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INFINITESIMAL DOSES. T

But I do mean, 1st, such doses as, according to ordinary
views may be fairly styled infinitesimal. Such as would
not admit of explanation on any commonly received
principle. Such as are many times smaller than the
smallest allopathic dose of the same remedy. 2d. That
they shall, at the same time, be such doses as homeopa-
thists are agreed upon as furnishing simply the homece-
opathic effects of drugs, thus excluding, on the one hand,
doses so large that some appreciable disturbance of the
system would usually result from their administration,
even if the homceopathic effect might be obtained, and
on the other, the high dilutions already referred to.
Many homaeopathists have never used these, and there-
fore do not claim to have any decided opinions in regard
to them.

By thus limiting the term infinitesimal to the doses
commonly used by homaopathists and recommended in
their books, we secure a definiteness to the enquiry
which, in the discussions on this subject, has not al-
ways been maintained. Whether such doses can ever
so far affect the human system, as to excite or assist its
natural restorative powers to the cure and palliation of
disease, is the question at issue.

Negative alternatives threefold.

Those who deny the eflicacy of infinitesimal doses in
specific cases must do so on one of the three following
grounds :

1st. This efficacy is absolutely impossible or incompat-
ible with certain demonstrated truths.

2d. It is so improbable as to amount to a moral impos-
sibility, in other words, there is so much evidence against
it that no attainable evidence can prove it.

Or, 3d. It is so improbable that the evidence adduced
in its favor does not prove it.
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That twice two is equal to six cannot be true, that the
sun will not rise to-morrow cannot be proved, that a mode
may be discovered whereby light and heat can be ob-
tained at an expense which compared with previous
methods, might be fairly styled infinitesimal, has not
been proved. These examples illustrate the above
distinctions.

The efficacy imputed to these doses not an absolute impossibility.

I am not aware that the first of these positions has
ever been assumed by any one. The opponents of homece-
opathy frequently speak of the effects imputed to its
doses as being impossible. These effects have even been
said to involve an absurdity, similar to the claim that the
part is greater than the whole. No one, however, seri-
iously means I presume, that such effects involve a con-
tradiction with any ascertained truths. No demonstra-
tion, certainly, of the impossibility of the asserted facts
has ever been produced. Were this once done, it would
be conclusive, rendering all argument superfluous,
The “ possibility” is yielded when facts and arguments
are appealed to, as the proofs of the inertness of homa-
opathic doses.

Not a moral imposstbility.

The second position, viz : that the improbability of these
doses having remedial power is so great that the suppo-
sition cannot be true, is the one usually taken, or at least
acted upon by the profession. ~When the subject forces
itself upon their attention it is declared to be incredible
because it is irreconcilable with undoubted facts and
principies. The published attacks upon homaopathy,
so far as [ have met them, are attempts to settle the ques-
tion by establishing a conclusive @ prior: presumption
against the system. So complete is the incredibility sup-
posed to be, that it is not thought necessary to furnish de-
tailed experiments, or any analysis of the testimony of
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homeopathists, nor to produce the statements of such
witnesses as give proof of being competent, by showing
that they were acquainted with the homaopathic system.
Professor Lawson, in the Western Lancet (Feb. 1846)
says, “No one who has the slightest acquaintance with
the laws that govern the human system and the effects
of medicines, can for a moment believe that infinitesimal
doses of medicines, such as properly belong to the homee-
opathic system, can under any circumstances exert
the slightest influence in the cure of disease.” Dr.
Worthington Hooker says, “The homeopathist attrib-
utes palpable results to doses of medicine which are so
small that they cannot produce any perceptible effect ex-
cept by a miracle.”* Dr. John Bostock, in his History of
Medicine, dismisses homaopathy with the single re-
mark that “ no medical testimony is sufficient to establish
a fact which is itself incredible, and that this previous
incredibility can only be ascertained by an extensive
and accurate knowledge of the functions and properties
of the living body, both mental and corporeal in all its
modifications, and under all circumstances, and by a cor-
rect and careful generalization of the knowledge thus
obtained.”t

To show that this position cannot be maintained, I
would urge the following considerations :

For, it is not miraculous.

It may be extremely improbable that medicines can
have valuable properties in so minute doses. No mere
improbability, however, can be so great as to justify us
in declining to examine so important a subject, by exper-
iment, and by fairly weighing the testimony of others.
No statement whatever, the evidence against which, is
that of moral probabilities merely, can be so ineredible

* Lessons from the history of Medical delusions. New York, 1850. Page 25.
+ Cyclopedia of Practical Medicine. Philadelphia, 1845, Vol. 3d, page 228,
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that “ no testimony is sufficient to establish it.” At one
stage of our knowlege we can never be certain of the
amount of probability when that knowledge is increased.
Had some of us been told some years since, that a mode
could be devised whereby thought could be instantly
transmitted to a distant ecity, we might have rejected a
truth for its extreme improbability. That a homaeo-
pathic dose should produce a perceptible effect, is no
miracle unless it is “ opposed to universal experience.”
The experience of those who have tried these doses may
perhaps be found not to be universally against them.
But if it really is a miracle, it may even then be
proved by testimony. Even Hume, in his famous essay
on this subject, admitted so much as this. He says, “I
beg the limitations here made may be remarked when I
say that a miracle can never be proved so as to be the
foundation of a system of religion : for I own that other-
wise there may be miracles or violations of the usual
course of nature of such a kind as to admit of proof
from human testimony.”

Or incredible.

But I claim next that the improbability in this case
previous to experiment and testimony is not so great as
the preceding suggestions would imply. Such improb-
ability can only be proved by showing, 1st: that Anal-
ogy is entirely at variance with the claim that medicines
in infinitesimal doses affect the bodily organs, and 2d:
that the peculiarities of the homaopathic system, and
collateral circumstances furnish no presumptions in their
favor. Should either of these suppositions be erroneous,
the claim would be brought within the limits of eredi-
bility, where a certain amount of evidence would estab-
lish our proposition, and were this unattainable, where
a less amount might render it probable, or at least show
it to be possible.
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It is not without Analogy.

The argument from analogy, appears to furnish the
strongest objections which are urged against infinitesi-
mal doses. The efficacy imputed to them is commonly
thought to be utterly unlike all the ascertained proper-
ties of material agents. Language is said to be inade-
quate to express the absurdity of believing in this efficacy.
The claim in their favor is thought to be ¢ a gratuitous
outrage to human reason.” It is important to determine
wherein the force of this argument consists, and how
much weight is due to it.

That the efficacy imputed to these doses is extremely
improbable previous to evidence in their favor, no one
denies. DBut we daily see extreme improbabilities give
way to evidence, and what was regarded as impossi-
ble, is often found to be true and rational. The opposers
of infinitesimal doses do not, I think, usually state clearly
why these should be an exeception, and the evidence
in their favor should not even be examined. So far as I
can see, the argument would be thus stated : It is highly
improbable because unlike all the ascertained phenom-
ena of nature, that power suflicient to affect the vital
functions can exist in quantities of matter, which are
infinitesimal in weight and bulk. This improbability is
increased, if “ appreciable” quantities of the substance
do not produce such overwhelming results as would be
expected if the minute amount has any effect. The im-
probability becomes moral certainty, if large quantities
do not usually manifest any effect on the vital functions,
or if we are familiar with the common properties of the
substance without finding any thing in them to indicate
such powers. If this is not a fair statement of the
orounds on which the conclusion is based, I think the ar-
gument needs re-investigation.
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From various sources.

On it I would observe, 1st. It is not absurd, though
it be improbable, that effects should be produced by
means which, so far as is yet known, are altogether inad-
equate to their accomplishment. The records of science
are little else than a catalogue of such marvels. As a
general rule, the formative and the remedial agents of
nature are those which would have appeared to be quite
incompetent to the purpose. The insect, the snail, and
the animalcule are vastly better architects than all the
monsters of the sea and land. The gentle breeze, the
sunshine and the dew are the restorative and develop-
ing powers, while those immensely more active, the tor-
nado, the earthquake, and the flood, are fit merely to
disturb and to destroy. We are just beginning to learn
how effective are agents quite as immaterial as the
doses of the homaopathist, and of whose very existence
we possess no other evidence than the phenomena we
extort from them, and as their properties are unfolded,
each year brings its host of discoveries, which astonish
us both by their immense results and the apparent
feebleness of the means.

2d. It will not do to take it for granted that the power
of physical agents is always proportioned to their weight
and bulk. The amount of matter, necessary to produce
a given result, will depend on circumstances, one of
which would be the state of aggregation of the particles,
according to which it would be more or less diffusible.
It would also depend on the delicacy and susceptibility
of the thing to be acted upon. That susceptibility
would only be blunted, if the keenness of the agent was
not proportioned to its own. If the result aimed at was
to overthrow a mountain oak, the thunderbolt of heaven
might be requisite, but if it was to restore to right action
the delicate vital force, the result would hardly be pro-
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portioned to the amount of power used. It might also
depend on circumstances of which we know but little.
The next breath might bring to us a hidden poison ut-
terly inappreciable to our tests. A slight current of air
might do more to sicken than the gale of yesterday.

3d. It is not inadmissible that a substance with which
we are familiar should have latent properties of a very
energetic character. We may never have tested them
in precisely the circumstances in which these properties
would show themselves, or if they have occurred, we
may have erroncously attributed them to some other
cause. The seed might furnish us food for a long period,
and if we knew nothing of its germinating power, we
should never suspect that such a force lay dormant within
it. Much might be said to disprove it. If, as you say,
one seed will produce its hundred, and each of these its
hundred again, and so on—you would soon have the
world filled with it alone, there would be no room for
any thing else. Again, each one of your first crop would
have but a hundredth part of the original vital principle
peculiar to it, and thus they would diminish in power at
so rapid a rate as soon to exhaust themselves. Your
statement is absurd: it is an outrage to human reason
to ask us to plant aseed and try your experiment. The
bar of iron in our hands may be a magnet and we know
nothing of it. It may even have the strange power
needed for making new magnets ad infinitum, without
losing its own potency. We might see metals rusting
under the action of acid, all our lives, without appreci-
ating the galvanic force,

The ascertained results of vaccination prove: lst,
that matter may have latent properties only to be learned
by specific experiments on the human system ; 2d, that
these properties may be not at all proportioned to the

weight and bulk of the vehicle, as it is almost a matter of
2
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indifference whether much or little of the virus is used ;
3d, that what would appear to be a process of dilution
is not necessarily such, as no perceptible diminution of
the peculiar efficacy results from continuing the process
from individual to individual, though thereby, but an in-
finitesimal portion of the original agent can be retained ;
4th, that there is a diversity in the susceptibility of dif-
ferent persons to such an agency, only discoverable by
experiment ; 5th, that important changes may be going
on in the system without any evidence thereof being ex-
hibited during at least part of the process.

Such analogies, it will perhaps be said, are too “loose
to form the foundation of a system of medicine.” Very

true, but they should at least teach us caution in the
argument.

In what we know of medicines.

In prosecuting the argument from Analogy, we are
now prepared to enquire what light is thrown upon the
subject by what we know of the action of medicines
upon the human system. A little reflection will show us,
I think, that we know so little of the effects of remedies
previous to experiment with them, that the powers im-
puted to even infinitesimal doses may be credible. That,
for example, a man may avow the belief that “ a mere
atom” of arsenic or belladonna has remedial properties
in certain states of the system without forfeiting his
character for soundness of mind or honesty of motive.

If this is denied, any argument against it must be
based on its being utterly unlike all that we know to be
true either of the remedy itself or of the human system
in health or in disease; including of course such phe-
nomena as result from their mutual relations.

