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Taking this view of the case, and presuming that the Doctor was in earnest
in his endeavors to correct those **errors,” and not writing merely for his own
“‘gmusement,” T deemed it proper so to emphasize his **facts,” as to call publie
attention directly to them, with a view to the better accomplishment of his lau-
dable purpose ; at the same time that I endeavored to disabuse the public mind
in relation to certain statements he had made, not germain to the issue, but
which were calculated to mislead in a matter involving questions of life and
death, happiness or misery to the whole human family. I, therefore, think
that my remarks were not *‘uncalled for,” neither were they “ex parte,” seeing
that they were, in great part, but a repetition of his own statements, which for
“fierce"-ness of assault and *‘cutting” invective agaimt the practice of his own
brethren, I have not seen equalled in this locality, even by the *‘Botanics,”
and if they, either from consciousness of the truth of the accusations, or the
want of ability to defend themselves against them, choose to let them pass
without notice, that is no reason why we, oppressed with no such conscious-
ness, should not exert the power that God has given us, however feebly, in de-
fending from unjust aspersion our own conduct, as well as the glorious cause of
Medical Reform, that in some sense has been entrusted by Providence to our
hands. Though I am thus ever ready to defend the cause I advocate, and at
the same time *‘give a reason for the faith that is in me” medically, I yet have
no quarrel with Dr. Smith; indeed I have but little knowledge of him---only
from his writings---and, Ludging from them, I must say that I admire his can-
dor and applaud his pluck in *rebuking” that **wolfish intruder,” while others
have so long shown themselves only intent on putting on it ‘‘sheeply clothing,”
and as I had been engaged, frank.:{. openly, and aboveboard, for the last twen-
ty-four years, in exposing the *““wolfish" character of the animal that has been
flaunting those vestments in all the sécurity of seeming innocence, I was great-
ly pleased to welcome to the field such an efficient ally as the Doctor has shown
himself to be, and the publication of his first article in your columns, and his
second in those of the “Journal & Messenger,” enables me to point with con-
fidence to two of the most destructive broadsides that Allopathy in Georgia has

et sustained. It is true he does not enter that field of conflict with the same
views that I entertain, however much they may tend to the same result; he at-
tacks the conduct of his brethren---I, the system on which they operate ; he ae-
cuses them of producing “only mischief" by the careless, reckless, and profli-
gate use they make of remedies which are poisons, I denounce the system of giv-
ing poisons in its totality, and maintain that nothing bul mischief, in some
shape, ean result, sooner or later, from their administration, no matter how
carefully or skillfully they may have been administered, for I believe, with
Dr. Smith of the Boston Medical & Surgical Journal, that ‘‘poisons, however
they may differ in other respects, all agree in this, that they rapidly and cer-
tainly diminish or extinguisg the vitality of the system.” He upholds the an-
ti-phlogistic system of medication, while he denounces us the result of eareless-
ness, the “mischief” that necessarily follows the use of anti-pblogistic reme-
dies ; I denounce the system and the remedies, and maintain that the anti-phlo-
Fiuti{-. or depleting theory, is the true cause of all the “*mischief)” for on that is
ounded the supposed necessity of using such destructive agents, and until that
Sfundamental “‘error” is corrected, Dr. Smith may as well dash straws against
the wind as hope to eject that “‘wolfish intruder ;" for it has been to meet that
supposed necessity that bleeding came in vogue, and the whole host of weaken-
ing and depleting remedies have been invented ; and the moment the medical
mind is disabused of that absurdity, the whole tribe of them becomes useless,
and the sustaining and invigorating remedies of the Botanic or Phlogistic sys-
tem, will take their place.

Much, however, as I denbunce the system, and believe the exhibition of the
remedies (7) in use, destructive to health and life, T must yet say that I cannot
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Dr. Smith says that **Dr. Thomson was repeatedly indicted for
killing his patients, and in one case, heavy damages were obtain-
ed,” but though we have read Thomson’s narrative throughout, we
cannot find the record of it, but have the evidence of Prof. Wa-
terhouse, of Harvard University, which is the direct antithesis of
Dr. Smith’s statement.

In his Pamphlet, Dr. Smith denies that Samuel Thomson was
the discoverer of the Medical properties of Lobelia, but does
not favor us with the proof, though he asserts that it was alrea-
dy in the Materia Medica; but if he means by that, a printed

ateria Medica, we take issne with him and Willygiva an hundred
dollars for a copy of the book! “He did not discover steam,” we
admit, for that]l):md been in use among the Turks and Russians,
and held as among their greatest luxuries for centuries before, but
that “‘steam had been propelling steamboats many years” previous
to the time when he applied it to his second daughter, to bring out
the measles, in 1787, we deny; and have no doubt that any “school
boy,” even though a “Gump,” could teach the Doctor better.

The Thomsonian course comes in for a goodly share of the Doc-
tor’s wit, though he seems entirely oblivious of the fact that it con-
tains in itself almost every known Therapeutic agency that even
those who treat “symploms” recognize as essential in medicine.

These, and a great many other statements of a like character
will be recognized by Reformers who read the Pamphlet as old,
but Dr. Smith has discovered something new atlast: Hesaysthat
Thomsonians inculeate the idea that “no wegetable remedies are
poisonous,” and has the effrontery to predicate an argument con-
taining some very pretty platitudes in relation to the known pro-
perties of prussic acid, opium, &e., upon such a basis! as it he
really believed or could prove that any Thomsonian had ever said
or written any such nonsense!

In this connection he takes Thomsonians sadly to task for daub-
ing “us with the name Mineral Practice,” and says, “they would
have the world believe that their Materia Medica is made up alone
from the Mineral Kingdom, and that the Vegetable Kingdom is
not represented at all in their Catalogue of remedies, and reiter-
ates, as ifit were really so, that they, the Thomsonians, *“leave the
impression upon the ignorant masses, that nothing like a poison
is known or can be found in the Vegetable Kingdom !" :

