderlich demands a philosophical penetration of me-
dical science, in preference to the unsystematic approach of positivistic
fact-finding. But philosophy need not, and should not, be identified with
“Naturphilosophie” in the historically restricted meaning of the word.

These ideas of Wunderlich’s have some bearing on the historiography of
medicine in Germany. It seems important to have an open mind for the
positive effects of the philosophical movements of the early nineteenth
century. Their influences should not be denied where they can be demon-
strated. Nevertheless, Wunderlich’s attitude raises doubts whether we are
not sometimes going too far in this direction. The tendency towards syste-
matization, often with pronounced metaphysical undertones, has long been
observed in German science, especially of the nineteenth century. However
we may explain this tendency, to see in it a constant after-effect of Natur-
philosophie seems one-sided. Rather it would seem that Naturphilosophie
itself was an early manifestation of the same tendency, of which the ma-
terialism of the mid-century, and many systematized theories were other
manifestations. In as far as historical phenomena usually are interconnec-

2 CARL AucusT WUNDERLICH, Wien und Paris. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte und Beurthei-
lung der gegenwiirtigen Heilkunde in Deutschland und Frankreich, Ebner und Seubert,
Stuttgart 1841, p.21.

24 4b., p.22.



ted, such a view does not exclude connecting threads; on the other hand,
it safeguards us from overrating their strength. Wunderlich favored a
philosophical approach; he even complained that “the newest philosophy
of our era has as yet had little effect upon us,” i.e. on medical men.?® Thus
he could perceive the kindred spirit in the work of Schelling and his con-
temporaries, and of the philosophically minded Johannes Miiller, without
himself being a romantic in medicine.?

25 ib., p.21: «So hat namentlich die neueste Philosophie unseres Zeitalters bis jetzt auf uns
noch wenig gewirkt.» I do not know what philosophers, if any, Wunderlich has in mind.

26 In some respects Wunderlich’s attitude as sketched in this article makes him appear as a
forerunner of Virchow; see ERWIN H. ACKERKNECHT, Rudolf Virchow, University of Wis-
consin Press, Madison 1953, p.48, and especially p. 146 ff.
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