If the position is taken that what we know of the
remedy shows it to be unreasonable that so minute a
portion of it should exert a medicinal action, my reply
would be that however different it may be from our ac-
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customed views of these articles, though there be no link
whereby we can connect it with what we do know of
them, it is not incompatible with that knowledge. We
know that a certain quantity of arsenic or belladonna
will poison. We learn this not from their chemical or
sensible properties, but because they have poisoned, and
we have found that if the dose be diminished within cer-
tain limits it will no longer do so. But we could not
infer from these facts what their properties would be in
still smaller doses. That either of them had valuable
properties as a “tonic” or “narecotic” could only be proved
by experiment, and experiment alone would show that
when the dose was still further diminished these useful
properties would be lost. Kven smaller doses might be
valuable in appropriate cases for all that we have learned
to the contrary, and nothing but experiment in those
cases could either establish or disprove it. A minute
dose of ipecac is said to quiet a sick stomach under cer-
tain circumstances, though too small to produce any
appreciable effect upon a healthy one and although a
larger dose would have directly opposite effects.* The
question would depend on the evidence, and could only
be settled by experiment. That matter retains its iden-
tity when “infinitesimally” divided, and that in this state
it is capable of affecting the human organism is well
known,t and is illustrated by the extreme division which
odoriferous substances must undergo, and by their effects
on the susceptible—causing at times fainting and convul-
sions. Experiment, did we only know where to make it,

* Billings’ Principles of Medicine.

+ See a valuable article on the minute division of maitter, by Dr. Joslin, in Silliman’s
Journal of Science, Jan, 1847. Also Principles of Homeeopathy, by Dr. Joslin.

t Dr. Hooker says (Med. Del, p. 66) that such analogies * do not touch the point at issue
unless it is proved that an infinitegsimal amount of any substance, musk for example, can
be made to emit a stronger odor than a large quantity of it.” This appears to me to be
o mistake, All that it is necessary to prove is, that an infinitesimal amount of the sub-
stance will produce more effect on one person under one set of circumstances than a large
quantity would on a different person under very different circumstances,
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might lead us to remedial doses which, compared with
our present ones, might be termed infinitesimal. Some
criterion of the degree of probability would be found in
the sensibility of the system, or of parts of it. If we knew
that in any given morbid condition there was complete
insensibility to other agents, it would be improbable that
therein the system would be affected by very minute doses
of medicine. Butif we knew that it was acutely suscep-
tible to some impressions so slight as ordinarily to have
no effect, it would not be unreasonable to infer that there
might be medicines which would have effects though
quite inappreciable in other states of the system. I see
not how the conclusion can be avoided, that we know
nothing of medicines which, previous to experiment with
infinitesimal doses, shows it to be incredible that they
may affect remedially the human organism.

Or of the vital functions.
Is it not equally evident that we know nothing of the

human system—its healthy or its morbid functions which
renders this supposition unreasonable ?

In health.

Many individuals apparently in good health, are ex-
ceedingly susceptible to certain medicines even in very
minute quantities. A breath of air in which was float-
ing an * inappreciable” amount of powdered ipecac has
repeatedly brought on an attack of asthma. A millionth
of a grain of the exhalations of our “poison sumach”
must be sufficient to cause a severe erysipelatous inflam-
mation, as some are thus affected by merely riding near it.
These, and other cases of “idiosyncrasy,” are as impro-
bable, previous to their being established by evidence, as
the assertions of the homeeopathists. Nay, they are more
so: for we know from repeated experiments, that these
substances do not ordinarily produce these effects, but we
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do not know from actual trial, anything which renders
the effects of similar doses on an appropriate patient

improbable.
In disease.

Again, we know that disease alters the susceptibility
of the system to medicines as well as to other agents.
A particle of food, a spoonful of water may disturb an
irritable stomach. A touch, a breath of air, a ray of
light may wound an excited nerve. A weak solution of
borax will sometimes cure a diseased mucus membrane,
though it, or a larger quantity, produce no appreciable
effect on a healthy one. A diseased organ is in a state
of unnatural excitement, and unusually susceptible to all
external agents: especially is this true of agents which
have a tendency to affect that very organ. If infinitesi-
mal amounts of matter ever affect the system in health,
it would be probable, rather than otherwise, they might
often do so in disease. The increase in our knowledge
of medicines and of the human system, has been con-
stantly introducing doses hitherto unused. If a new
field of experiment were opened to us, it would not be
absurd to enter it because we were told that it would
lead us to far smaller doses than those we have here-
tofore used. Should such power exist, we should never
know it except from experiment. Experiment might
prove it. It would be an addition to our present know-
ledge, not contrary to it. No theoretical considerations,
certainly, can justify us in denying its credibility.

It is therefore important to observe, that these claims
are confined to a field almost unexplored except by one
party in this discussion. The homeopathists find their
indications for the use of a remedy in its effects upon a
healthy person, and prescribe it for symptoms similar to
those which itself would tend to produce. The profes-

sion at large, have never considered this a reasonable
Q¥
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field of enquiry. It is, for example, one of Pereira’s ob-
jections to homceeopathy, that its medicines would only
aggravate the diseases for which they are given.* This
impression has prevented adequate experiments on the
effects of medicines, for such symptoms as these medicines
are known to produce. That the objection is not well
founded, might be suspected from the well known prin-
ciple, that the action of medicines is different, often op-
posite, in large and in small doses, and also when other
circumstances vary. The opposite effects of large and
small doses of opium, the efficacy of small doses of some
of the cathartics in diarrhea, the fact that turpentine in
large doses causes and in small doses cures inflamma-
tion of the bowels,t that camphor, cubebs, &e. cause
and cure irritation of the urinary organs, are familiar
illustrations of this principle. Whether effects might
not be obtained from still smaller doses, (of turpentine,
for instance,) provided we select from the cases, in which
it would be serviceable, such as have other symptoms
resembling those produced by it, is a fair subject for ex-
periment. If we have been in the habit of prescribing
a drug for a certain disease, experience may have taught
us that it was useless to give it in very small doses.
But this experience cannot decide the question whether
this drug may influence a different, much less an oppo-
site set of symptoms. Nor does it make it unreasona-
ble to suppose that therein the system may be far more
susceptible to it, and consequently that far smaller doses
will have effect. How far the division of the dose might
be carried it is not necessary to decide. The great sus-
ceptibility of the human system to occasional irritants,
shows that the limit might not be easily found. But it
will be time enough to enquire whether effects can be

* Materia Medica. Philadelphin, 1843. Vol. 1si, page 153.
+ Eberle’s Practice of Medicine.
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obtained from decillionth dilutions, after we shall have
settled the question in regard to those which are less
remote from undisputed ground.

Other objections.

The considerations drawn from analogy include, more-
over, certain objections to infinitesimal doses which are
thought to be insurmountable, and hence to furnish a
conclusive argument against them. So far as [ can see,
these objections may be reduced to the following heads :

Ist. That these effects are incredible, because the
same medicines may be given in ordinary doses without
benefit for the very diseases for which they are admin-
istered homaopathically.

2d. That homeopathic medicines may be taken with-
out producing any effect on the system, even in large
quantities and habitually.

3d. That we cannot explain or understand the modus
operandi of these doses.

4th. That the admission of the efficacy of these doses
involves certain disastrous consequences to “scientific
medicine.”

In regard to the first of these objections, I would ob-
serve, it is not unreasonable to suppose that the small
dose may be more efficacious than a large one would
Le, for—1st, the latter may produce effects which coun-
teract the remedial effects of the small one. The “ton-
ic” powers imputed to aloes or rhubarb,* the “alterative”
effects of ecalomel or bloodroot, may be lost if the dose is
too much increased. Vomiting, sweating, or any dis-
turbing result may interfere with the remedial action.
2d. It is possible that the minute subdivision of matter
may develope properties heretofore latent. The chemist
assures us that this is true of its chemical properties,

the homaopathist that it is true of its medical. It
* Pereira’s Mat. Med. on these articles.
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appears to me no more rational to reject one statement
without examination than it would be the other. Is it
wisdom to believe that there is latent heat in a drop of
water or a lump of ice, but folly to believe that a piece
of silex may have latent medical properties! Previous
to experiments, there would appear to be as strong a
presumption against the statement of the chemist that a
piece of charcoal is identical, in its chemical composition,
with the diameond, as there is against that of the homao-
pathist, that this charcoal or diamond, if subdivided so
minutely as to be absorbable by the minutest capillary
of the system, may have valuable remedial properties.
Where such a subdivision exists in certain natural pre-
parations, there is found to be an activity far greater
than their chemical analysis or physiological effects
would lead us to expect. The cod liver oil contains but
a trace of iodine and bromine, and therefore somewhat
resembles the preparations of the homaopathist. Some
of the most highly prized mineral waters contain so
little “ active medicine,” that their effects cannot be ac-
counted for on any commonly received principle. 2d.
The curative effects imputed to these remedies may be
prevented, when given allopathically, through neglect of
certain cautions, which those who advocate these doses
consider quite important. A mode of preparing medicines,
than which none has ever been devised apparently so
well calculated to develope their properties, the admin-
istration of the remedies uncombined with one another,
and the avoidance on the part of the patient of any-
thing which might be supposed to interfere with the
remedial action ; these peculiarities are claimed to af-
ford a reasonable answer to this objection to our doses.*
4th. The objection makes an assumption which may
be unfounded. An acquaintance with the homeopathic
* Bee Dr. Joslin's work, already referred to.
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principle, and a comparison with it of the effects of
remedies may show that, under the ordinary treatment,
cures do result in accordance with it more frequently
than those suppose who do not attend to it. Homaopa-
thists assert this and urge an investigation of the sub-
Ject. It may be found that many orthodox cures are
due to the homaopathicity of the remedy.

Another objection to these doses is frequently urged,
viz: that homeopathic medicines may be taken in much
larger quantities without producing any perceptible
effect. To this I reply, 1st. No one can deny that medi-
cines may produce curative effects in small doses, though
in large ones there may be no such disturbance as would
account for their remedial properties. The effects of
sarsaparilla and other remedies popular with those who
urge the objection, sufficiently illustrate this principle.
2d. Infinitesimal doses are not claimed in this essay to
have any effects, except where the precise indications
for them exist, though I think it could be shown that
they do affect the healthy, when sufficient care is used
in the experiment. 3d. In an occasional occurrence of
these indications, the remedial effects might be lost by
the very excess of dose, and by the neglect of indispen-
sable cautions. 4th. Occasional results which might
occur, might not be recognized by those who will not
admit their possibility, but would be referred to accident
or anything else rather than the dose. 5th. We can
draw but uncertain inference as to the remedial effects
of a medicine by the habitual or careless use of any arti-
cle. Should we decide as to the remedial powers of
tobacco, opium, or even arsenic, from the effects of these
agents on those who are habitually or occasionally un-
der their influence, we might be led into serious error.
But, 6th. This objection and the previous one, take for
granted certain questions, in regard to which those who
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urge the objections are at issue with homaopathists.
The latter assert that aggravations of disease and its
symptoms are occasionally the consequence of their
doses, and frequently result from medicines if used in
larger doses when they happen to be homaopathic to
the symptoms. That in the nearest approach which
the objectors ever make to infinitesimal doses, these
aggravations are conceded, being urged as a valid ob-
jection to the remedy, while they are merely so to the
doses in which they are given. Instances may be select-
ed almost at random. One physician (Dr. Waller)
recommends a medicine very highly for some disease,
(for example, belladonna for whooping cough,) another
(Dr. Theophilus Thompson) objects, because in some
cases where it was given, “ he had found that the poi-
sonous rather than the curative effects of the remedy
developed themselves, even though the doses adminis-
tered were remarkably small.”* The accidents which
have occurred with ordinary doses of tincture of aconite,
have led some to reject it altogether as being a danger-
ous remedy, For a similar reason medical men have
often been led to avoid testing the value of remedies in
the cases in which we use them, because they “ would
only increase the original disease.” The two objections
are inconsistent, and thus neutralize each other. It is
begging the question to conclude on a prior: grounds,
that there cannot be a dose so small as to avoid the
dangerous effects of the remedy and yet large enough
to secure its beneficial action.