Now if Dr. Smith knows no better—to quote his own words—
“we pity his ignorance,” for it is well known to every body else
that we denounce the use of peison from every kingdom in nature;
that we especially deprecate wegetable poisons as being most viru-
lent and rapidly destructive, and find fault with Allopathy, not
because it nses vegetable medicines, but because it enters that
kingdom and in aceordance with the awiom that “a medicine to
do (foud must be able to do harm,” selects the worst it can find,
and rejects as worthless the life-sustaining, health-restoring reme-
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dies that a beneficent Providence has so lavishly planted there!
but as we said before, ““so long as Allopathists adhere to the anti_
phlogistic ing theory or system of tr_as:afaman‘tg so long will
they find themselves compelled to give poison, and just so long
will the most careful, conscientious and ﬁumana practitioners be
filled with anguish and remorse for the mischief they have inno-
cently done in following the frightful behests of such a theory.
Thank God! the light tEat has so long been clouded in these United
States, has at last reached the seats of learning in Europe, and the
principles that guided the immortal Thomson more than sixty
iem ago, are being reflected even in the University of Edin-
urgh, that has long in medical matters given law to both Europe
and America, so that in the year 1853 the great Professor Ben-
nett, after an eight years’ test of a practice that * instead of low-
ering ted the wital powers, and assisted the ewcretion of
¢ffete products from the system,” (Thomsonism to a T) declares, and
Ero'ma it by the hospital books, that * the mortality of pneumonia
as been diminished from 1 in 3, when treated on the old plan, to
1 in 21 cases,” when treated on the new; and from his experience
““ cannot resist the conclusion that the principles that led to an an-
tiphlogistic practice in acute inflammations were erroneous, and
are no longer in harmony with the existing state of Pat o
(Clinical Lectures on Principles and Practice of Medicine, 2d ed.
pp- 287-8); and yet Dr. Smith is so presumptuous as to affirm
that the “existing state of Pathology” but confirms the trath of
his system. *“Knowledge,” he says, “has been added to know-
ledge.” ‘“The present improving on and adding to the ex;):erience
of the past,” and thus it has “grown and strengthened,” *con-
Jirming its parts and proportions,” “and to-day,” he says, ‘it
stands a polished structure of truth and power, its summit far out-
reaching the petty isms and piratical humbugs of the age.”

“HUMBUGB!!"

“Who shall decide'when Doctors disagree?’ Prof. Bennett
says, the principles on which that “ polished structure” stands are
“erroneous,” and “no longer in harmony with the existing state of
Pathology,” 7. e. recent discovery bas shown that their pAlosophy
was wrong—Dr. Smith says it but “confirms” it!!! I{J the prin-
ciples be erroncous, what can the system be that is founded upon
them? If the foundation be insecure, how can it lift “its sum-
mit” even above the “pettiest ism”? Or how can the system that
has such pretensions show its face among honest men at the very
moment that the brightest intellect of its highest seat of learning
is proclaiming to the world, that the very me@ka on which it
is founded arve erroncous?!!! And yet Dr, Smith prates about
“ Humbugs,” and calls them “piratical,” in the’ presence of the
fact that the immense wealth of the Medical Profession has been
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Dr. Smith believes nothing that he can’t understand, and there-
fore has very little use for %’homanniam, and we begin to think
that our effort in his behalf to enlighten him on that subject will
not be successful, however well meant, but having done our duty
we can only be sorry, knowing that where the soil is “hard fea-
tured” it would be ][:»raaumpt.i-:m to expect much by way of crop,
though before we close, we trust that many of the doctrines of
Medical Reform that look “strange” and “marvellous” to him,
may seem clear and intelligible to many whose rational powers
are equal to the task, however much less they may be disposed
to vaunt of them.

THE RATIONALE.

The rationale of the plan of the Reformers’ procedure consists
in treating, not the “sympfoms” nor the “name,” but the condi-
tion or disease itself, to the removal of which they at once direct
their efforts, and the only use to which they apply symptoms is to

ide them in the most direct manner to the seat of the disease.

the symptom fever? They immediately infer that some consid-
erable obstruction exists within the system to the free and equal
cireulation of the blood, which nature is endeavoring to remove,
and they take their measures accordingly to help %er. Unlike
the Allopath, they do not set in upon, with a view to destroy—
the symptom—the fever! They do not directly withdraw the
blood, which is being propelled by the vital force against existing
obstructions to remove them! They do not indirectly withdraw
it by giving antiphlogistic or depleting medicines, which carry off
by the bowels the very elements of the blood, without which na-
ture is powerless! far from it, they leave all that for those to do
who doctor symptoms and call it rational, and direct their efforts
to the removal of the obstructions, the existence of which within
the vessels has provoked the febrile conflict, and by the use of
gtimulants and relaxants, to give at the same time, vigor to the
propelling force and remove the tension from the constricted
vessels. This results in the promotion of perspiration “just as
certainly as food relieves hunger or water thirst,” and as “invaria-
bly,” too, for as we said in our first article, “if there be sufficient en-
ergy in the system they must succeed” in producing that perspira-
tion without which no disease of which fever was a symptom was
ever yet cured, however much that ultimate result may have been
retarded by unfriendly interference, in the reduction of the natu-
ral force, in the effort to reduce the pulse by other means than
“assisting nature in the expulsion of effete products™ by the pro-
motion of perspiration, or by retroverting the natural effort inwards
on the bowels, lulling the life power in false security by sedatives,
crying peace, peace, when there is no peace, but the waging of
the most deadly contlict, till nature either succumbs to the united
attack of the disease and the remedy (?) or trinmphs over both.
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the true Felectics, because they get their medicines from all
sources, and that they are empirics, for emperimental facts form
the basis of their system. DBut notwithstanding Webster says it

uires a repetition of results to constitute } and repe-
tition of result constitutes routinism, yet of all the names in the
calendar, that of * routinist” is the most hateful to him, and he
will not allow us to cast upon him the reproach expressed in the
anathema, “routine practitioner !” Well we are sure, since it
would hurt the Doctor’s feelings, it would give us no pleasure so
to designate him, and if he prefers, as he says, to be called an em-
pirie, we have no objection ; or if he would rather be called an
Allopathist, it is all the same to uns, we will try to accommodate
him, for after all, perhaps the last is most expressive, for it em-
braces the idea on which their practice is founded, which is “the
substitution of another for the original disease! and the proposi-
tion of the famous Doctor—who, like Dr. Smith, had a case he did
not know what to do with—to throw the patient into fits, for he was
death on them!—finds an exact euunterﬁmrt in Allopathic treat-
ment, when they substitute the mercurial for other diseases, with
this difference, that they leave that to nature, and can never cure
it, for no relief is had till the Reformer gives it. This is a routin-
¢sm that is destructive and mischievous, and we wonld not be rank-
ed among its advocates on any account, because though this kind
of routine practice has been going on for years and years, and its
destructive tendency has been ac uaw]edﬁad and deplored, even
by those who continued it, yet have they kept on inthe same old
beaten track ; calomel, the lancet, opium, the lancet, opium, calo-
mel, opinm, calomel, and the lancet, until regardless of * circum-
stances,” it seemed that the same *‘ course” was known among the
people as the most that could be done, varied, perhaps, by blue
mass, cupping or leeching, and morphime, intermingled and re-
versed in the same way till, as wesaid before, the deprivation of the
practitioner of these three resources would have rendered it ques-
tionable, whether he could have practiced at all! This rountinism,
objectless as it seems to us, yet destructive to thousands, is very
properly rebuked by Dr. Smith, and we endorse the very worst
that can be said of 1t; but when he becomes its apologist, and
lauds the system that, so far as the people know, claims these prac-
tices ¢ essential integrals,” we are insensibly led to question his
gincerity or his judgment, and ask in what he has pointed out'to
his brethren a different course of procedure? Is it not still dlue
mass, morphine, blood letting—not by the lancet it is true—the peo-
ple have rebelled against that, but by cups and leeches? In what
does Dr. Smith’s own practice differ from this? Has he marked
out for himself any new course since he has seen how “miselief”
and “devastation” haveresulted from it, or does he merely content
himself with varying the order in which he uses them, being soli-
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the conclusion he draws from it? ‘*‘Here then, he says, we have
revealed to us this point of doctrine in the Thomsonian system—
that all diseases are alike, and all cured by the same remedies .”
Where did the Doector study logic? or where does he stow awa
his conscienciousness when he permits himself to enlarge to suc
extent upon a point arrived at so illogically? Reader, this point
is the key to almost half his Pamphlet. Material must be very
searce when matter such as that is deemed ‘“‘essential” in the
manufactare.

