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science. This same school, like a similar one in France, has
begun to perceive, that withont a much more perfect know-
ledge of remedial agents, that without the zealous co-operation
of the specific school, their labours will be of no avail and of
no practical benefit,

Dr. Oliver Wendell Holmes, then, instead of endeavouring
to enquire, whether psora was the cause of chronic diseases,
and whether only Hahnemann or all his followers believed
in this maxim, whether the Homcopathic discovery could
be compared with that of Perkins, etc.; whether it would
take the lake of Agnano to conplete the Homeeopathic dilu-
tions, should, in the first place, have convineced himself by ac-
tual trial, whether the dilutions are efficacious or not, and
should have recorded his experiments with such accuracy,
that no Homaopathist could withhoeld his approval.

Secondly, He should have examined the Homaopathic
maxim of giving only one medicine at a time, and its immense
usefulness in gaining pure medical experience.

Thirdly, That diseases are cured by following the Homeeo-
pathic law. ¢ Similia similibus curantur.”

These we consider the main principles, and on their truth
or falsehood the whole science depends. If the author can
controvert them, the science is already gone, and deserves
not to be saved. The examination of the other principles,
compared with these, although of importance, will be of less
significance.

Having, we believe, shown to him the true mode of settling
forever the question of the truth or falsehood of Homaopathy,
we shall now examine his arguments somewhat in detail,

Special examination of Dr. Oliver Wendell Holmes’
Statements.

The lecturer proceeds to furnish a very meagre sketch of
Hahnemann’s several doctrines; to the mode in which he
states them, however, we cannot on the whole object, except
that the following principle which he ascribes to Hahnemanu,
is incorrect.  Very little power is allowed to the curative
efforts of nature. Hahnemann goes so far as to say, that no
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however, the dose must be adapted to the constitution an_d
sensibility of the patient, and that not only the dilutions in
their different degrees of expansion, but also medicines in
their material form duly developed, are used by the Homao-
pathic practitioner, the author, who pretends to have read so
many Homaopathic writings, must know. It is true, that
Hahnemann, elated by the magnitude of his discoveries,
imagined at one time, that the highest dilutions were exclu-
sively to be relied upon in all cases. He shared in this error
the fate of all great discoverers, and he was always the first
to rectify a statement, when it no longer accorded with his
experience. Thus the new method, for ever progressing, has
also in this respect undergone such changes, as a more mature
experience warranted.

But.the lecturer tries hard to prove, that the small quantity
of vaccine matter is active only on account of its possessing
the susceptibility of multiplication, and that there is an im-
mense difference between its action and that of the silex and
sulphur homceopathically developed. He shows thereby,
what dependence can be placed on his reasoning in this mat-
ter. It is evident that he has not in the least comprehended
the action of the Homeopathic remedies on the system. In
the same way, he does not, or will not see, that the specific
school has only mentioned the immense diffusion of the
odour of musk and of the rose,and the effect of the poisonous
influence of the «malaria,” as familiar illustrations of the
action of minute quantities of matter, but by no means iden-
tical with the action of Homeopathic remedies, and yet, after
having pronounced the supposition of such an action as the
height of absurdity, he says, in the next paragraph—¢ that
notwithstanding these considerations all this may be true.”
What shall we think of such a critic ? Besides, he does not
even seem (o surmise, that it is only under certain condi-
tions of the system, that these odours and malarias as well
as the minute Homeopathic preparations will exert any
influence, and that they by no means act equally upon all
persons. Small pox, yellow fever, and other contagious
diseases will affect the system only under certain conditions.
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Odours of musk and of roses will affect some persons only.
If his mind is not entirely overshaded, does not a glimpse of
a great law, which the specific method seeks to develope,
strike on his encumbered senses?