The objection urged against these doses, that we can-
not understand how the system can be affected by them,
is hardly relevant to the point at issue. The question is
as to the amount of evidence, and those who reject more
direct presumptions would. not be likely to listen to the

* Londen Lancet, Jan, 1845,
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explanations we offer. Homaeopathists suppose, in com-
mon with others, that most symptoms are but indica-
tions of the efforts of nature to remove disease, and
hence that it is the duty of the physician to act in accord-
ance with them: that where nature needs assistance,
perhaps these remedies excite the reaction of the affected
organ by giving it a slight impulse, analagous to that
which the disease has given. This is offered as a pos-
sible explanation ; still others are suggested which are
worthy of the attention of honest enquirers after truth.
That the objection is not a fatal one, can be seen by any
one who will undertake to give us an explanation of the
action of sarsaparilla. If, as Pereira says, this article
“ has little taste and no smell,”—if *“ by the ordinary use
of it, it produces but very slight if any obvious effects,”
—if, moreover, *in the hands of some, it has failed to
relieve or cure diseases in which others have found it
effectual,” what reason can be given why British and
American surgeons should admit its therapeutic power
and deny that of homaopathic remedies.

The objections drawn from the consequences of admit-
ting these claims, so far as they bear on the question at
issue, evidently belong to a different part of the investi-
gation. Such objections, however, are but remotely
relevant to this question. Our opinions as to the causes
and consequences of any general truths are very apt to
mislead us. The truth or falsity of disputed facts may
often be reached with entire certainty, where all such
speculations in regard to them may be altogether delu-
sive.

Such objections as those implied in Dr. Bostock’s
excuse for not examining homceeopathy, (quoted page 9.)
too plainly beg the question to require further examina-
tion. Instead of knowing the properties of the living
body under “all” circumstances, it is plain that, at least
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INDIRECT EVIDENCE.

If it is possible that infinitesimal doses of medicine
may act remedially, we are prepared to examine the
probabilities in regard to it. It comes before us a ques-
tion of fact, to be determined by the evidence. Al-
though, from the nature of the subject, demonstration
is unattainable, 1 hope to show that the preponderance
of proof is strongly in their favor,—evidence of precisely
the character which, in the ordinary concerns of life,
forms the belief and determines the conduct.

Presumptions in favor of Homwopathy.

In the first place, a slight examination of the homao-
pathic system would seem to furnish indirect evidence
that there must be some truth connected with it. But it
can safely be assumed, that there can be no truth in any
part of the system if not one of its doses can have ef-
fects—in other words, if an infinitesimal dose can not
be remedial.

The very remoteness of its claims from the commonly
received views, affords, I think, some presumption that
its medicines must sometimes have effects. An asser-
tion which widely differs from what we have hitherto
believed, is much more narrowly scanned than one which
nearly coincides with it. It is therefore to be expected,
that the attention of every one would be awakened to
the results of this treatment. If some mysterious process
were gone through, which might at least affect the ima-
gination ; if, by some disturbing treatment, the patient
might be persuaded that the relief which he felt after its
effects were over, was produced by it ; if some electric
shock, or even an unpleasant taste was communicated,
there might be room for doubt, but it is almost incredible
that patients should be cured, or persuade themselves

3
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or less direct. Most physicians indiscriminately refuse
to admit these claims, on the ground that they are oppos-
ed to established facts and principles, which they think
furnish so strong a presumption against homeopathy as
to justify them in refusing to examine the facts alleged
in their favor. Thus the two parties do not come to an
issue, and the controversy has been mostly a wearisome
and too often an irritating attempt to establish and re-
fute certain positions by argument. The difficulty has
been increased to endless confusion by the constant in-
troduction of collateral issues.

It is necessary to select some one question which may
for the time be the rallying point in the discussion, and
to which it may be confined. Such an issue is to be
found in the question, “ Have these doses the eflicacy
imputed to them ?”” and no argument is worth taking into
account which has not a palpable bearing on the naked
question, whether infinitesimal doses produce remedial
effects.

I shall not undertake, therefore, to defend the leading
dogmas of homwopathy. These may be true or may be
false, without determining this precise question. Those
who feel inclined to make an assault upon other parts of
this system will probably find some of its defenders rea-
dy to meet them on any ground they may choose for the
attack. At present I shall merely try to show, that
there is enough in some of its principles, which is demon-
strable and conceded, to furnish a presumption in favor
of its doses, and therefore (especially if analogy leads to
no conclusive presumption against them) that medical
men have no valid excuse for not bringing this question
to the test, upon which homaopathists have always in-
sisted.

Peculiarities of Homaopathy which bear upon the question.

Several peculiarities of homeopathy appear to me to
afford strong presumptions in favor of its doses.
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A new method of studying the Materia Medica.

First.—Its physicians believe they have a method of
learning the properties of medicines by a deductive pro-
cess. It had heretofore been taught, not merely “ that
all attempts to ascertain the properties of the articles of
the materia mediea from hypothetical principles were of
no effect,” but “that the only method which promised
“any success, was to collect from the best sources of in-
formation the most aufhentic facts, and afterwards to
“arrange the facts thus obtained in a scientific form.”*
While this was the prevailing doctrine, the idea was
started, or revived, that the true way of learning the
properties of medicines was by observing their effects
on healthy persons. “ With a firmness of purpose and
spirit of perseverance that scarcely admits a parallel,
Hahnemann and some of his followers submitted an
immense number of the most active articles of the mate-
ria medica to the test of experience.” ¢In conducting
these experiments, the most patient and unwearied at-
tentions have been bestowed by them, not merely in
guarding scrupulously against all sources of contingent
influence, but likewise in noticing with the greatest ex-
actitude the multifarious changes produced in the seve-
ral functions of the system.”t By such a process, thus
conducted, may be elicited the pathogenetic effects of a
newly discovered substance, while those of our old
remedies may be confirmed or corrected. This method
malkes available all that is positively known of the medi-
cine—all that accident, as in cases of poisoning, may
make known of its effects.

Is there not the same presumption that this precise
study will lead to useful discoveries as exists in any
other case where facts are gathered and studied 7 Or is

* Bosiock’s Materia Medica, in Edin. Encyc. p. 397.
+ Prof, Edw’d Geddings. Amer. Jour, of Med. Sciences, 1830,

e —..
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it supposable that those who pursue these investigations
should themselves reject whatever useful result they
might lead to by using their medicines in doses altogeth-
er inert? Dr. Hocker, as do others, objects that the re-
sults thus obtained are often trifling.* This objection
is unworthy of the student of nature. Would he deem
it a good rule for the chemist, the meteorologist, or the
astronomer to note no results but those that are impor-
tant. So thought once the disciples of other natural
sciences. Now the opinion is confined to one of them
alone.

Whether this claim of the homaeopathists is well
founded or not, and whether the results obtained from it
can be made available in the cure of disease, by means
of that great law which is the basis of homeopathic the-
rapeutics, it is not necessary to determine, but there are
some things connected with it that are not at all doubtful.

If it were once acknowledged to be true, it would be
thought to be reasonable and important. In any other
natural science, some such process is considered indispen-
sable to its progress. If a newly discovered substance is
presented to the naturalist, he immediately commences
examining it, and without delay can refer it to its proper
place. Its properties, so far as they relate to his science,
can be to a great extent detailed, and its analogies deter-
mined. Whether it be a new planet, or a new flower, a
gas,a mineral, or an ore, observation and experiment are
at once resorted to, and the inductive process requires but
a short period to furnish additional proof of the wisdom
and beneficence of the Creator. But if a new med-
icine is discovered, how different is the process. Used by
the vulgar or the “ quack,” until its merits compel the pre-
fession to adopt it in spite of their prejudices, it at last
lends lustre to the name of him who is so ‘ortunate as to

* Med., Delu=ions,
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take the right moment to introduce it to its new friends.
The peasant, the monk and the Indian have each been
important contributors to the cause of science. * Fanci-
ful analogies in the form and color of the remedy,” or at
best, experiments on brutes, have helped make up the
materia medica of those whe deride the experiments of
homeopathists. Pereira says of nux vomica it is “ one
of the few remedies the discovery of whichis not the effect
of mere chance.”* Even the development of medical
properties which cases of accidental poisoning occasion-
ally lead to, has not enabled the profession to see that
herein is a process which might be used deductively.
The roadside, the meadow and the prairie are filled with
“weeds” from which the homweopathists are claiming
that their materia medica is constantly being enriched.
The mineral and even the animal kingdom, are contin-
ually furnishing us valuable material which we are
keeping in store for our elder sister when she shall be in-
duced to own us, and which, we assure her, is worthy
to rank with the discoveries she has made in anatomy,
physiology and pathology.

This method of studying the materia medica is evi-
dently looked upon with increasing favor by the profes-
sion. Somet prominently advise experiments on the
healthy, who look without interest upon the results of
like experiments which have been conducted with the
greatest care for more than half a century. It would be
well if they would undertake to furnish so faithful a
pathogenesis of at least a single drug as to prove by
the contrast that that which the homeopathists offer is
indeed “an incongruous and ridiculous farrago.”f A
short time since an allopathic medical society at Vienna

* Mat. Med. Vol. 2, page 356.
+ Prof. G. B. Wood's Introd. Lecture, Phil, 1840, page 27,
1 Dr. Hooker.
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adopted the method of investigating the materia medica
which we have now been considering. Their first pub-
lished report, so far as it goes, corroborates the accuracy
of homeopathic experiments made many years since.*
One of their members, however, admits that it is not
very obvious “ what practical medicine can gain by these
observations.” Perhaps he may yet find a rule whereby,
in his own language, “the physiological proving of the
remedy may be harmonized with its employment at the
sick bed.”t
It has made discoveries.

A second peculiarity of the homeopathic system, is the
claim that this method of observing the effects of medi-
cines has led to valuable discoveries in regard to their
specific properties.

In the use of remedies.

1st. It offers new indications whereby the use of old
remedies may be guided. However highly he may
estimate those indications which now lead him to the
appropriate remedy, no candid physician will deny that
they are often imperfect, sometimes contradictory, and de-
pendant on no general law or fixed principle. Whether
the claim of the homaopathist, to have more precise dis-
tinctions, be well founded or not, the very existence of
the claim furnishes a presumption in favor of their
doses. Itaffords great facility in testing the efficacy im-
puted to them. When Pereira recommends belladonna
in whooping cough, &c., ipecacuanha in hamoptysis,
arsenic in fevers and periodical diseases, or nux vomica
in dyspepsia, he gives us but few indications to guide us
to the application of either to appropriate cases. It is
not strange that their proper value in these affections
should be undetermined. But when the homaopathist

* Dritish Journal of Home:opathy Vol. 6, page 205,
+ Page 277.
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offers his doses of the same remedies, in some forms of
these diseases, he accompanies his recommendation with
far more precise distinctions whereby its truth may be
verified.
Of many new specifics.

2d. The homaopathic system proffers to the profession
many new specifics. I need not say that the very offer
excites at once, a strong prejudice. But we do not mean
by the term specifie, either prophylactics, as citric acid
for scurvy—though at least one such is very extensively
accepted—viz : belladonna for scarlatina, nor is it meant
by specific, a remedy always appropriate to a single
disease, as mercury, cinchona and sulphur are often
thought to be for certain affections. Such use of reme-
dies is utterly irreconcilable with homaopathy. But the
claim is that, with proper attention to the indications,
these remedies may be expected to cure certain forms of
disease pointed out by definite groups of symptoms. In
this sense, though to a far less degree, many of the most
valued “ alteratives” are speciiics, and are spoken of as
such by the best writers. The search after specifics (in
this sense) has always occupied a large share of the at-
tention of the profession. Progress in therapeutics must
chiefly be made here. Prof. Alison in anticipating the
sources of future improvement in medicine, ranks the
discovery of specifics as one of the most important
means whereby the science is to be advanced.* How
they are to be found, he does not tell us. The search
has hitherto been but poorly successful except in one
direction. M. Marchall, one of the “ Faculty of Medi-
cine,” at Paris, had the candor to say at the public exam-
ination of the students, in July 1847, that with regard to
specifics and their action, all that we know we owe to
the works of homaopathists. In those of Physicians

* Cyclop. of Pract. Med. Vol. 3d, page 270,



INFINITESIMAL DOSES. 33

commonly called legitimate, from Hippocrates to our
own time, we find absolutely nothing.*

It has anticipated some * discoveries.”