But, however we may demur to his construction, we shall not
deny himn the benefit of what he says he meant, which was—*“to
declare that the human system was the same everywhere, and that
the principles of therapeutic treatment were the same in every
country and climate.” -

Exactly what we believe, and what we take every opportunity
of declaring, only our way of showing it is rather different from
that suggested by Dr. Smith, who, though the system be the sams,
and the therapeutic principle the same, yet treats the same sys-
tem hardly Axywaere the same. One kind of treatment suits in
London, another in France, another in Georgia, and another on
the banks of the Mississippi; yea, evenin adjoining counties, the
Doctor says the treatment must be “different,” yet there is such a
sameness all ronnd that he says *“disease may be encountered any-
wHERE with the tact of art and the ExGINEERING power of science and
philosophy.” That, we suppose, must be a new kind of motor,
intended, probably, to take the place of some of those mischicvous
therapeutic agencies that the routinist must give up; but Pro-
fessor Bennet fixes all such as that, when he unhesitating-
gly declares that the very princirLEs relied on are ERRONEOUS,
and however Doetors may doin London, Georgia, or France, at
least in Edinburgh, they can save seven times more é)atienta than
either, by “abandoning heroic remedies,” and “instead of lowering,
sapporting the vital powers,” like any good Thomsonian Reform-
er in the United States. '-

THE ALLOPATHIC SYSTEM.

But whatever any body else may say, Dr. Smith is determined
to sustain the Allopathic system of medicine, both as a “science”
and an “art,” and declares, notwithstanding his sad experience,
that “that proposition is thoroughly sustainable.” This is a ques-
tion on which it were vain to argue, and therefore we propose to
meet it by comparingbthe opinions of those whose opportunities of
judging have at least been equal to those of Dr. Smuth, and whose
candor in speaking of the sysfem, is not less striking than his isin
speaking of the men, and as the Doctor seems desirous that this

istinction shonld be broadly made, we give him the benefit of
again saying : “He p.t;ackst e conduct of his brethren—I the sys-
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ploy medical practitioners, would be better off without them,” and
in the same vol. p. 98, Dr. Jony Foruks, whose titles would fill a
large portion of this page, says: “The most important inferences
un?a.vora.bl-:: to Allopathy are:

1st. That in a large proportion of the cases treated by Allopath-
ic physicians, the disease is CURED BY NATURE AND NOT BY THEM.

2d. That in a lesser, but still not a small Empﬁrtiun, the dis-
ease is cured by nature in spite of them ; in other words, their in-
terference orrosinG, instead of assisting the cure.

3d. That consequently, in a considerable proportion of diseases
it would fare as well, or better with patients, in the actual condit-
ion of the medical art, as now generally practiced, if all remedies, at
least all active remedies, especially DRUGS, Were ABANDONED.”

So much for the “Art” and *“‘Science” of Allopathy. Let the
reader ponder on what their greatest meu have said of it—and a
hundredth part has not here been told—and then ask himself if
Dr. Smith 1s not too hard upon the “rersons” whom he accuses
of having done all the “mischief” he has wrrxessep, while he lands
the systeM as a “‘polished structure of truth and power—its sam-
mit far over-reaching the petty isms and piratical humbugs of the

ge,

Would it not be a pertinent inquiry to ask how it is possible
that men should not do mischief who practice on a system that one
calls “the art of conjecturing,” another “an incoherent assem-
blage of incoherent ideas,” or *‘a shapeless assemblage of inaceu-
rateideas,” which another says is “uncertain, fallacious, fluctua-
ting, mysterious and unintelligible,” which another designates an
“ineffectual speculation,” another compares to a “blind man stri-
king with a club,” of which another says when quitting it, “I am
weary of guessing,” and another “that its uncertainty is deeply
felt by practitioners of it,” while another having but a glimpse
of the certainties of Thomsonism, exclaims, “I am disgusted
with LEARNED QuAckERY ! another that “80 or 90 per cent. of pa-
tients would be better off without it,” and another that “nature
cures in sprte of its opposITION, and that it would be better for
patients if pruas were ABANDONED !!” And yet Dr. Smith talks
of humbugs, piratical humbugs ! when his own system is acknowl-
edged to be full of “ABsurpITY, CONTRADICTION aud FALSEHOOD !"—
The time has been when snch statements as the Doctor makes
would have been believed, butit is past, and the sooner the con-'
viction enters mis mind that Prof. Bartlett, of the University of
New York, gave expression to some time ago, the better it will
be for she credit of his observation and judgment. Dr. Bartlett
says, p. 9, of an Inquiry into the certainty of Medicine: “1 am
only stating what every body knows to be trne, when I say that
the general confidence which has heretofore existed in the ecience
and art of medicine, has within the last few years been violently
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To prove that I said all this, Dr. Smith quotes the corollory of the
argument I used to show his own absurd position from the premi-
ges which I quoted, the object being to show that where the books
were “cast aside” with the ‘“lore” they contained, as well as the
“empirical facts” on which the system rested, and “nothing” was
left but the “head” of the practitioner on which to draw, it was
nonsense to talk about ‘system’ or ‘science’ for there could be nei-
ther one nor the other, where every man sets out to “experiment”
for himself, after having first cast aside the books that contained
the rales, as well as the facts on which they were founded ; and
we cannot conceive of anything short of the confusion incident to
the confounding of language at the tower of Babel, more likely to
result in absolute medical chaos, than just what Dr. Smith says
“‘the science and philosophy of medicine consist” in, and which we
took the libery of designating “empiricism run wild.” Baut it is
not respectable “empiricism” even, it is absclute “quackery™ or a
pretension to knowledge on the part of the medical practitioner
that Dr. Smith admits they do not possess. He says they “musr
find out what the matter is” before they can “sarerLy go to work to
cure it,” and at the same time he says they can’t do it, for so ma-
ny modifying circumstances ave perpetually nccurring, that we
cannot decide that any two cases are precisely identical,” and even
if the case is diagnosed or distinguished correctly, he says the
method of treatment instituted in one case, may not beapplicable
to another case of the same name and character, and there-
fore, as Abercombie says, the practitioner must rely on the “sci-
ence of conjecturing,” or the art of “guessing” to help him out.—
And if every man is to “‘guess” for himself, which they must do,
for Dr. Smith says they cannot know, at the same time that snch
high pretensions to scientific knowledge are maintained before the
wurldl: it requires only Dr. Smith’s showing to stamp Allopathy
the verriest “guackery” extant, and the most stupéndous humbug
known to history.