Many explanations of the action of minute doses have
been given at different periods by a number of IHomceopathic
physicians, because the specific school naturally sought to
reason on what was a truth without it,and which experience
had fully verified. To all these some objections can be raised,
although great pains have been taken to obtain a correct idea
of their action. Our author, as we have seen, takes no such
trouble, the laws of nature are clearly unfolded to his mind,
and because a healthy child can swallow “a teaspoonful of
a substance” in its erude state, ¢ without harm,” this sub-
stance can have no effect on it in its developed state in case
of sickness, thus even forgetting the old maxim—¢ Corpora
non agunt nisi soluta.”

The most satisfactory aftempt to explain the action of
Homeeopathic remedies, has been furnished by Professor
Doppler of Prague, whose work, I believe, has not yet been
translated into English.

Professor Doppler’s explanation of the action of
Homeopathic remedies.

The main points are briefly the following : “ The active
strength of a medicine is not to be judged of according to its
weight, but according to the size of its effective surface. The
physical surface is to be distinguished from the mathematical
one; the general physical surface increases by trituration of
the medicine with another body (sugar of milk) in a greater
proportion, than the diameter of the individual particle di-
minishes itself. Now if we only consent to the hundredfold
diminution of an atom by each trituration, calculation will
show, that the physical surface after the third trituration
amounts to about two square miles,and that the small point of
a knife full of the thirtieth trituration offers a surface of many
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not be clearly and positively ascribed to the remedy. That
notwithstanding all these precautions,some symptoms should
not have been recorded, which may have sprung from other
causes besides the remedy, it were folly to deny. It is there-
fore, easy for the author to find some trifling symptoms, at
which to take exception,although he says he has not ¢ select-
ed” them. A more grateful posterity will know how to
honour Hahnemann and his first disciples for the noble and
generous devotion, with which they subjected themselves to
sufferings, in order to place the materia medica, which was,
before his time, but a medical romance, on a surer founda-
tion, for the benefit of mankind.

At a subsequent period Drs. Trinks and Hartlaub and
many physicians in the «Homeeopathic Archives,” still further
extended these trials either to other medicinal substances or
to such as were only imperfectly experimented upon by
Hahnemann. All these experiments have confirmed the
symptoms of Hahnemann. It was at this period that a cer-
tain Dr. Fickel published some books of spurious symptoms
in order to give the death blow, as he thought, to Homaopa-
thy. After his trials had been repeated on the same sub-
stances by some homeeopathic physicians, their fallacy was
immediately discovered ; and #Ais man had to leave his coun-
try in disgrace. A fact like this shows conelusively that the
symptoms obtained by trials on the healthy are not so vague
as the lecturer in his self complacency would make us believe.

At a still later period several University Professors, of
whom we shall only name Dr. Martin, of Jena,* instituted
still more accurate trials with their students. Every experi-
menter had to give an account of his previous diseases, here-
ditary predispositions, habit of body, mental disposition, etc. ;
their diet during the trial, in which, of course, every other
medicinal substance had to be avoided, was regulated, and
finally the state of the thermometer, the weather, etc. was
also marked for each day, so that the trials should more and

more tend towards perfection.

* See his experiments with Kali chloricum in archives of Homeopathy,
vol. xvi. No. 3, p. 181.
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method by this assertion, he afterwards sought to retract it,
but it was too late to diminish the effect it had produced on
the people, as his opinion had already spread over Europe in
numerous publications and republications.

II. Defence of the Homaopathic Practice : or as the author
has it, «“i¢ is necessary to show, that medicinal sub-
stances are always capable of curing diseases most like
their own symptoms.”’