3d. Again, many of the discoveries in regard to the
action of medicines announced as new in late medical
Journals, were already familiar to homaopathists who
were indebted for them to their trials on the healthy.
The experiments and discoveries on aconite of Dr. Alex-
ander Flemingt had been long rejected with disdain by
those who are too orthodox to doubt their own infalli-
bility. 'When once baptised into the true faith, they are
found to have sufficient merit to entitle the propounder
to a gold medal from the Edinburgh College of Surgeons.
Will it be said that, though the homaopathists may have
anticipated the discovery of the therapeutic power, Dr.
Fleming first taught in what doses to make it available,
that by some accident they stumbled on the discovery,
but had not sagacity enough either to learn how to use
it or to know whether they secured its effects or not?
It is at least a curious coincidence that medicines like
aconite, arnica, belladonna, &ec. should now be used in
cases for which homeopathists have for many years re-
commended them, while the same medicines have been
in the hands of physicians for centuries, and these most
important uses never thought of till now, and that no al-
lusion to these properties should be found in standard
works on the materia medica published within the last
half dozen years.

A law of therapeutics.

A third peculiarity of the homaopathic system is the
claim to be able to refer the specific properties of medi-
cines to one general principle. Homaopathists believe
that medicines tend to cure diseases and to remove

* Brit. Journal of Homceeopathy. Vol. 6, page 124,
+ Lond. and Edin. Monthly Jour, of Med, Sciences, July, 1845,
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symptoms similar to those which the same medicines
would tend to produce. It is sufficiently accurate for il-
lustration to say, that to cure diarrhea they would use
small doses of cathartics rather than astringents; like
doses of emetics to check vomiting, &e. The aphorism
stmilia similibus curantur, purports to express the relation
between the action of a medicine on the healthy body
and its specific effects in disease. If true, it furnishes
an explanation of the action of medicines, and a rule of
art which guides the practice. Therapeutics is thus
made almost independent of the diverse speculations on
the ultimate nature of disease, and on the mode of ac-
tion of each separate remedy, both of which are indis-
pensable under all other treatment except that which is
merely empirical. Guided by the law of similars, the
symptoms of the patient can be compared with those
produced by the medicine, and that selected which
furnishes the most perfect resemblance.*

I am not about to take it for granted that this princi-
ple is established—so far as to entitle it to become the
basis of therapeutics—nor is this a suitable occasion
either to exhibit the proofs of it, or to educe the import-
ant conclusions thence arising.

Which is true to some extent.

I would simply urge : 1st. It is evident that it is true
to a certain extent. In innumerable cases it is found
that there is a correspondence between its results and
the properties of medicines long recognized. To say the
least, a simple and beautiful hypothesis is offered where-
by anomalies are accounted for, and neglected facts
classified.} The stimulant effects of small doses of
opium would be suspected from the narcotic effects of

* 8ee a valuable paper on this subject, by Dr. Scott, of Glasgow, in the Homa:opathic
Journals for 1848,

1 Fletcher's Elements of General Pathology.
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be true, the human system is ever susceptible to ex-
tremely minute amounts of matter, it might be expected
to be so in the circumstances which this principle
implies, — itself, morbidly excited by disease, and the
excitement of the very character as that which the medi-
cine would tend to cause or increase, no circumstances
can be imagined, previous to positive evidence, wherein
an idiosyncrasy might be expected, if not here. If, in
what seems to be perfect health, the system is ever sus-
ceptible to agencies vastly less than those which are
ordinarily necessary to produce effects ; and if in disease
it is even more impressible by appropriate stimuli—just
so far as the law, similia similibus curantur, is true, so far
may infinitesimal doses be expected to cure. This pre-
sumption becomes certainty, if we shall find that it is
confirmed by experience.

State of the Argument.

Such are some of the presumptions which prepare us
to examine the direct evidence in regard to infinitesimal
doses. The system of medicine which furnishes them
ought to receive a respectful attention. It has still oth-
er, and to us no less cogent claims on that attention, but
as they do not so directly bear on our subject, their place
in this discussion is comparatively unimportant. Their
truth or falsity has but little to do with the precise ques-
tion before us. They may be false—wanting so much
as a show of reason—without materially invalidating
the evidence which experiment would furnish with re-
gard to infinitesimal doses. Whether they are so or not
is a matter of opinion, which can best be decided after
the present question is settled. The same may be said
of a variety of presumptions, for and against homeopa-
thy, which are usually made prominent in discussions as
to its merits. Whatever light the history of medicine
and the ascertained principles of its elementary sciences

4
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may throw on the questions at issue, between the two
systems, however plausible may be the various conside-
rations drawn from analogy, and from the peculiar dog-
mas of homaopathy, their value, in the present issue, is
limited almost entirely to the question, are the effects
imputed to these doses credible? The ultimate decision
of the question must be referred to the most direct evi-
dence which the subject admits of.

This brings us to the question, whether there be any
testimony in regard to infinitesimal doses. On other sub-
jects testimony is the most direct evidence attainable,
except the results of our own observation. On such
subjects it is often surprising how a little plain testimony
easily outweighs the most decided opinions, and the
strongest probabilities. Even if the testimony should
prove to be defective, or scanty, or conflicting, these de-
fects are within the reach of our faculties, and we can
estimate what weight is due to it, and then, perhaps,
procure or furnish better. But the deciding disputed
matter of fact questions by arguments, however logical,
or by authority, however weighty, has far tco often per-

petuated error,
DIRECT EVIDENCE.

The subject a suitable one for testimony.

In examining the direct evidence in regard to infinites-
imal doses, it should be observed that the subject is a
suitable one for testimony. The facts asserted can be
appreciated by the senses of the witness. It is perceived
that an individual has a certain symptom, e. g. heemor-
rhage, ulceration of some exposed surface, fever. The
physician administers something, and the symptom (or”
group of symptoins) after a time, ceases to exist. What
such a statement is worth, is not now the question.
Whether it furnishes any evidence will depend on the
way in which the blanks in the formula are filled. It
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may be that the uleceration has continued for months, the
hemorrhage for hours, and that the one ceases in a few
days, the other in a few minutes. It is possible for him to
know it if it be so. He may indeed be mistaken in attri-
buting the change to the supposed remedy, and this liabil-
ity limits the value of the testimony. We mustjudge on
other grounds as to the amount of evidence it furnishes.
Should he undertake to say that it was the medicine
that cured the disease, this would not be admissible, for
he could not know it from the direct evidence of his
senses, He can testify only to what he thus knows.

Not involved #n a process of reasoning.

Moreover, the facts asserted by the witnesses may in-
clude, by a direct implication, the question at issue in this
discussion. No prolonged process of reasoning is neces-
sarytoconnect them. The witnessmay assert that dysen-
tery, or any other disease, disappeared soon after the ad-
ministration of an infinitesimal dose, or in connection with
certain manipulations with metallic tractors, or after
taking calomel, lobelia, or some other remedy. Surely
now, if the inference is not inconsistent with some gen-
eral fact or natural law, if there is not so strong an
a prior: presumption against it as to render it incredible,
if it is a part of a system which supplies some independ-
ent evidence in its favor, the statement does furnish
some evidence that the means used did occasion the
change, that the “ post hoc” was really a “ propter hoc.”
However slight this presumption might be, it would be
increased by a similar statement of the same or another
witness. If then, the witnesses possess the qualifications
necessary to make them credible, there might be enough
such testimony accumulated to put the question beyond
all reasonable doubt. Moral certainty might be reached
that the doses were really the “physical cause,” if it
could be shown that in other ways the results could not
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indeed, that infinitesimal doses do produce effects, for the
nature of the case does not permit this, though homceop-
athic physicians assert these effects as confidently as they
could the remedial effects of medicines in any doses.
They assert, however, that their own convictions are
unhesitating, and as the basis of them testify to certain
facts without conditions or limitations which so directly
involve the efficacy of these doses as to convince most
of those who observe the facts and listen to the testi-
mony, that the conclusion is true. The evidence may
be sufficient to exclude all reasonable doubt: that it
should be so strong as inevitably to produce conviction,
would of course be impossible.
This testimony is positive as to several particulars.

As to a certain amount of success.

1st. That there is a certain amount of success under
homeopathic treatment. Reports of hospitals, dispen-
saries, and other public charities are given regularly.
These establishments are open to the public, and any
considerable inaccuracy may be detected. They are,
as it is well known, watched with no little care, and in
no friendly spirit. They include, one with another, prob-
ably every variety of disease which is ever made the
subject of medical treatment. The reports vary in re-
gard to the success attained: sometimes it would ap-
pear to be very striking, at others less so. On the
whole, however, they assert that a greater success is at-
tainable under this treatment than under any other
which the attending physicians know about. These
representations have induced others to try the same
means, and they, with hardly an exception, testify to the
same facts. Several thousand physicians in private
practice now unite in testifying that in inflammations, fe-
vers, diarrhea, dysentery, rheumatism and most forms of
acute and chronic disease, a success is attainable under
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dinary treatment if the amendment did not appear with
sufficient promptitude. I omitted one, two, three, four
bleedings in the next patients that presented themselves,
thus bringing the administration of the new remedies
gradually nearer and nearer to the first onset of the
malady :. beginning with a dose of aconite, followed
after an interval of twelve or twenty-four hours by bry-
onia, to which phosphorus succeeded. The less I bled
the more grateful was the action of the infinitesimal do-
ses to the suffering patient, until I decided to bleed no
more, and employ the method of Hahnemann from the
commencement. Aconite seemed to be of little service
after having been administered a few hours. Bryonia
appeared to be very energetic in its action, and phos-
phorus seemed to be useful in local inflammations, threat-
ening to pass to suppuration.”

“] cannot express the anxiety which attended these
first experiments. Notwithstanding my express direc-
tions to resort at once to bleeding if the patients became
worse, and in spite of repeated personal attendance at
their bedsides, I could not escape the constant feeling
that some catastrophe was about to happen. DBut noth-
ing of the kind occurred. The patients who were first
submitted to the treatment recovered without an excep-
tion, and the condition of others was rapidly improved.
For two years 1 have had but a single death” (from
pneumonia) ; “{wo others have died, but they entered
the ward in the agonies of a pneumonia already suppu-
rated, and if they figure in my statistics, they should not
be taken into account in a discussion of my therapeutics.
Since then I have employed the same method in many
cases of pneumonia, and by degrees my fears have van-
ished.”*

The report of his cases is full in its details, giving

# North American Hom. Journal. New York. Feb. 1851.—p. 103 and 109.
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Yet homeopathists assert in almost every instance, that
these best methods are at least equalled by homeopathy
inits power of furnishing “accidental” coincidences. They
offer to prove it to any one who will examine their re-
sults in a friendly manner, and if he denies their conclu-
sion, they offer to put into his hands the means of mak-
ing good his denial. Here are the remedies, and here
are the indications for them—whether results follow or
not, is simply a matter of fact.

To give any adequate view of homaopathic evidence
by narrating cases, would require volumes. To judge
satisfactorily of the weight due to them, the original re-
ports must be examined. I shall therefore content my-
self with referring to sources easily accessible, where
such reports can be found ; merely giving two cases, one
acute and one chronie, to show what evidence is so un-
ceremoniously neglected or so scornfully denied.

Case of croup. The patient, a girl of thirteen, had
been two days suffering from catarrh and sore throat,
for which the usual homeopathic medicines were ad-
ministered, when from reckless exposure of herself dur-
ing rain, she became more seriously ill. About 7 in the
evening she retired to bed and remained quiet, and as
was supposed, asleep. But between 9 and 10 one of the
family passing her door, was startled by hearing a rough,
hoarse, barking cough. Aconite and spongia were ad-
ministered, each of them in the 5th dilution. There
seemed to be a rapid progression of the disease, (he
cough becoming more deep and hoarse, the flush of the
face deepening, first into crimson, then into purple, and
the contortions of the whole form showed the agony with
which every breath was won.