Let the fifteen hundred or two thousand Allopathic practitioners
in Georgia be thoroughly imbued with Dr. Smith’s notions of dis-
ease; let them conceive that no two cases can ever be said to be
identical, but that each requires different treatment; that the dis-
eases of one connty difler so much from those of another county,
that they require to be studied differently—that the symptoms
must be looked for and treated, rather than the conditions, and as
the treatment for one set of symptoms cannot be relied on for the
same set at a different time, even in the same case, with all the
surrounding “uncertainties” of “‘cireumstances” thrown in, it re-
sults, as a matter of course, that no two can think alike, except
by the merest chance, and if such an array of experimenters be
let loose on the people of Georgia, dealing out the deadliest dr
known to the Lﬁtteria Medica, it requires no Solomon to foﬁ&ﬁ?
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strument cautiously in this section of Georgia, it may be the Tro-
jan remedy for the prevailing disease in London.” So, as we have
just said, the only safety that the people of Georgia can look for

ainst the re-“‘popping in” of the lancet, and the “bleeding down”
that follows it, is to be found in the demonstrations of healthfnl
Medical Reform, for there cannot be a question about the fact,
that to Reformers is due the immunity the people have enjoyed—
such as it is—from its ravages for the last quarter of a century;
for the advent in any quarter of a thorough Reformer, made the
business of the settlement bleeder an impossibility, he has been
fairly driven out, and if the Allopathic Practitioners themselves
had not adopted an “indirect” method of depletion, they too would
have had to go West or quit the field, as many of them have had
to do already as it is. Therefore we say the believers in Allo
thy, even, have been the recipients in part of the benefits that
M}a'dieal Reform has conferred upon community, by the modi-
fying influence that has been exerted on her practices, and if they
wish to have their Doctors kept upon their good bebaviour, and
their families relieved from the dread of being subjected to prac-
tices that lead to “anguish and remorse” on the part of their
practitioners, they should encouwrage and countenance the Reform-
ers, for in their presence even the possessor of a London intellect
would be safe in GGeorgia at the present period, from any direct
depletion by the “popping” lancet. »

ut while Dr. Smith still says ‘““bleed when there is plethora

and active excitement,” Professor Bennett says *“These are exact-
ly those cases that do best without blood letting,” though he ad-
mits at the same time, that “such cases are those that bear bleed-
ing best.” Dr. Smith says bleed when the current of the blood is
increased ; that is, when there is active excitement; Prof. Bennett
in view of the recent advauvce in Pathological science, says:—
“ Hitherto medical practitioners have supposed that this increased
current is injurious, and ought to be checked by blood letting and
antiphlogistics. The rapid flow of blood which is so necessary,
they have sought to diminish, and the increased amount in the
neighborhood of the inflamed ’parl;, which is so essential for the
restoration to health, it has been their object to destroy. In do-
ing so, we argue they act in opposition to sound theory, and as
we ghall afterwards attempt to show, to good practice also.”—C1.
Lects. p. 270.

Arguing still against the same mistaken notions which have full
control of Dr. Smith, Prof. Bennett says:—* That an accelerated
and strong pulse in inflammation demands interference on the

art of the medical practitioner, seems to be a principle that has
Eean very generally acted on. In other words, because nature
accelerates and strengthens the pulse, it has been thought that
art ought to interfere and diminish its force and frequency. But

|
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Butif this remedy increases the want of appetite, which it does, what have we
gained? Only temporary palliation of the more urgent symptoms, whilst their
eause, so far from being removed, is really intensifie Tﬂjznris distinction between
a palliative and a curative treatment, has been too much overlooked in medical
practice. Drugs have been given to relieve symptoms, while the causes pro-
ducing these have not been sufficiently attended to. Need it then excite surprise
that, as our knowledge of pathology has advanced, and our means of diagnosis
has improved, this diserepancy has become more apparent, and that we now di-
rect attention more to the causes and less to the effects, or symptoms of disease.”
Ah! Dr. Smith, let us advise you to procure a copy of Bennett’s
Work; it will well repay pernsal ; ang if you can rise from it a
mere treater of symptoms, a bleeder, or a believer in antiphlogi
tic principles and remedies, or glorying in the thought that time
honored Allopathy is founded on empirical facts that are centu-
ries old, yon are more incorrigible than we think you, and far
more conceited or prejudiced than we give you credit for being.—
But lest it be possible that you will not look for yourself, we will
give one more quotation, which may tend to narrow down your
ideas in relation to inflammation being a multiform disease, and
enable you to estimate at their true value the facts of which you

seem so proud. On page 261, hesays:

“ Clinieal observation, based on a more correct diagnosis and
pathology, has demonstrated that artificial and nosological groups
of symptoms bear no relation whatever to the internal inflamma-
tions they were formerly supposed to indicate, and has led to a
mass of information connected with internal disease, which up to
this time has never been correctly systematised.

‘“ Again, more recent histological research, by exhibiting to us
that inflammation is in truth a disease of nufrition, governed by
the same /aws that determine the ﬁruwth and fanetions of cells,
as they exist in the embryo and in healthy tissues, and thus unit-
ing Physiology and Pathology into one science, has removed our

resent knnwﬁadge still further from the traditional errors of the
past. Why then should we, in our onward course, be governed
by the opinions of Cullen and Gregory, of Gaubius and Sydenham,
of Aretaeus and Hyppocrates? These distingnished men all push-
ed forward medicine in their day, as far as they were enabled by
the then state of science, and the means within their reach ; but
the principles which guided them ought no more to be considered
laws to be followed now by practical physicians, than should the
exploded astronomical doctrines of Copernicus and Tycho-Brache,
be acted on by practical navigators. *Medicine is nota scientifie
art which is dependent for its principles on the study of, and com-
mentary on the older writers. What they thought or what #hey
aaid are not, and ought not, in a question of this kind, to be our
guide as to what was or is.  On the contrary, it is the book of na-
ture, which is open to all, that we ought to peruse and study ; and
why should we read it through the eyes of past sages, when the
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and injurious, of this drug, bolds that it quickly destroys red
blood as effectually-as it may be destroyed by venesection. The
facts I have already mentioned, he continues, show that.it works
by pulling down part of the building.” |

¥ Quacﬁ” CoorEr, in his Surgery, page 170, says: “ Mercury
occasionally attacks the bowels, and caunses violent purging even
of blood.” * Merenry, when it falls on the mouth, produces, in
many u:unatitutiﬂns, violent inflammation, which ends in mortifi-
cation.”

