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The acquisition of as complete and perfecta knowledge of the
causes of diseaae, as may be attainable, is so obviously useful to
the general practitioner, that it will not be necessary for me to in-
sist upon it here ; for although the nature and seat of the malady
be equally well known, and the method of treatment thorougly un-
derstood, it is nevertheless of great importance to beable to refer to
its canse, which, indeed, after giving rise to the disease, may still
continue to operate injuriously by its presence. Now, as this is
especially true of that class of disorders, commonly denominated
inalarious or miasmatic diseases ; and as these diseases and their
causes should be particularly objects of study and inquiry with ma-
ny, if not most of the physicians of North Carolina, I shall assign
no other reason, because I believe I can adduce no higher one, for
making their Etiology the subject of this communication. On the
other hand, I do not mean to be prevented from expressing my o-
pinion in the premises, because it is too commonly the case, that
he, who undertakes to direct the professional or public mind to ob-
jects of etiological reform, is more apt to be considered a visionary
theorist, than a zealous and intelligent advocate of sanatary im-
provements. Nor shall I bring forward, just now, any other theory
to explain these phenomena, as an excuse or apology for what I have
to say in opposition to the received notions upon thissubject. En-
tertaining, as [ do, the firmconviction, that the first impoitant step in
a practical investigation is the removal of any error with which it
may be encumbered, it is sufficient for my present purpose, whatever
my ultimate intention may be, to show that marsh miasm, in the
sense of an exhalation from putrescent vegetable matter, cannot be
the cause of disease. And, indeed, it would not be a difficult mat-
ter to bring forward evidence to prove that if, instead of sitting down
quietly under the persuasion of the existence of this thing, marsh
miiasm, an inappreciable essence, about which they cannot agree,
medical men and the civil authorities would earnestly and wisely
exert themselves to discover the real nature and sources of morbific
agents, the result would be an astonishing diminution of the
liabilities to disease and the rates of morality. It is apparent,
therefcre, in regard to this question, that I consider it one of some
little importance, at least, to the skilful physician of the South-
ern States, involving as it does, the every day application almost
of the principles of practical etiology, which I understand to be
the establishment of the mvariable relationship, as cause and ef-
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to whose particular department of philosophical knowledge, cherm-
istry, this subject of miasmata properly belongs. He says, “I trust
that our philosophers will attach no importance to hypotheses, ex-
cept as leading to the research after facts, so as to be able to discard
or adopt them at pleasure, treating them rather as parts of the
scaffolding of the building of science, than as belonging to its foun-
dation, materials or ornaments.” It is not my putpose then, alto-
gether, to condemn hypotheses, but to keep them in their proper
places, to render them subordinate to the laws which should regu-
late all inquiries in the physical sciences. For example, to assume
that miasm was the cause of disease, the existence of which is only
inferred from the fact that disease prevails under circumstances to-
tally inexplicable, unless upon the assumption of the existence of
such a cause, would not be, I apprehend, an improper method of
philosophizing, provided, on the one hand, we always had the cir-
cumstances present which were claimed as being capable of gene-
rating the cause itself, and, on the other hand, the disease invaria-
bly following as a matter of consequence. Under different circum-
stances, that is, in the absence of either the disease or the miasm, we
should have a cause without its corresponding effect, or, what
would be a much worse state of things in physies, because fatal to
any theory of causation, an effect without a cause.

Now, the course of nature, so far as it has been observed, and
is cognizable by our senses direcily or indirectly, where we have
been able by the aid of artificial contrivances, carefully to observe
her laws and operations, is so uniform in respect to causes and ef-
fects, and so specific in the character of her laws, that we are bound
by a correct philosophy to refer the phenomena of disease to some
one or more of the appreciable states of the surrounding media,
which are in any way brought into relationship with our bodies,
or to intelligible internal agencies, or systemic influences, rather
than to some unknown fanciful and inappreciable condition of the
atmosphere. Itis my purpose, therefore, in the course of my re-
marks, to show that the doctrine of the miasmatic origin of disease
does not rest on the evidence of our senses, aided or unaided, or
indeed, upon reliable evidence of any kind ; but that it falls under
the absurdity alluded to above, namely, of a cause without a conse-
quence, or a consequence without a cause. Hence, the conclusion
to which I have come, with others, that this theory is a groundless
assumption, unsupported by such facts and principles as shonld





































