Such was the condition of the patient at midnight when
the physician arrived, too late it was feared, to be of
service. His account is in the following words: “I
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found the patient under a harsh, dry cough, the respira-
tion stridulous, the expression of the countenance anx-
ious, the cheeks puffed and livid, pulse frequent and
small, extremities cold—great restlessness and jactita-
tion. On looking into the throat I found the fauces
highly inflamed and swollen. I dissolved six pellets of
the kali bichro. of the 6th dilution in a tumbler half
full of water, and administered a dessert spoonful of the
solution. In ten minutes thereafter there were pauses
in the before incessant cough-—in thirty minutes the
child had sunk into a quiet sleep, and the difficulty of
respiration subsided.” The patient slept with little in-
terruption for several hours. and it was not till nearly
morning that the cough returned with any persistence.
The medicine was repeated—half a spoonful of the water
in which it had been dissolved being given—it gave im-
mediate and enduring relief. The patient had no return
of cough or hoarseness.*

Case 2d. “ Miss B. W., aged fifty-two, of scrofulous
diathesis, formerly much subject to bilious affections
with sick headache: sixteen years since became par-
tially paralytic in the left fore-arm and hand, which was
then supposed to arise from enlarged glands about the
neck from scrofula : fifteen years since, during a severe
attack of what appeared to be sick headache, became
apoplectic, the sequel of which was nearly a complete
paralysis of the left hand and arm. For the last fifteen
years, the arm has been useless, quite pulseless, nearly
bloodless, numb, prickling, with occasional turns of se-
vere pain of the whole arm, which, from their severity,
were nearly insupportable—the limb flabby, diminished
in size, so utterly destitute of strength and firmness, that
in endeavoring to execute some trifling motion, the
thumb, fingers, and sometimes even the wrist, would,

* Abridged from the American Journal of Homeopathy. Vol. lst, p, 232,
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as it were, fall out of joint. Disposition fretful, easily dis-
couraged, and inclined to weep, mind weakened ; gene-
ral health in many respects delicate. Nervous, excitable,
unhappy.

On the first of July I gave her Rhus radicans, three
pellets of the third dilution—the same on the morning of
the second. She passed a somewhat restless night, with
much severe aching of the back of the neck, shoulders,
instep and toes of the left foot, with severe tingling and
prickling of the left arm and hand. Through the 2d, 3d,
and 4th of July, the pains continued severe, and extended
to the whole left arm and hand, which seemed swollen,
and the veins of the left limb, which had rarely been
susceptible to the sight or feel, became full, blue, hard,
painful in the extreme. All this was attended with diz-
ziness of the head, slight turns of faintness, great irrita-
bility and complaining, less than usual appetite, insecure
feeling when walking, or unsteadiness of gait, free mo-
tions of the bowels, and abundant discharge of pale urine.

On the 5th the unusual symptoms began to abate, and
in about three days, she was free from any considerable
suffering, with a quite perceptible, yet rather feeble
pulse, where for fifteen years, none had been detected
even by physicians, veins remained filled, giving the
limb nearly the appearance it had before being paralyzed.

There is still (August 1st) daily increase of power in
the limb, with improvement of the general health, rarely
feels slight pain in the limb, 1s more cheerful, less irrita-
ble, has more ambition and fortitude. She is yet resting
from all medicines, but follows strict rules of diet. I de-
sign to repeat the medicine at some future period if im-

provement ceases short of perfect restoration of the

diseased organ.”*

As a student of homaopathy, it was my privilege to

» American Journal of Homceopathy, Vol. 1, page 100
5
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sit by the side of the gentlemen who report these cases,
in their attendance at the New York Homaopathic Dis-
pensary, and thus form an opinion of their system from
personal observation. As case after case came before
them, I listened to the patients’ own account of their
sufferings, and often of the fruitless result of previous
modes of treatment. I took notes of the symptoms and
of the prescriptions. At their succeeding visits, I com-
pared my record with the subsequent statements of
the patients. I examined the symptoms and watched as
carefully as I knew how, their progress. Such of the
dispensary cases of one of the physicians, as were una-
ble to leave their homes,] was permitted to visit with
him, and I assert, that to the best of my judgment, no
success which at an earlier period of my medical edu-
cation I had witnessed in attendance upon Hospitals
and other public charities, under the common treatment,
would favorably compare with that which was thus ob-
tained with infinitesimal doses: that coincidences as
striking as those which I have alluded to, were so fre-
quent as to be not the exception, but the rule—that sim-
ilar results attended the prescriptions of other gentlemen
connected with this institution, and that I saw nothing
which led me to think there was deception in the diag-’
nosis, or in the use of remedies—or made me suspect
that the results were due, to any unusual extent, to
mental influence, or to the unassisted restorative powers
of the human organism.

Accordance of the coincidences with the law of similars:

3d. Homcopathists assert that the coincidences to
which they testify, occur with a regularity proportioned
to the correspondence between the symptoms of the pa-
tient, and the results of the homwopathic principle, or
law of similars.

There is an infinite variety in this correspondence.
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In some instances the similarity between the pathogene-
tic effects of the remedies and the symptems of the pa-
tient, is as exact as possible. In others, less so, and in
some cases, no remedy very closely homeopathic can be
found. There is also a great variety in our knowledge
of the application of this principle. As on other subjects,
we find constant occasion to extend and corrcet this
knowledge. Some of us are but beginners in the praec-
tice, and are conscious of doing it but very imperfect
justice. Moreover, our own failures to appreciate duly
at one interview with our patient, symptoms which we
learn more accurately at another, furnish us a test of the
varying fitness of the several remedies. The witnesses
assert that the coincidences to which they testify, corres.
pond in frequency to the homaopathicity of the remedy:.
They assert that they not merely find a difference whether
they give one remedy, than another, but also whether
they give one preparation of the same remedy rather
than another, and whether they take pains to exclude
agencies which might interfere with its action, such, for
example, as chemical antidotes.

To appreciate duly the force of this argument requires
some knowledge of the homceopathic materia medica.
Those only who have in mind the pathogenetic symp-
toms of a remedy, can adequately judge what would
be the indications for it according to the homceeopathic
principles. A sufficient approach to this, however, can
be made by any candid enquirer who will make a com-
parison between the prominent effects of these medi-
cines on the healthy, as laid down in this materia medi-
ca, and the symptoms of the reported cases, or, if he can-
not trust these, of those symptoms which himself shall
detect in the patients of the homopathic hospitals and
dispensaries. Such a process can be conducted without
any confidence either in the accuracy of the standard of



52 EVIDENCE IN REGARD TO

comparison, or inthe efficacy of the remedies, or in the
truth of the law by which they are selected. Such a
comparison, carefully made, would furnish a conclusive
demonstration either of the truth or of the falsity of
these several claims.

To illustrate the force of this position by comparing
the pathogenetic effects of remedies, as laid down in the
homaopathic materia medica, with the curative effects
of the same remedies when administered in infinitesimal
doses, would be an easy matter. As, however, the fideli-
ty of this pathogenesis might be questioned, I will com-
pare the prominent symptoms produced by belladonna,
as determined by the experiments of the allopathic so-
ciety of Vienna, alluded to on page 31, with a case treat-
ed with this remedy in infinitesimal doses. I select the
case almost at random ; certainly the only limit to the
number of similar cases, which might be furnished,
would be the small number of remedies of which we
possess an orthodox pathogenesis.

Case treated homeopathically.  Symptoms caused by belladonna.

“A man, aged 30, of strong  “ At one time increased, at
constitution and choleric tem-. another,diminished pulse,’”” ¢ fe.
perament, was, in consequence verish symptoms.”
of taking cold, suddenly taken
with chills, heat, anxiety and
restlessness, boring and throb.
bing pains in the head, soreness
and heat in the eyes. The at-
tending physician found him
in the following condition: he
could not sleep a moment at ¢ Restless sleep, sleeplessness
night ; complained of vertigo, or torpor.”’
particularly if he attempted to ¢ Vertigo, reeling as if intox-
sit up, and often fell into the icated.”
most violent delirium ; he storm.
ed and cried out, attempted to  “ Confusion of intellect and
leave his bed, and resisted pow- hallucinations.”
erfully all attempts to keep him
there. In his more lucid inter.
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Several things are to be noted in regard to the above.
1st. The case was treated and the report was published
several years before the society published their provings.
2d. The experimentors only furnish to us such symptoms
. as were produced on all, or almost all the “ provers” ; of
course we learn no more from those who, being most
susceptible to the action of belladonna, would have fur-
nished some of the most characteristic and well-marked
symptoms, than we do from those less susceptible.
These might have been given, and some mode devised
of pointing out the comparative frequency of their oc-
currence. 3d. The experiments were made with “ full
doses” only: whereas ours are made with those also
which are gradually reduced in amount until the * pro-
vers” perceive no decisive effects. We find in the re-
port the following words : “ It should be remarked that
the above phenomena” “ bore no fixed relation to the in-
crease of dose, for by the use of larger doses, symptoms
which had formerly occurred lessened or vanished en-
tirely, without others taking their place.” It would seem
to us, in these circumstances, to be very natural to di-
minish rather than increase the dose, and thus determine
if doses still smaller did not lead to symptoms which
those used did not elicit. 4th. The correspondence be-
tween the most marked symptoms of the patient and
those produced by belladonna is so palpable, that no man,
having the hom@opathic law of similars in mind, would
have a moment’s hesitation in selecting belladonna from
those proved and reported by the society, and we claim
that the consequent recovery was a coincidence which
has been repeated so often and occurs so constantly, as
to be conclusive evidence of the action of infinitesimal
doses. 5th. I think no one will refuse to admit that
were he to administer belladonna to a patient with the
symptoms recorded above, he would be careful to do so
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in very small doses—that Pereira would find in it an
illustration of his objection to these remedies, that “ they
would only increase the disease for which they were
given.” Yet, for such symptoms, probably every homeo-
pathic physician would be led at once to belladonna.

The reports to which I have referred on previous pa-
ges, furnish abundant additional examples of similar
coincidences. If more are wanted, they may be found
in reports of cases of pneumonia, acute bronchitis, croup,
&c. by Prof. Henderson, of the University of Edinburgh,*
and said by him to be all the cases of these diseases
occurring in his practice since the publication of his
“Inquiry into the Homopathic Practice.”t If these
reports are not satisfactory on these points, it would be
interesting to see some medical reports which might
serve us as a sample. Still more may be found in Dr.
Wielobychi’s cases of puerperal convulsions,j Dr.
Black’s cases and treatment of headaches,§ reports of
cholera, dysentery, fevers, diseases of the kidneys, liver,
&ec. spread over the several journals of homeopathy,
already referred to. These reports must either be re-
jected altogether, or admitted to prove the success of
the treatment, and the occurrence of constant coinei-
dences such as are claimed. They furnish an amount
of evidence of which those have no conception who
deny the conclusion which seems to us so plain. Their
very existence is probably unknown to them: so that
the effect produced by this evidence is not at all propor-
tional to its amount. Probably, if the testimony in favor
of homaopathy could be suddenly doubled, or reduced
to half its present limits, either change would be entirely
unappreciated by most allopathic physicians. In the
present state of the controversy, what is wanted is not

® British Journal of Homceopathy, 1849 and 1850, + New York, 1846,
1 Brit. Jour, of Hom., 1847, &Ib,






INFINITESIMAT. DOSES. o7

There are thus three distinet sets of phenomena to be
accounted for, The cures of disease which take place
under homeopathic treatment ; the sudden changes in
the state of the system, occurring in connection with the
administration of infinitesimal doses, and the corres-
pondence of most of these to the law of similars, which
correspondence proves the reality of the law and the
powers of the remedies. The progress of a single case
may furnish evidence which would belong to one or two
or all of these classes. In the report of cases, it is not
possible, nor is it important, to keep these several.state-
ments always distinct. But in examining the testimony
of homeopathists, justice to the subject requires that
they should all be taken into consideration.