Another of the * Quacks” through whom the ill-fame and un-
wholesome reputation of calomel has reached us, is Prof. Tromas
Granax, of the University of Glasgow, who says :—Indigestion,

age 132, “ When I recall to mind the numerous cases of ruined
Eealth from the excessive employment of mercury, that have come
to my own knowledge, and reflect on the additional proofs of its
ruinous operations which still da‘ly present themselves, I cannot
forbear regarding it as a minute instrument of mighty mischief,
which instead ot conveying health and strength to the diseased and
enervated, is made to scatter wide the seeds of disease and debili-
ty, of the worst kind, among persons of every age and condition.”
1{1: page 134, he says, *There is not in the Materia Medica an-
other article which so immediately and permanently, and to so
great a degree debilitates the stomach and bowels, as calomel ;
yet this is the medicine that is prescribed and sent for on eve
occasion. Its action on the nervous system is demonstrative of
its being an article inimical to the human constitution, since what
medicine besides, in frequent use, excites feelings so horrible and
indescribable as calomel, and other preparations of mercury ?”

Prof. J. P. Harrson, another “ Quack,” to whom we are in:
debted for a portion of the ill-fame that calomel sustains in our
eyes, page 150, Therapeuties, says : * Mercury is often a very po-
tent engine of mischief. An inscrutable peculiarity of constitution
renders it a matter of great peril for some persons to take mercury
in any shape. The smaliest dose of blune bill or calomel will, in
such individuals, create the most alarming symptoms, and death
will sometimes result from taking a few grains of either.” Pa
157, he says: * By its rapid irritating impression on the gastrie
mucus tissue, or upon the skin, it may act as a poison.” Page
160, he says: “ A child of six took six grains of calomel, and lost
his whole left cheek, and soon died. Another unfortunate vietim
of inercury lost a part of his nose, and most of the palate of his
mouth, and died of phthisis pulmonalis!” And again, page 161,
he says: “I have seen another case in which the child took sever-
al doses of calomel before the month became inflamed, and was
saved with the loss of nearly all the teeth of both jaws, and a por-
tion of ome cheek !”

Prof. James Hamirron, of the University of Edinburgh, aa]m:'
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. and the internal anar_giea are increased, the result is again assired

- unless both the energics and assistance be overtawed.” Yet, with
these conditions staring him in the face, Dr. Smith gets off such
rhapsodies as these: ‘“Has Dr. Thomson never lost a patient!
Can they all stand up to-day and pronounce him blessed, and tes-
tify to the infallibility of his all-bealing remedies? Can they §”
Bat if some of them have died, why did they die? Why did not
the Dr. enre them with his “infallible remedies?” Where is the
“immortal Thomson,” the progenitor of this immaculate “Botanic
gystem ¥’ Gone to the spirit land, where many of his patients
went before him! Why was it that his “infallible herbs” did not
save him perpetually # They grew indigenous all around him,
and be gathered and sold them by the quantity. Ah! he forgot
to keep the inward heat about the ontward, and the fountain
above thestream, else perhaps all would have beensafe. His No.

Zand No. 6 mnst have failed him as stimulants. No. 3 could not
“‘clear off the canker,” and alas! he died.” (at80.) Why does not
Dr. Arnold recommend the critical study of the noblest living
language to his brethren, rather than the classics, or any minor
modern language known? It does seem to us that & more critical
knowledge of his own vernacular, would have saved the penning
of such—DBalderdash, a friend suggests—as this, and saved the
Doctor’s eredit for that “n arrow discrimination” that he says is 8o
-essential to the well qualified medical practitioner.

Alas! like Dr. Smith, we cannot boast of “aniversal infallibili-
ty,” in the use of all the means we employ in assisting nature *to
combat disease.” “Our hearts are sometimes saddened, and ows
feelings deeply humiliated, when we sce our friends die around
us in spite of our bestdirected efiorts to save them,” and however
well we may be aware of what our remedies can do, we also know
what they cannot do ; but however nearly we may caleulate the
wmvariable legitimate effect of them upon the system, we no where
claim them “infallibly successful,” unconditionally, and defy Dr.
Bmith, or any one else, to show that we do.

But while we deny all pretension to the use of remedies that
are “infallably successful,” we do claim that with our remedies
smeeess is ceréain, “if there be sufficient energy in the system,” or
“‘unless those energies and assistance be overtaxed” by the severi-
E' of the disease ; and with these conditions precedent, we hold

at with those remedies fever and inflammation can be control-
ed ¢nvariably, or just as certainly as food relieves hunger, or wa-
ter thirst. We do object, however, to Dr. Bmith “judging every
body by himself, orapplying the nonsensical logic” of Ailopathy
to our new and ?iﬁumus system, which is grounded, not in *“the
lore of experience,” such as we have shown his to be, but npon the
immautable laws of nature that control the animal economy in
-and disease by laws which arejust as cxact and fixed as those of gravi-
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tation ; and however wonperFur such a statement may be to him,
the fact is doubtless now known far beyond “the walls of the Thom-
sonian College,” for is it not proclaimed from Edinburgh that phy-
sicians there “point to the establishinent of scientific laws instead
of empirical rules,” and what follows ¢ “The abandonment of a

! in favor of a curative plan of treatment ; and they bﬂut
themselves up with a showing of seven times less mortality follow-
ing a treatment of which Dr. Bennett says, p. 288: *It has been
further shown that in recent times onr success in treatment has
been great just in proportion as we have abandoned heroic reme-
dies, and directed our attention to furthering the natural progress
of the disease.” Hence, wetrust that althongh Dr.Smith be blind
to the establishment of those great truths and principles, he will
not give himself the slightest uneasiness about the optics of his
neighbors, for the defect in his retina makes it dark only to him,
where to them all is light and sunshine, and his good judgment
might be doubted if he insists upon it that all must be in dark-
ness when he shuts his eyes.