Not to prove the truth of the Homeopathic law, which
rests on a higher and surer basis, but to show that this law
might already have been discovered before him, Hahnemann
gave in his Organon a great number of extracts from the
works of ancient authors, where cures could more or less dis-
tinctly be traced to this law. It was not difficult for a fault-
searching critic like the author, to discover some passages,
where the cure might be ascribed to other causes, besides the
homeeopathic law, as described by Hahnemann. But the
great majority of his references are entirely accurate, as has
been proved by many homeopathic physicians in Germany.
If the author had made himself acquainted with these discus-
sions, he might have spared himself a great deal of trouble.
But the most striking proof which he alleges of the unfair-
ness of Hahnemann’s quotations, is, the cure by the Princess
Eudosia of a person who had fainted, by means of rose-
water. “ls it possible,” he exclaims with a warmth which
sounds strange in a man of his cool Judgment, ¢«that a man
who is guilty of such pedantic folly as this, a recovery which
is happening every day—from a breath of air—a drop ortwo
of water—untying a bonnet string—loosening a staylace—
and which can hardly help happening, whatever is done,—
is it possible, that such a man is the Newton, the Columbus,
the Harvey of the nineteenth century !’ We will admit
that a person who has fainted, may often be restored by the
above means or by nature alone ; what proof can he, on the
other hand, give, that rosewater does not produce that effect?
Is he so well acquainted with the pure effects of rosewater
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is by its means, that the morbid changes produced by the
latter, are gradually extinguished.”

Taking it for granted that the physician is never more
than the servant of nature, it may be asked : Can the Ho-
meopathic principle be more beautifully illustrated than by
these discoveries? And if this question can only be an-
swered in the affirmative, we farther ask : Can the principle
of the “ common’ healing art be as well established in an
anatomico-physiological point of view as that of Homeopa-
thy ? This last question must decidedly be answered in the
negative ; the so called Alleopathic medicine finds not the
least support in the microscopical discoveries on Pathogeny.

Thus nature itself confirms the homeopathic law. But
even if these cures were true, they would, according to the
lecturer, be * subversive to the great principle of Homeopa-
thy 37’ because it is not same that cures same, but /ike that
cures /ike. Here he also might learn much, and there are
some caseson record, mentioned in an American medical jour-
nal, where the painter’s colic, produced by lead, was actually
cured by that remedy. But as far as the experience of the
Specific school at present goes, the remedy and the disease
must only be alike in certain characteristic symptoms, whilst
in others, they may be unlike, and yet a cure be effected.
The best views on this intricate subject are contained in Dr.
Helbig’s articles, published in Dr. Vehsemeyer’s Berlin Hom.
Journal.

At page 50, Dr. Holmes says, ¢ We must look for facts as
to the actual working of Homceopathy, to three sources :

« 1, The statements of the unprofessional public.

“ 2, The assertions of homeopathic practitioners.

« 3, The results of trials by competent and honest phy-
sicians not pledged to the system.”

Under the first head, the author undertakes to prove to
the unprofessional public, that when they feel themselves re-
stored to health by means of Homeaopathy, that they are by
no means entitled to consider themselves to be so, because
« they know nothing of the natural progress of a malady,
of its ordinary duration, of its various modes of terminating,
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fully investigated all its phenomena, without troubling itself
about its hidden cause, and prescribed such specific medicines
as were indicated in its particular stages, the Camphor in the
commencement,and Cuprum, Veratrum, Arsenie, ete., accord-
ing to the predominating symptoms ; or Acid Phosph. in the
so called cholerine, etc. etc. Its grand therapeutic law
always enabled it to discover the specific for each particular
case, and whilst among the physicians of the old school, the
greatest diversity of opinion and treatment prevailed, there
reigned among the Homaopathists, who were guided by the
law of specifics, a complete unanimity, from % Quin of Lon-
don, to Spohr, of Gandersheim.”” The consequence was,
that whilst the physicians of the old school lost nearly one-
half of their patients, the new school, even when cholera
was at its height, lost only from 10 to 20 per cent., and some-
tiles even less.

A few extracts from authenlicaled government documents
of some (decided) cases of Jsiatic Cholera, treated ac-
cording to the Seeciric METHOD.

At Raab, in Hungary, by Dr. Jos. de Bagody, of 154 cases
of Cholerine, 2 died; and of 148 cases of Asiatic Cholera,
at its height, 6 died.

Dr. Veith, of Vienna, did not lose one patient out of 50;
and his brother, Professor Veith, not one out of 45, during
the whole epidemic.

At Trieste, out of 50 Cholera patients, 47 were cured.

At Botzen, Roveredo, Oberlan near Vienna, similar results
were obtained.