It should be observed, moreover, that while homeaopa-
thists do not claim that their treatment is uniformly
successful, or that the coincidences to which we have
referred may always be expected; while they confess
that curable cases are sometimes uncured ; that pain is
at times unrelieved, and failures and disappointment
will sometimes arise ; that even with infinitesimal doses
in their hands, they find the imperfections incidental to
all human attainments : they no claim, and assert posi-
tively,"that favorable results occur as often and with as
much uniformity as is necessary to the argument.
Their opponents themselves being judges, these claims
are so strong as to appear extravagant. It is, acord-
ingly, no uncommon thing, when statements in favor
of homeopathy are made, and cases detailed, for the
reply to be given, “ this is claiming too much.” A zeal-
ous friend of orthodox medicine goes so far as to say,
that he knows of “no nostrum whose virtues are more
absurdly or impudently vaunted” than these remedies
are. If a greater success was claimed, or more certainty
in the occurrence of these coincidences was asserted,



o8 EVIDENCE IN REGARD TO

this objection would be still more plausibly made. It
would, therefore, be inconsistent to claim that homaopa-
thic testimony is deficient in these respects. If it is at-
tempted to be invalidated at all, some other point must
be selected for the attack.

It is intelligent.

Third. This testimony is intelligent. Most homaopa-
thic physicians are “regularly” educated, and by a pre-
vious experience in a different system, acquire sufficient
knowledge of the usual progress of disease and the or-
dinary effects of remedies. If it is remembered that
this treatment is resorted to in cases the most violent,
and of the most tediously chronic character, from the
unconsciousness of infancy to the decrepitude of age, it
surely cannot be believed, that men otherwise intelli-
gent should be unable to distinguish whether the medi-
cines they use have any effects. It is not incredible that
disease should be cured through the influence of the
imagination, or by nursing, or by the unaided powers
of nature ; but it is incredible, that educated men should
persuade themselves that these agents, however adroitly
used, are superior to all the means which the medical
profession has accumulated for alleviating pain or pro-
longing life. But, if it really be otherwise, they might
at least be supposed to have sagacity enough to give
intelligent testimony. If they cannot appreciate the
effects of remedies, they might testify as to the facts.
The disappearance of pain, cough, vomiting, &e. cotem-
poraneously with the administration of a remedy, only
give us cases enough, may be decisive as to its effects,
even if the witness does not know what the symptoms
mean. Those who impute incompetence to homaopa-
thic practitioners, are bound to show at least plausibly
how this success is to be accounted for. If they are not
intelligent, it is strange that they should so effectually
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have gained the confidence of others, where' the pre-
sumptions appear to be so much against them.

It is honest.

Fourth. This testimony is honest. It should be ad-
mitted to be so unless the contrary is proved, and the
proof must be independent of its own improbability, for
it would be arguing in a circle to infer the dishonesty
of the witness from the incredibility of his statements,
and then use this dishonesty to invalidate his testimony.

The presumptions are in favor of honesty: for this
honesty is generally admitted, and has never been, so
far as I can find, attempted to be disproved. The dis-
honesty of homaopathic practitioners is only occasion-
ally insinuated, when, apparently, no other alternative
can be found whereby to account for some of their
statements.

This honesty is probable from the circumstances.
Homceopathic practitioners exhibit a strong confidence in
their own treatment. They assert this confidence, and
often inspire it in others, where before there was strong
doubt and prejudice. It must be admitted that they
often trust it where others would not dare to do so with-
out some -confidence in it. No man can seriously doubt,
no one, so far as I know, has ever claimed, that homeeo-
pathic physicians do net believe their treatment to be a
very efficacious one. If they are not honest, they must
either have extraordinary confidence in the unaided
powers of nature, or they must deceitfully use other
means under the homeopathic guise.

There cannot be general dishonesty among homceo-
pathic physiecians without there being constant fear of
their being exposed by each other and detected by others.
One very natural result would be, the dread lest those
who now oppose them by argument and ridicule, should
at last be tempted to leave these indirect methods and
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resort to a much shorter and more direct method of pro-
ving them to be impostors. It would be interesting to
enquire if, in the search after evidence, homwopathists
betray any suppressed anxiety to draw their opponents
away from direct experiment with their doses.

It cannot reasonably be said that they trust so much
to the powers of nature as not to care for the effects of
remedies. It is incredible that they should undergo such
an amount of labor as they are known to, merely to
maintain an appearance of consistency. What possible
motive can be suggested for their accumulating and
studying such a mass of symptoms unless it be to aid
them in their practice—not to acquire the appearance of
scientific investigation, for Dr. Hooker will tell us it has
no such aspect—not to gather a mass of learned phrases,
for it were easy to show by as good authority that these
descend to minutiee beneath contempt. Homaopathists
are as susceptible to ridicule as other men. Ridicule is
the very thing to be most dreaded in a system such as
theirs. Is it supposable that they themselves should fur-
nish so much material for it without some plausible ob-
jeet? Again, in the application of these gathered symp-
toms to the practice, there is an immense amount of
study requisite for the selection of the remedy. That
they really go through this, is evident from the reported
cases. These cases show that labor is necessary, or at
least is undergone, in applying the remedies to definite
groups of symptoms. All this is useless, on the suppo-
sition that those who prescribe them know thal their
remedies are without effect.

Nor is it reasonable to suppose, that homwcopathists
are in the habit of using other remedies in a concealed
form. This cannot be done extensively without it being
notorious. Active medicines cannot long be used in
concentrated forms without being repeatedly detected
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that no amount of testimony is sufficient to establish a
new system of medicine. Thus it is said, that the his-
tory of medical delusions shows, that abundant testimo-
ny may be brought forward in favor of the efficacy of
supposed remedial agents, which shall yet prove to be
worthless. The inference is drawn, that the great
amount of evidence which homaopathy furnishes is not
conclusive of its truth.

Of the instances on which this conclusion is based,
none is so striking, and none is so much dppealed to as
Perkinism.* If the history of the “metallic tractors”
does not invalidate the evidence in favor of homeeopathy,
that of “ tar water,” and other similar “delusions” can-
not do it.

To make the application valid, it is necessary to show,

1st. That Perkinism had as much collateral evidence
in its favor as homaopathy has. *The credibility of
testimony greatly depends upon confirmation by collate-
ral circumstances, and on analogies supplied by the aid
of reason, as well as mere experience.”

2d. That the testimony would bear analysis, and was
found to be as complete in every respect.

8d. That the downfall of Perkinism was conclusive
evidence of its being a worthless system, and that it was
not crushed unjustly by the authority and ridicule and
neglect of unbelievers.

But after this is done, and Perkinism is shown to
equal homaopathy in the evidence it furnishes; to have
been as probable from analogy ; to have had as satisfac-
tory presumptions in its favor; to have had as positive,
intelligent and honest witnesses; and, finally, when it is
shown to have been all imposture or delusion, and thus
to have deserved its fall, our opponent has still more to
do. He is bound to tell us why, if homeopathy is equally

* See the works of Dr. Holmes and Dr, Hooker, heretofore referred to.
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time in the history of most homwopathic physicians,
when it could not have been plausibly said, that it was
for their interest to admit these effects. Almost every
day some member of the profession gives in his adhe-
rence to the new system ; but his testimony, which before
would have been admitted in regard to the effects of
medicines, is immediately branded as interested, and
rejected as worthless, Some of them assert, that they
commenced their experiments to prove the doses inert.
Many of them declare that interest, prejudice, pride of
opinion, their hopes of success, the authority of the wise
and the sympathy of friends, all united, in restraining
them from such enquiries, and from yielding to their re-
sults ; and yet unhesitatingly assert that which, if dis-
proved, (as it might be, if false,) would ruin them. To
rebut such testimony, an overwhelming amout of oppos-
ing testimony, as unexceptionable in all its particulars,
ought to be accumulated.

OFPOSING EVIDENCE.

Such is an imperfect exposition of the evidence in fa-
vor of infinitesimal doses. I can see but two modes in
which the conclusion to which it appears to lead can be
avoided. It must either be shown that the evidence is
rebutted by that of an opposite character, contradicting
what I have adduced, or that there is some other way
in which the results admitted to take place, can be ac-
counted for, without referring them to the apparent
cause, the infinitesimal dose.

It is not unfrequently said, that the efficacy imputed
to these doses is disproved by their being utterly ineffi-
cient in the hands of all but homaopathists. It is, there-
fore, important to enquire—

First. 'What evidence would be necessary in order
to disprove, by experiment, the efficacy of infinitesimal

doses !
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Second. Has such evidence been furnished ?
Third. If not, what substitute is offered ?

What would be needed to establish the negative.

In order to disprove the efficacy of infinitesimal doses,
it would be requisite—

1st. That the witnesses be at least as numerous as is
usually thought necessary to settle other medical contro-
versies, where the points at issue are questions of fact.

2d. That their reports be precise and circumstantial ;
such as will enable us to judge of their fairness; to see
that the medicines are rightly selected ; minute details as
to the circumstances, would be demanded as indispens-
able.

3d. That there be a considerable range of disease, lest
the experiment be confined to one set of cases, and those
selected ones.

4th. That a sufficient number of the remedies be tested
to show, not merely that some of them were inert, but
that most of them were so.

5th. That the experiments be spread over sufficient
space and time.

It is not possible to fix, in advance, the extent to which
these considerations would lead. The limits as to the
number of witnesses, the number of cases treated, the va-
riety of remedies, the length of time, &ec. would depend
on circumstances—one of which would be the amount of
evidence in favor of the doses ; another would be, should
there be, at times, some appearance of success, which
would render it necessary to extend the trials and guard
more carefully against other influences. The experi-
ments should be continued and carefully reported until
the conclusion should be fairly deducible from the evi-
dence, that the doses were inert.

If this is not possible, if sufficient evidence cannot be
accumulated within reasonable limits of time, space and
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labor to convince the unprejudiced enquirer, that infini-
tesimal doses are inert, it ought to be so said, and the
present claim abandoned. But no such ground is taken.
Such evidence is said to be easily attainable. It would
seem that hardly more pains is necessary than to deter-
mine the value of a single medicine, iodine for exam-
ple. We ought not to be asked to accept of less where
the merits of a system of medicine are in the issue. If
we are offered less than is plainly demanded by the na-
ture of the subject, it would be a fair conclusion that no
better can be obtained. No principle is more fully set-
tled than that which requires, that on disputed points
the best evidence of which the nature of the case admits,
should always be produced. In the present instance,
every possible motive would prompt to the furnishing
such evidence.
What has been furnished.

Second. Our next enquiry is, has such evidence been
furnished? Pereira, in his materia medica, has a short
notice of homeopathy. Ie gives what he thinks con-
clusive reasons for rejecting it. The principal one is
thus stated: “Homaopathy has been fairly put to the
test of experiment by scme of the members of the
“ Academie of Medicine,” and the result was a failure.
Andral tried it in one hundred and thirty or one hundred
and forty patients, in the presence of the homwopathists
themselves, adopting every requisite care and precaution,
yet in not one instance was he successful.”* He does
not quote for us any of the cases, and makes no allusion
to any other trials.

Dr. Oliver Wendall Holmes, in a lecture written ex-
pressly to disprove the claims of homaopathy, appeals
to this trial of Andral as if it were conclusive. The
only additional evidence which his account of it would

-

* Mat, Med. Vol. 1, p. 153,
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Dr. Hooker’s late work, written to guard against med-
ical delusion, and having more space devoted to homaop-
athy than to any other single subject, does not allude to
such evidence.

A number of reviews and essays written expressly to
disprove homaopathy, have fallen under my observation,
but in none of them have I found anything which would
add materially to the above evidence. KEither no allu-
sion is made to such evidence, or the above trials are
appealed to as decisive.