The ship that is unseaworthy may never reach port, and yet no
blame be attachable to the mariner that gails her, or the laws by
which she is guided ; so, likewise, neither should the Doctor be
blamed for the state of his patient’s secretions, or the extent of the
injury already caused by them, if he faithfully labors to correct the
oneand repair the other, throngh the use of agencies that cannot
destroy ; but should the mariner, through mistaken notions, bore
a hole in the stern of his ship, in order to counterbalance a leak
that is already in the stem, or the navigator through disregard or
ignorance of the laws of navigation, run her upon a lee and rocky
shore, the case would be entirely different; so, also, should the
sapient Doctor conclude to open a vein at one place to arrest hem-
morrhage elsewhere, and for want of knowledge of disease, and the
laws that govern it, conclude to treat a symptom rather than dis-
ease, and it turns out that what would cure the symplom would
kill the man, and the patient dies, not so much of the disease bat.
of the remedy, that case is also, different, and should entail the
heaviest responsibility as well as accountability; yet how often is
it the case, that patients may be “bled down irrecoverably” by the
thousand, and tens of thonsands die by means that fill the heart of
the practitioner with “anguish and remorse, for the mischief he has
done,” while he enjoys socially, the greatest eclaf, and is pral
for the ease he has given, and the skill with which he “smoothed
the passage to the grave #” while the other, believing with the
Edinburgh Doctors, a curative far better than a palliative course,
pursues it, by means of agencies it may be as harmless as oil or
young hyson; yet so frail may be the thread that holds to life that
ere the state of the excretions are fairly discovered to be inimical
to life, and long before they could possibly be removed, the britdle
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nized Thomsonian remedies that can &/l a well man,in quadruple
the authorized dose, if at all—which we do not believe—the as-
sertion of Dr. Smith that Lobelia and others will, to the contrary
notwithstanding!

‘This, in the face of all that has been said and written to the
contrary, is a strong declaration, but that it is indubitably true,
thousands will testify ; and it is not needful to leave Macon to
£rur:ura the witnesses, hence the general verdiet among those who

now is, that on this subject at least, Dr. Smith is a * veritable”
“ kNow NoTHING,” and on them the fine writing it has cost him
so much pains to elaborate, is entirely thrown away, as well as all
that is predicated upon the fact that * the deadliest poisons come
from the vegetable kingdom ! I

Who doubts it? Certainly not the Thomsonians, who have de-
nounced them from the first. Who then? Nosony ; and nobody
knows better than Dr. Smith, that nobody was answered when
that tirade was penned that ends in the sylogism,  ergo they give
no poisons,” for * vegetables are not poisonous.” Itis certainly
strange, ‘ passing strange,” that a gentleman professing to be a
searcher after Zruth, and a lover of it too, should so wantonly
misrepresent the position of an opponent, that even the shadow
of a likeness is not recognisable. But “wonders will never cease,”
we suppose, so we pass this over and let it go for what it is worth.

IS LOBELIA A POISON ?

But Dr. Smith asks: * Does any one doubt that Lobelia is poi-
sonous ¥’ and after quoting Prof. Wood, who says * its operation
upon the system bears a close resemblance to tobacco. Its effects
in doses too large or too frequently repeated, are extreme prostra-
tion, great anxiety and distress, and ultimately death, preceded
by convulsions ;” asks again, ** Do our Thomsonian friends doubt
that these are the properties of Lobelia, correctly stated ? And
avers—* If they do, I will confirm every word by the evidence of
Samuel Thomson.” And quotes his description of the Alarm, in
which not @ word is said that could possibly be construed into an
admission that ** death, preceded by convulsions,” ever did result
from it! So that he has facled to prove every word of it by Thom-
son ; and every Thomsonian in the country %nows that the prop-
erties attributed by Prof. Wood to Lobelia, are not * correctly
stated.” But the Doctor relies mainly on what Thomson says to
prove * that the emetic herb is a violent narcotic poison,” for he
experimented and tried it thoronghly, and records it as the result
of his experience, that ‘three doses” will produce the very alarm-
ing effects he has described.” And Dr. Smith avers, * that this
is amply sufficient to satisfy the most scrupulons medical jurist
that it is a Pomox !!” Logical, very!! If medical jurisprudence
has formed any part of the education of Dr. Smith, he certainly
has a poor way of showing that he has profited by it ; for as we

5
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read it, it requires no * jurist” at all to say that he has not made
out his case. Has the witness said that it would ¢l ? Not at
all ; he has expressly stated it would nof, and that it is only
“ alarming to those who are unacquainted with the true cause and
effect.” Dr. Smith himself says, that it produces the same effects
upon the system as are produced by other poisons; (all but the
killing,) and considers the deseription of Thomson exactly identi-
cal with Prof. Woods. Yet the one says it will kill, the other
says it won’t ; a rather peculiar coincidence it must be allowed.

If the ““jurist” in this case were to give a verdict in his favor
upon the evidence rendered, describing the alarming symptoms,
he might find himself in the predicament of that in which the
murdered man walked into Court after the verdict of guilty had
been passed upon his supposed murderer ! for assuredly the man
that gets into the * alarm” from taking Lobelia, cannot die then,
and would be sure to be able to confront and rebuke such a * ju-
rist,” and give the lie to his verdict of Porsonen.” Medical juris-
prudence would teach the Doctor that it is always important in
cases of an attempt to prove death by poison or violence of any
kind, to produce the corpus! And if ﬂahe]ia will &éll, it is sure-
ly possible to prove it in Macon, if any where, for in the last eigh-
teen years there have been a thousand or fifteen hundred pounds
of it used within the corporate limits. But where is the corpus?
Has any body died of whom it could fairly be said Lobelia killed
him? Ifso, who? Why, then, refer to books for proof that it is
poison ! Dr. Smith says they can’t be relied on, but if they are
referred to at all, common justice requires that they be fairly
: But is Lobelia a poison? We say it is not, and can prove it.—
Toxicologists know that the more acfive and healthy the system
is, the less real poison it will take to k#l{; and the more inactive
or unhealthy it 1s, the more it would require to produce that re-
sult. That being the case, how would Dr. Smit[lf account for the
fact that Lobelia, in authorized doses, will not vomit a well man,
nor will it make him even sick at the stomach!! 'To say that it
is “ wonderful I” or “ magical!” and turn off with a langh, will
not do ; it is a serious question, and should be seriously considered,
for the lives of men that are living now are dependent on it, and
the happiness of all may be more or less involved in the issne. If
that is the case—and that it is can be proved in numerous instances
—is it not indubitable evidence that it is not poison? On the
other hand, where much is the matter, if the reactive power of
the system be intact, the less it requires to produce its relaxing
and emulging effect. Can Dr. Smith name a single poison of
which #Aat can with truth be said ! But it may %e said these
facts have only been observed by the Reformers, and should there-
fore be taken after making some grains of allowance. Well be it
so. Make all allowance possible, but still consider the fact that
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the testimony of more than five thonsand Reformers in the United
States, who are in the habit of using it daily, and who have given
it in all quantities, from a grain to several ounces, in all sorts of
conditions, are universally agreed as to ifs innocence of poisonous
properties, while all those Allopathists who have sworn on the
stand that it was a deadly poison, admitted upon cross examina-
tion, that they had never used it, and knew nothing about it prac-
tically, and then say whose testimony is most reﬁah!e, their’s or
ours, and judge accordingly. But we think there is a better evi-
dence still, at least to the people of Macon, that even the Allo-
pathists of Georgia do not consider it poisonous, for some ten or
twelve years ago, when the same question was np, we offered a re-
ward of five hundred dollars to any Allopathic Doctor in the State
who would %ill any mature healthfnl viviparous animal with Lo-
belia, in any reasonable quantity short of comparative stuffing.—
And thongh to our know edge that amount would have been a
perfect God-send to many of them, who sometimes get a little
see_g&f, yet it never has been claimed.