These accounts seem to be more favourable, if weZcom-
pare with them the official government reports of the com-
mon methods at Munich and other places, according to which,
in the former place, out of 1,264 patients, 553 died, 472 were
cured, and 239 still remained under treatment.

In the cholera hospital of Gumpendorf, at Vienna, out of
728 cases, only 438 patients were cured !

It is of course very easy for the author to deny the authen-
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is also true, that the greater part of the cases put under their
care, were decidedly incurable. Dr. Bailly was, at that
time, engaged in experiments with Kreosote, and, in his
quality of member of the academic commission, was trying
its effect upon a great number of the patients under his care :
this might be the reason why he could not furnish these gen-
tlemen with the curable patients, which he had promised
them. They, however, accepted such patients as he was
pleased to assign to them, but declared, at the same time,
that almost all of them were incurable,

The homaopathists accepted these cases: first, because
they considered it an advantage to appear on so great a
medical theatre; secondly, because they were persuaded
that, in the end, they should receive curable cases; and,
thirdly, because, in their honest zeal, for homeaopathy, they
were resolved to encounter any difficulties, however great;
for, being themselves sure of the truth of their doctrines, they
were satisfied that, sooner or later, they should convince the
most incredulous. Such were their motives.

It is, moreover, a fact that Dr. Simon and myself (who
were the physicians intrusted with these cases) addressed a
letter to Mr. Bailly, on the 6th of January, 1834,* (when
about a month had elapsed after the cases were given to us,)
in which we declared our intention to withdraw from the
Hotel Dieu, if cases impartially selected, were not assigned
to us. By referring to that journal, however, the reader will
be satisfied that none but chronic, and generally incurable
cases were allowed to us, and that we were likewise deprived
of every facility in the treatment of them.

Dr. Bailly, however, has omitted to state (which he might
and probably would have done, had not his private register
been lost,) that the condition of several of the incurable pa-
tients was ameliorated by our treatment, and that the few
curable ones were actually cured ! Amongst the cases al-
luded to, were several which I shall here notice ; namely,

b Printed in the “ Archives et Journal de la Medicine Homeopa-
thique,” Tome Troisieme, No, XIL, for July, 1835,
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three cases of chronic catarrh of the chest, one of chronic
affection of the liver, attended with hemorrhoids, and one of
excessive emaciation, produced by lead-colic.  All these
cases were so considerably ameliorated, that the patients left
the hospital at their own request, A perfect cure was ef-
fected on a patient who had an inflammatory tumour on the
thigh; upon another, who had intermittent fever, and that
too, after a third relapse, under the alleopathic treatment ;
and on a third, who, having lost the power of speech by an
attack of apoplexy, had his voice restored.

These cases are not mentioned in Dr. Bailly’s report,
owing probably to the loss of his register; but he there ac-
knowledges the eure of two other cases,although the manner
in which they are reported, shows that he felt it more difii-
cult to refufe, than to ridicule homaopathy.

In one of them, he says, the patient returned to the Hotel
Dieu three weeks after his discharge, and died there in the
course of a few days.

The other patient, he admits, left the hospital perfectly
cured ; but he says, that it required more than two months
of homeopathic treatment to effect it; whilst another pa-
tient, affected with the same malady, was cured in a few
weeks, by the usual practice. To be correct in this last in-
stance, Dr. Bailly should have said, that the case under his
own care was that of a patient suffering from typhus fever,
unattended by any alarming symptom; whilst the patient
under the care of the homcopathists, was in a state of in-
tense delirium, which rendered it necessary to put him under
restraint, He ought also to have added, that, in the latter,
fever was accompanied with inflammation of the lungs, and
bloody and purulent expectoration ; and that the unfortunate
individual had a severe relapse during his convalescence, in
consequence of being incautiously permitted to use food di-
rectly opposed to the advice of his homcopathic attendants.

In regard to the first-mentioned case, some explanation is
necessary. It was one of destruction of the uterus by cancer,
and of suppuration of the lungs; to which was superadded
a mercurial disease, caused by strong injections of corrosive
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