This is not sufficient.

In regard to this evidence, I would take the following
positions :

Ist. It is not sufficient to decide the point at issue.
The witnesses are not numerous. Their reports are not
given with sufficient detail, or else they are very badly
brought before us. There is no evidence that the cases
were fairly selected or properly treated. Nor are they
spread over sufficient extent of space and time to settle
a medical question, even if their evidence was altogether
unexceptionable. I have never seen Andral’s report.
Homaopathists say that it shows he did not understand
the system he was experimenting with. If this is a
feigned excuse, it can be shown to be so. Our books and
principles are before the world, and reported cases can
be compared with the indications pointed out in them.

2d. The only appearance of proof which these state-
ments furnish is that in regard to the action of aconite
in “ that collection of feverish symptoms in which it ex-
erts so much power, according to Hahnemann.” This,
and perhaps that in regard to belladonna and bryonia,
are the only specifications in the whole testimony. On
this it should be observed, that about ten years after this
statement was made, the antiphlogistic properties of aco-
nite were admitted by the Edinburgh College of Sur-
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geons, and a gold medal was bestowed on the discoverer.
Again, Robert Liston, an authority as good as Andral,
recommends aconite and belladonna for similar symp-
toms in his Elements of Surgery,* and lectures: in the
latter, giving credit for them to the homaopathic princi-
ple, and expressly stating that he had witnessed their
good effects when “prepared according to the homeop-
athic pharmacopea.”t Perhaps if we had more specifi-
cations we might gain more light on the subject.

3d. It is plain that the evidence against infinitesimal
doses is not that of experiment. We have before us, if
not all the evidence attainable, at least all that is usually
appealed to. If such evidence was abundant, it would
doubtless be furnished. I have searched through the
limited number of books and journals to which I have ac-
cess, and have yet fo find the first case reported by an op-
ponent of homaopathy, and appealed to as a failure, in
which the symptoms are detailed so particularly as to
indicate what remedy would be appropriate. If such
cases can be found and reported by honest experimenters,
they are so extremely rare as to furnish but slight evi-
dence on this side of the question. If infinitesimal doses
are ineffective, there need be no difficulty in accumula-
ting positive evidence to that effect. A physician may
or may not be bound by his duties to his patient, to fur-
nish such evidence. This is a question with which we
need not interfere. But he is under obligations to do so
in controverting and ridiculing the advocates of these
doses.

The statements of homaopathists, if true, can be easily
and repeatedly verified by experiment by all who will
undertake it—if they are false, their system is at the
mercy of any one who chooses to adopt it. Its falsity

* Elements of Surgery, by Robert Liston. Phil. 1842, page 58,
4 London Lancet, 6th and 13th Feb, and 16th of April, 1836.
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would it be enough to show that these opinions are, for
all that appears to the contrary, founded on adequate
reasons. Most men feel their incompetence to judge of
the merits of medical theories—to decide for or against
the absurdity or validity of medical dogmas—they might
perhaps judge as to the credibility of testimony, and
other direct evidence, but where this is denied them it is
natural to enquire, on what principle their assent is
expected.

Hence it is important to determine if the opinions of
allopathic physicians, in regard to homaopathy, consti-
tute a valid argument against infinitesimal doses, and
if so, how much weight is due to them.

The offer of opinions is unphilosophical.

1st. It is opposed to the principles of the inductive
philosophy to offer opinions, however general and appa-
rently well founded, as decisive of important and dispu-
ted questions of fact. It is both the basis and the glory
of that philosophy, that every opinion must be held sub-
ject to the evidence furnished by observation and experi-
ment ; that “though a single well attested fact should
overturn a whole system, that fact must be admitted.”
The history of medicine, as well as that of other scien-
ces, should teach us great caution in adhering to opin-
ions, as such, after it becomes possible to confirm or cor-
rect them by observation. We learn from it that a most
fruitful “source of medical delusion is to be found in the
disposition to theorize instead of encountering the labor
of strict observation.” The prevailing system of medi-
cine has, at every period of its history, been in an attitude
of hostility to some views, afterwards admitted to be true.
The history of sects, and of individuals, illustrate the
positiveness of medical opinions, and the change which
they may undergo. One after another of the heresies
has been permitted to modify the standard of orthodoxy.

7
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making some progress, it must have already passed its cul-
mination, and be now on the decline. Thus Dr. Holmes
told us nine years since, that “ it was going down in Eng-
land, Germany, as well asin Paris.” It “was in its
prime in Paris in 1836 and '37, and since, it has been
going down.” It is generally spoken of as going down
everywhere except in the speaker’s own neighborhood.

Such is an abbreviated, but I believe, a fair statement
of the opinions of most medical men inregard to homao-
pathy. If opinions differing from these are sometimes
ventured, even by those whose views on other subjects
are received with the utmost deference, they have but
little weight with the mass of the profession, because
they are thought to be unwarranted concessions. This
is strikingly illustrated by an editorial in a late medical,
journal,* which pronounces “ language inadequate to ex-
press its condemnation of Dr. Forbes, for his concessions
to homceopathy,” whereas, in the writer’s language, “ un-
til he penned them, he stood first among his fellows in
education, in intelligence, in honorable feelings, in prac-
tical sagacity.”

They are not intelligent.

2d. Are these opinions the result of a full examination
of the evidence? Without such an examination, we
should not feel warranted ourselves to form a decisive
opinion on such a subject. Far less can we be expected
to trust to the opinions of others without it.

I shall confine the enquiry to a single point, which,
however,is quite a comprehensive one. Are Dr. Hooker
and his friends warranted in the conclusion that ho-
meeopathy has less truth in it than Thomsonianism has,
To come fairly to this result, he ought to have a thorough
theoretical and practical knowledge of both systems, and
to take into consideration the evidence which each fur-

* New York Annalist, Vol. 1st. p. 166,
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nishes—or, more strictly, the evidence which Thomso-
nianism furnishes for homeopathy he thinks has neither
proof nor a semblance of any. In conducting such
an examination he ought to enquire, if* previous to their
announcement, Thomsonianism would have had more
probabilities in its favor, and if subsequent researches
showed its analogies to be less “loose,” and its presump-
tions more plausible than those of homeopathy. He
ought to learn if its founder by education, energy and
talents was more likely to establish a valuable truth ;
if his mode of investigation was more earnest, laborious,
and in accordance with other scientific researches. He-
should enquire if Thomsonianism had been more dis-
tinguished in its discoveries than its rival; if it more
naturally assimilated and more duly estimated the ortho-
dox discoveries in anatomy, physiology, pathology, chem-
istry, &ec. ; if its disciples were better educated, and indi-
cated superior “ scientific acumen ;” if it made more
converts from the regular ranks, and oftener secured the
confidence of those, who on other subjects, seemed best
judges of truth: if the success of its treatment was
greater, as shown by his own trials of both modes, or at
least by observing the treatment of each system in its
own hospitals and dispensaries, aiding his judgment by
the published reports of both parties. It would not be
irrelevant to enquire if Thomsonianism had less the ap-
pearance of “ quackery” in rejecting the aid of patent
laws, and in throwing out to the world its processes and
results for its candid estimate of their value and its un-
restricted use. Nor would it be amiss to enquire if
Thomsonianism was working “more fundamental chan-
ges in the healing art” than homeopathy : if the changes
which the science and art of medicine had undergone for
the last half century indicated an approximation to
Thomsonianism, rather than to homceopathy: and if
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its claims were more in accordance with other discove-
ries of the age: such as the development of the hereto-
fore unknown powers of the imponderable agents, and
their mysterious- influence over the human functions.
Such an examination if it led to such results, would, on
this point, be conclusive—but though I am not in faver
of trusting very much to mere opinion in medicine, I will
venture one—that the standard, even if it be called or-
thodoxy, which should lead to the conclusion that there
was more truth in Thomsonianism than in homopathy,
must itself be a crooked one. That the opinions of al-
lopathic physicians, even the wisest and most candid of
them, are not founded on a careful series of experiments
with infinitesimal doses, and therefore are not intelligent
on the question now at issue, is, I cannot doubt, suffi-
ciently obvious.
They are not disinterested.

3d. A consideration no less important in judging of the
weight due to opinions is, whether they are disinterested.
However uniform these opinions may be, however intel-
ligent may be the reasons for them, however firmly they
may be held, if they are not disinterested they cannot be
offered as competent evidence.

An assent to the eflicacy of homeopathic doses, from
a physician in the ordinary practice, requires a labori-
ous examination amid circumstances little calculated to
prompt to such an undertaking. His pre-conceived opin-
ions, the dread of ridicule, the difficulties of the subject,
the * uncertainties of medical evidence,” are a few of
these circumstances.

It would require an admission of having been previ-
ously in the wrong, that his opinions had been unfound-
ed, that his teachings were false, his ridicule and oppo-
sition unjust, and his practice based on error.

It would usually involve or ultimately lead to great
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expense, and the sacrifice of much which had already
been incurred ; it would involve the partial loss of busi-
ness, which would be immediate and certain ; any com-
pensating influence would be uncertain, prospective and
dependant on ecircumstances, one of which, perhaps,
might be, whether the new views should prove to be
valuable truth or no.

It would involve a loss of influence, and a part of that
respect and confidence which he had previously held. In
some localities it would induce a loss of the usual pro-
fessional courtesies and sympathies, and might bring up-
on him ridicule and opposition. If he was a member of
a medical society, it might lead to a publie, and possibly,
“ dishonorable” expulsion.

Henceforth the toils of professional life must be un-
dergone under the blighting influence of an evil name.
His success, should he attain any, will be explained away,
instead of being admitted as evidence in his favor, as
none but his unfortunate cases are considered competent
to decide the merits of his treatment. He must be
cut off from fellowship with his former associates, con-
scious that the presumptions in the minds of men are
against him, and embarrassed by the knowledge that
they suppose that the means on which he relies are un-
worthy of trust.

These are but samples of the considerations which
must be overcome or faced if an allopathic physician
should assent to homeopathy.

It should be observed that the question is not whether
now and then there might not be a physician, obscure,
inexperienced,and unable to gain respect or employment,
for whose interest it would be to give credence to these
doses, but the pointis, whether it is for the interest of the
wise, the sagacious and the successful, those whose opin-
ions, if admitted, would be entitled to some weight in the
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argument. It will not, I think, be questioned that it is
for the interest of such to believe infinitesimal doses to
be inert.

This consideration alone is sufficient to preclude their
opinions from having much weight in the discussion.
Homcopathists are not allowed to offer their opinions as
evidence, but are obliged to resort to far more direct
sources of proof. There can be no reason why those of
their opponents should fare better, especially as they are
not uniform, are fast giving place to different views, and
are not based on a full examination of the evidence.

Partial summary.

It appears to me that the following positions have been
established in the foregoing pages:

1st. That the human system is at times extremely sus-
ceptible to the action of medicines. So much so,in fact,
as to receive impressions from amounts which corres-
pond in minuteness to the doses we usually style infini-
tesimal.

2d. That on mere a prior: grounds this susceptibility
would more reasonably be expected under the circum-
stances in which homaopathic medicines are given, than
under any others which can be pointed out in advance.

8d. That our opponents admit that an unusual suscep-
tibility to doses which they consider very small, is to be
expected in those cases in which the medicine is homco-
pathic to the symptoms.

4th. That there are certain facts and principles yielded
by allopathists which afford a sufficient presumption in
favor of infinitesimal doses, to make their efficacy credi-
ble, provided the evidence furnished by experience pre-
ponderates in their favor.

5th. That experience is decidedly in favor of the doses,
whether we consider the number of the witnesses or any
of those qualifications which would make them compe-
tent to give testimony on this matter.
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6th. That there is no such evidence against these doses
as the nature of the subject calls for: whereas, if the
objections which are thought to exist against them are
really valid, there need be no difficulty in furnishing di-
rect evidence to that effect.