e now make the same offer to Dr. Smith, if he will promise to
act fairly with his * jug,;” but before he begins, we trust he will
inform Acmself as to the difference between relawation and para-
lysis, and hope he will inform us whether *incoherent speech”
and “raving insanity” are never present except as the result of
“narcotism.” But whether he does so or not, we are anxious
that he should set at rest the question as to whether * Lobelia is a
poison,” and trust that with the assistance of his friend who knows
where the fucts are, will put himself to some tronble to make that
one appedar; for though he has broadly asserted it, he has thus
far signally failed to show that “Thomson has demonstrated to
the world that Lobelia was a rorsox and would xizr!!”  And un-
less he goes to work and proves it, how will he prevent the suspi-
cion of ignorance from not only resting on himself, but also on the
noble profession of which /¢ has assumed the championship #—
Indeed, on his ability to-prove that assnmption to be a fact, rests
the whole “fabric” of his pamphlet; for if that be false, the
finest writing turns out the veriest fwaddle, mere * sounding
brass,” in fact; and what he calls rational medicine in Georgia
would stand convicted of having the most irrational of advocates,
for from the specimens we have seen, it would be safe to infer that
whatever Plato might have said as to Thomson’s Philosophy, Locke
would never have recognized Dr. Smith’s Logic!

But Lobelia will produce alarming symptoms sometimes,
though, as Thomson says, it is only so “to those who do not un-
derstand it,” We have seen quite a number of patients even in
Macon have the “alarm,” but have never seen it terminate fatal-
ly in a single instance. In this respect our experience corrobo-
rates that of Samuel Thomson, who states that he “generall
found it the turning puint of the disease, and is generally followed
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by a rapid convalescence.” We have never seen any of the “fifiy”
hour kind of cases, neither can we find that statement in our copy
of the * Guide,” which gives from two to eight hours as the dura-
tion, and adds, *they then awake like one from sleep, after a good
night’s rest, being entirely calm and sensible, as though nothing
had ailed them.”  And Thomson, whose testimony Dr. Smith re-
lies on to prove it will %4/l concludes thus: “I have been more
particular in describing these effects of the medicine, as they are
very alarming to those unacquainted with them, and in order to
show that there is no danger to be ehended. They are certain
evidences of a favorable turn of the disease.”

If this, reader, is the worst that Lobelia can do, and if that wors?
is certainly to be followed by convalescence, as all experience
proves, would you not much rather see your wife or child in it
than to see them narcotized with opium or belladona, dozing their
life insensibly away, equally unconscious, yet without the shadow
of a prospect of recovery ? In the one case *‘ they wake up like
one from sleep after a good night’s rest;” in the other, alas! in
this life they know no waking, but must in reality be *given up
for pean!”

An easy death can always be procured by opiates, and some
prefer that as the manner of departure ; others, with the assurance
of recovery, prefer the anxieties of the * alarm,” if need be, for the
longest period, and forget their fears in the joy of a happy recove-
ry. Reader, which do you prefer? The opiate to *smooth the
passage to the grave,” or the struggle for life? If curiousin these
matters, we can point you to more than one in Macon in whose
cases their physicians had adopted the former course, but the lat-
ter was pursued, and they are yet alive to tell the story of their
deliverance !

“THOMSONISM STILL THE SAME.”

But * Thomsonianism,” Dr. Smith says, is “still the same.”—
What a tremendous blow that is! Still the same in principle ! !
After it bas been in use for three score years and ten ; after it has
stood the test of prosecution, persecution, chains, and penal stat-
utes, and out-lived them all, to be taunted with its age!! as if
truth changed, or great principles were the sport of time! Its
principles ArE the same, that is its glory ; and that they will con-
tinue the same, however much better the practice may be adapted
to them, through endless ages, is our firm belief, because those
principles have their origin in laws as certain as the laws of gravi-
tation, which neither time nor chance can change. And Dr. Smith
has but to look around him to discover that every advance or im-
provement making in his own system, is tending in the same di-
rection; the old “landmarks” are being left, change marks its
present movements, and will continue to mark them in the fature,
until all shall acknowledge that to destroy the *“symptoms” is to
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upgﬂae the natural effort that produces them, and to the extent it
i8 done endanger the patient’s life, while to aid the development
of the “symptoms,” by seconding the natural effort, will restore
to life many that wpnld}l;a?a died under the old érrational method
that Dr. Smith now advocates, and calls * Rational Medicine !”

“BStill the same in principle!” And therefore it is just as im-
possible now that there should be any “ association” between it
and Allopathy, as there ever was, for *there is no more harmony
or affinity existing between the leading doctrines of Thomsonism
and Allopathy,” as Dr. Smith understands it, * than there is be-
tween oil and water.” But when the leading Professor of the first
Allopathie College in the world, in 1858, announces that the re-
sults of the practice he has followed for eight years, “ instead of
lowering, supporting the vital powers, and assisting the excretion
of effete matters from the system,” have driven him to the conclu-
sion which *he ecannot resist,” that * the principles which led to
an antiphilogistic practice in acute inflammations, were errone-
ous ;” and when he points to the establishment of scientific laws
instead of empirical rules to which Dr. 8. yet elings, and to the
abandonment of & palliative in favor of a curative plan of treat-
ment, the time cannot be far distant when the same great platform
will be occupied by both, and then no medical man need be
ashamed to venerate the name of the * immortal Thomson !"—
Till then, however, we shall keep the even tenor of our way.—
“They may come to us, we cannot go to them;” for with the ob-
jects we have in view, it must be most ¢rrafionalin us to use many
of the agencies which Allopathy presentsus. Could &lood letting
be rationally adopted to remove obstructions ? or would itnot have
exactly the opposite effect? Could calomel be used rationally to
promote perspiration? or would it not rather have the reverse in-
fluence by drawing the flnids inwards? Could we rationally sub-
stitute for the innocent though powerful Lobelia, the tartar emet-
Ze, or any of the other %reparatlans of antimony that we know to
be a virulent poison? The ipecas might be used, but even that
is immeasurably behind lobelia as a thorough relaxant, and often

roves an irritating cathartic, which lobelia never does, though
all Allopathic writers assert that.the contrary is true.

Could we rationally use opium to remove obstructions in any
shape? or would it not rather bind them in thesystem ¢ Or could
we rationally content ourselves with the removal of a few spoon-
fuls of serum, at the expense of the destruction of the cuticle, when
we possess a pleasant, safe, and cleanly method of removing any
quantity of effete matter by the skin, without injuring the most
delicate structure? Or finally, could we, or can any bedy, give
to cure a sick man what wowld kill a well one, and then tnurn
round and elaim the sanction of rationality, or common sense ei-
ther, to sustain us in the act? We think not, and therefore are
content to leave all such ¢rrational practices for sneh rra~
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bread we give her nostone, when she cries for medicine we give her no
serpent!

]:'-F;Ve:hnve made this explanation in order that whatever may seem “ab.
surd” in the matter of treating patients at a distance may, instead of being
visited upon the system, be ﬂ.ced to our credit or diseredit, as the case
may be, and we will take all the responsibility of making it appearto men
of real “intelligence and rationality,” that what has been done repeatedly
can be done again, and if any faith is to be placed in a recurrence of facts
as a basis of experience, then the “foundation™ of the system on which
we treat those cases is laid more securely than that of Allopathy itself,
for it seems the “empirical facts’’ on which Dr. Smith says TaaT is found.
ed are not recurring, and cannot be trusted in the “clinical room,”” where
tmost needed, but fail just at the time when “no two cases being alike,”
the “remedies for the different states being incompatible,” the patient, at
the eritical moment, is left tothe uncertainties of a *“‘compromise™ of ac-
tive poison probably, of one kind or another, “concocted in the head of
the practitioner’” to suit the “symptoms” that are never alike in any two
cases ! So that instead of being able to cure cases at a distance by it, they
find it an impossibility to cure them at home, and the people find them-
selves coMpPELLED, often, very unwillingly, to resort to others who, un-
der all the disadvantages of distance, (for they are disadvantages) are en-
abled to restore them to health and strength without seeing them! by re.
ceiving a simple statement of the case through the mail! It was for the
acecommodation of just such people that medicines varied so as to suit the
case, were prepared in such a way as to make it possible to send them by
mail, and the numerous cases that have been cured and benefitted there-
by, has left the possibility of so curing, no longer an open question, but
an established fact! Still the Doctor raises the issue, and the question
arises, how shall it be settled? We answer, bring up the living witness-
es, subject them to interrogatories under the strictest rules of evidence,
and abide the result. Subjected to this test, we hereby agree to forfeit
the sum of Five Huxprep Dorrars for the benefit of any proper char-
ity Dr, Smith may designate, or for the benefit of his reverend champion
friend, (who thinks the facts all on his side,) if we do not prove that in
one year we have cured more cases of chronic disease, that have been pro-
nounced incurable by physicians, without seeing the patient, than he has
in his whole life, with his eyesopen and his greatest discriminating acu-
men in full exercise, in combatting symploms; he to forfeit a like sum, for
the benefit of the Wesleyan Female College Chapel, should the showing
be against him,

Or, under a like test, and on the same conditions, we agree to a like
forfeit, if we do not prove that we have cured more cases of chronic dis-
ease, abandoned as incurable by physicians, in the county of Monroe,
where he lived seven years, and where we never lived at all, than he has,
We will even extend the challenge, while our hand is in, and forfeit a like
amount on the same conditions, if we do not prove that we have cured
twice as many confirmed and abandoned cases of chronic disease, as any
Allopathic Physician in Georgia, and we do not think the risk would be
great, if we said, than all of them combined, unless they did it by preseri-
bing patent or other nostrums!

What says Dr. Smith? What say atL? Shall the Chapel havea



73

benefit, or shall our reverend friend who knows where the facts are, be
the gainer?  'We trust he will take stock with Dr. Smith, for it would do
us “good” to be the means of directing a few hundreds of his dollars into
a channel to promote a cause, the advancement of which he is known to
have so much at heart (?) Well, if that don’t suit, and nE will risk noth.
ing, we will give an hundred dollars to whoever Dr, Smith shall desig-
nate, if he will produce the living witness of a single cure that he has made
with all the aids that his seientific acquirements could afford him, like that
described in the following letter from the Rev. J. D. Anthony, of Floyd
cuunt{ﬁa.
ragl by certify that my wife Emily, daughter of Wm. Baugh, of Gwin-
nette county, Georgia, was a subject of most distressing Asthma from the time
she was three months old, until about six years ago. She was never free
from the effects a minute, or from severe paroxysms more than a month at a
time from our marriage, in 1847 to 1852, at which time, hearing of the skill of
Dr. Thomson, in the treatment of chronie diseases, I wrote to him, giving the
garticuinrs of her case, and soon received his medicine by mail. From the

rst dose she took she began to improve, and has had but one slight attack
since, and from that hour to this, she has had no symptoms of the disease.

-})- D. ANTHONY."

It gives us no pleasure to have to refer to matters so purely personal
in a controversy o!this character, butas we are compelled, by the Doctor’s
allusions, to vindicate our course as well as principles, there is no other
alternative, and though we might copy letter after letter, giving evidence
of the same great fact that cases are being cured without being seen, we
vet content ourself for the present, with one more, from another Reverend
gentleman, of Union county, North Carolina, for the purpose of showing
that even Dr. Smith’s derisive call can be complied with, for there are
not lacking those who can “stand up to-day and pronounce him blessed,
and testify to the infallibility (almost) of his all healing remedies.”

“Dear Sir.—The portion of medicine last sent is just consumed, and I am
happy to inform you that I have realized much desired, but unexpected bene-
fit from your medicine, under the influence of which, with the blessing of
God, my eye-sight, the sense of feeling, and the use of my limbs have all been
restored ; the great nervous excitement allayed; my palpitating heart
composed, and my much contracted chest expanded. I have had no violent
attack or xysm of Asthma since under your administration, though still
slightly affected, and I therefore want some medicine.

ear Dr. Thomson, when I compare my present condition with the past, I
am at a loss to express the thanks that I fee?is due our Divine Benefactor for
providing means and instruments for the relief of his poor suffering creatures
while in this frail state of mortality.

Dear Doctor, accept of my thanks and that of my family for your kindness
to me, and be assured that I do not remember the night when 1 have laid me
down to take rest in sleep without giving God thanks for Dr. Thomson, and
imploring his blessings upon you and yours, * * =

Signed SOLOMON SNIDER.”

Facts such as these, however, have no influence on the judgment of Dr.
Smith, who, unless he has obstinately shut his eyes, must have been cog-
nizant of the same sort in the county of Monroe, where they are just as
patent to other eyes, as the existence of more than one Botanic Practition-
er is in that same county, the statement of Dr. Smith, that “ During his
residence of seven years in the county it could not produce a single prac-
titioner of that order™ to the contrary notwithstanding.






