7th. That, therefore, the principle which requires men
to yield their assent in that direction where is found
the preponderance of evidence, makes it incumbent upon
all candid minds to admit these doses to have remedial
efficacy, and that whatever conclusions this may lead to,
in regard to the theory and practice of medicine, should
be fairly dealt with.

EXCLUSION OF POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVES.

The state of the controversy in regard to homaopathy
makes it necessary to enquire, what disposal those who
deny the efficacy of infinitesimal doses make of the facts
and arguments which have now been advanced. To
some extent this question has already been answered.
There is neither uniformity nor consistency among our
opponents when they undertake to account for the evi-
dence which has been accumulated in favor of our sys-
tem. Some reject it altogether, as unworthy of serious
notice ; others attribute the results to the unaided pow-
ers of nature ; others refer them to the rules for diet,
regimen, &c. ; some appear to think them due to the in-
fluence of the imagination and the encouraging efficacy
of faith and hope; while others are satisfied with the
assurance that the practitioners must be dishonest either
in the use of remedies or in the report of cases. These,
in various combinations, include, I believe, all the meth-
ods whereby homaopathic evidence is attempted to be
set aside. The attitude of our opponents, rather than
the merits of the question, makes it necessary that some
of these positions should be further examined.
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Here the burden of proof should be on the other side.

I would therefore observe: It is unreasonable to re-
guire this of homaopathists. They have furnished a
sufficient amount of evidence and offer more. No med-
ical testimony is more uniform or more conformable to
the rules of evidence in regard to the remedial efficacy
of any medicines, calomel, sarsaparilla or lobelia, or of
any processes, vomiting, bleeding, or ¢ packing,” than
that in regard to the remedial action of infinitesimal
doses. Those who refuse to admit it are bound to show,
not that some other alternative is possible, but that such
alternative is unavoidable. While we are examining
one point, our opponents might, as in fact, they do, fly to
another, and never come to an issue with us. Even if
they can be justified in their refusal to put these doses to
the test of experiment, they ought not to require of us
to furnish evidence which shall necessarily exclude all
doubt ; far less ought such a demand to be made on a
question which they admit is so easily settled by experi-
ment.

Nor would it by any means be sufficient to show that in
some one of these ways it would be possible to account
for any fact proved by homceopathists. It should be
shown that such an explanation was probable. It would,
for example, be contrary to all fair reasoning to explain
away any of the cases by imputing dishonesty to the
practitioner, unless this dishonesty is previously shown
to be probable. The presumption that any single fact
which admitted of two explanations, was due to one
rather than the other, might be very slight, while the
conclusion that a great number of such facts must, at
least in part, be due to one of these causes, might be ir-
resistible. It may be quite a matter of doubt whether the
latest death among our acquaintances was owing to
disease or to accident, or to want, but a matter of en-









INFINITESIMAL DOSES. 87

all the evidence on this point, and to the claims of every
school of medicine. It is none the less opposed to the
evidence in regard to the powers of unaided nature.
The history of cholera, small pox, and other serious dis-
eases, furnishes very striking evidence of the great su-
periority over unaided nature, of even the most rude and
imperfect means whereby the natural *vis medicatrix”
is assisted in curing. To persuade men that disease
would be removed as well without medical aid as it is
under homeopathic treatment, would lead to important
changes in their estimate of the value of medication.

If, then, the conclusion is fairly reached, that disease
is in some way removed as a consequence of homeo-
pathic treatment, it must either be through the action of
its medicines, or by means of what is called the

Expectant meihod,

which consists in leaving disease to the restorative pow-
ers of nature, aided by nursing, dieting, regulating the
regimen, and attending to obviously injurious external
agents, and at the same time exciting the hopes of the
patient by giving him the impression that he is taking
medicine. The progress of our examination brings us
to the enquiry, can the results which take place under
homeopathic treatment be accounted for by referring
them to the power of the expectant method ?

On this question I observe : this supposition does not
materially affect the evidence of the success of the
treatment. A candid decision on the evidence would
give it the credit of curing disease as effectually as the
more orthodox mode, with all its disturbing appliances.
Certainly if, as a general rule, medicines can be dis-
pensed with, and yet the physician and patient persuade
themselves that better results cannot be otherwise ob-
tained, our opponents are bound to exchange theirs for
the expectant practice, and determine by a careful ex-
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from the entire expectant treatment as is proved by ho-
maeopathists, making every allowance for exaggeration
and accident. This mode of treatment, removing obvi-
ous causes of disease, regulating diet, and inspiring hope,
is not new. Occasionally instances of its success have
not been very unfrequent, and have usually been con-
sidered quite striking from their singularity. But the
conclusions of physicians have not on the whole been fa-
vorable to it in any considerable range of cases, much
less in all cases. The evidence in regard to it so far as
I can find, is quite limited, and is far from being decisive
in its favor. Dr. Hooker considers it a * frivolous” mode
of treatment. Prof. Alison, of the University of Edin-
burgh expressly admits that this practice, in the hands
of homeopathists, has been *“more frequently success-
ful in inflammatory diseases than could have been expected ;
i. e. the practitioners who have thought themselves jus-
tified, by that theory, in trusting more than we do to the
powers of nature, aided only by regimen, for the cure of
such diseases, have had fewer deaths and better recove-
ries than we should have expected.”*

2d. Fortunately we have in one instance a series of
experiments on a scale large enough (as is usually sup-
posed) to test the value of a new mode of treatment—
one which has always been considered authentic and de-
cisive. In these trials even the homeopathic diet and
regimen were followed * with every necessary precau-
tion.” * Medicines” were administered which no one
can claim to have had either remedial or disturbing ac-
tion. The patients had the advantage of having their
hopes awakened by the inspiring attendance of one of
the most talented and sagacious of physicians. Yet
“in not one instance was he successful.”t Nay, more:

* Edin. Month, Jour. of Med. Science, Aug. 1850,
+ Pereira’s Mat. Med. Vol. 1, p. 153,

B#
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in those groups of symptoms in which, according to the
views we are considering, “ accidental coincidences” and
apparent results are most likely to occur, not one ap-
peared, and the “absolute nullity” of the “expectant
method,” was shown conclusively. It can no longer be
claimed that under this treatment the success is so great
as to embarrass our judgment as to the eflects of reme-
dies. If homeopathic testimony will bear to be so
pruned and analyzed as to satisfy the demands of medi-
cal logic, and yet prove a greater success than that of
Andral,* few of our opponents can maintain their con-
sistency and deny that sometimes homaopathic medi-
cines have effects. Whether it will or no, I leave others
to judge.

3d. Some of the successful results which have been
gathered up in regard to the “ expectant practice,” have
evidently been acquired from homeopathic sources.
This we have already seen in the quotation from Prof.
Alison. I have already referred, page 86, to the treatise
of Dr. Jennings, wherein he advocates the eflicacy of
this practice, and the uselessness of all medication. In
recommending homeopathy to the consideration of allo-
pathic physicians, | have been answered by an appeal to
his position as proof that the evidence for which I was
pleading was not conclusive. He givesus but few cases
whereby to judge of the effects of his method. He makes
no pretension to report all his cases of any one disease.
We cannot judge what his success was, nor what ours
would be should we adopt his views. At least part of
the success and evidence on which he bases his conclu-
sions would appear to have been acquired under homeeo-
pathic treatment. Speaking of homeopathic practi-
tioners, he says: “I uniformly advise my friends to em-
ploy them.”t To appeal to evidence gained in this way

* Pereira’s Mat, Med. and Dr. Holmes' work quoted p. 68.  +Jennings’ Med. Ref. p, 268,
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as proof of the success of the expectant treatment, is
simply begging the question.

4th. The disciples of Priessnitz have experimented on
the largest scale in treating disease without medicine.
Their testimony is important to aid us in judging as
to the progress of disease without medication, though
owing to the activity of their treatment, we cannot, in
an enquiry as to the curative powers of nature, take
their results as a standard of comparison. Many of
them admit and testify to the efficacy of infinitesimal
doses,* and some of them, very properly, as I think, seek
to aid their own treatment by openly combining with it
the occasional use of homeopathy.

5th. It is unreasonable to impute the success of ho-
meeopathie treatment to dietetics, &ec. for there is noth-
ing in the directions usually given by homeopathic prac-
titioners which would lead to such results. Their great
object, as is evident from their books and published di-
rections, is to keep away from the patient all disturbing
impressions. They are satisfied if they can exclude
those circumstances which might interfere with the ac-
tion of the remedies. Accordingly, the restrictions are
very numerous, while but little else is enjoined. They
use less of the expectant appliances than any other
practitioners. In many cases of acute disease the only
directions are, take the medicine and avoid such things
as might be injugious.

These considerations appear to me to prove that ho-
maopathic cures are not referable to the expectant
means. The supposition, however, does not solve the
real difficulty. It does not get rid of the evidence of its
being a very successful mode of treatment. Our oppo-
nents do not speak of homeopathy as being a mere harm-
less system, as this supposition would imply—it is said

* Gully on the Water-Cure in Chronic disease, p. 45.
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to be “ either true, or a dangerous, fatal error.”t Were
it true that the powers of nature so little needed aid from
medicine, it would prove both systems useless—but of
the two, homeopathy should even then have the prefer-
ence.

Nor is the second hypothesis—that which attributes
the striking coincidences which occur under homaopa-
thic treatment to mental influence and accident, any
more rational.

Those who adopt this explanation, ought to tell us
whether the homeopathic physician is conscious that
this is the agency in his success—whether he is an im-
postor, or like the patient, is groping in doubt. Such a
claim is so improbable, that it ought to be accompanied
by precise specifications and overwhelming evidence,
either of dishonesty on the part of the practitioner, or of
such gross ignorance as to render it impossible to judge
of the effects of remedies. That neither of these can be
done has been, I think, sufficiently shown.

But it cannot fairly be claimed that homaopathic re-
sults are, to any unusual extent, due to this cause, for
there is nothing in the treatment especially adapted to
excite the imagination and awaken confidence. The
presumptions of the senses are altogether against these
doses. Probably no system of medicine has ever been
devised which is so little likely to inspire confidence,
apart from its merits. We should expect patients to be
discouraged by it, as we know they would be if they
were in doubt whether we were not administering to
them bread pills, or any other mere placebo; that at
least, whenever they found themselves seriously sick, they
and their friends would become alarmed at sight of such
inappreciable remedies. It cannot be denied that under
other treatment there are many circumstances besides
the mere remedial effects of the medicines, which tend

* Dr. Holines.
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eration which those should duly appreciate who are so
much afraid of being misled by speculation and theory.
Moreover, much of the evidence which has been accu-
mulated in regard to them has been gathered with infini-
tesimal doses; so that a determination of their efficacy
is important, if not necessary, to decide the other claims
of homaopathy. Nor have I undertaken to decide whe-
ther the extremely minute doses, which have gained the
confidence of many homaopathists, are worthy of adop-
tion. It was not necessary to my purpose that I should
do so. I might have failed in the attempt to accomplish
this. Such a failure might have been used to invalidate
the conclusion that the lower dilutions were eflicacious.
The doses to which my positions have reference, are far
smaller than the smallest dose ever thought of, until
homaeopathy came into existence, far smaller than the
smallest now recognized by any other writers on mate-
ria medica and therapeutics. The settlement of the
question whether such doses affect the human system,
naturally has a place before the same question is moot-
ed in regard to still higher dilutions, and an acceptance
of these doses has, in almost every instance, led to the
adoption of homaopathy, and been one of the first steps
in the process. If these are disproved, no one would un-
dertake to defend the others; but the higher dilutions
may be inert, and the lower have a value beyond all hu-
man computation. In this state of things, to urge argu-
ments or excite prejudice against homwopathy because
its disciples sometimes or often carry their dilutions still
further, would be a virtual admission that this latter po-
sition was considered more assailable. It would be to hurl
their missiles to either side, instead of aiming at the bat-
tery close in front. It would imply that there was some
evidence in favor of the doses we have been consider-
ing in these pages. :





















