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education most deeply at heart. For there are some signs of
decadence and intellectual degeneracy that no true lover of
Science can afford longer to ignore.

In a Report issued by the United States Senate in 1896,
there appears a sort of manifesto, regarding the practice of
animal experimentation, set forth as *“the unanimous opinion
of the National Academy of Sciences,” and signed by the
president, Wolcott Gibbs. The object in view was to
impress members of Congress against a bill then pending,
which provided for a certain degree of Governmental super-
vision of vivisection in the District of Columbia. To accom-
plish this end most effectively, it was, by somebody, deemed
expedient that this distinguished body should affirm, first, the
painless, or comparatively painless character of biological
experimentation ; and secondly, that in inoculations, the ex-
periment invelves less suffering to the animal than would be
occasioned by the administration of an anzesthetic. The
following extract from this report, shows exactly what they
declared :

*The death of an animal in a physiological laboratory is usually at-
tended with less suffering than is associated with so-called natural death.
. . . In modern laboratories, anmsthetics are always employed, except when
the operation involves less sugfering to the animal than the admintsiration of an
anasthetic, as in the case of focnfations, or in those instances in which the
anzsthetic would interfere with the object of the experiment. The suffer-
ing incident to binlogical investigations is therefore trifling in amount.”®

Here are two leading affirmations. First, that “the suffering
incident to biological investigations is trifling in amount.”
Secondly, that an inoculation experiment involves less suffer-
ing than would be occasioned by the administration of an
anasthetic. One is a falsehood. The other is an instance of
that suppression of truth for the sake of giving a false impres-
sion, which is one of the meaner phases of deceit.

. The proof that the suffering incident to biological in-
vestigations (a polite euphemism for “vivisection,”) is nef
“trifling in amount ” is overwhelming. Suppose we take the
evidence of men whose names stand high in the medical pro-
fession, and who assuredly knew the truth. What do they
tell us of the *trifling suffering ” pertaining to animal experi-
mentation ? -

*sqth Congress, 1st Session, Report 1049, p. 128, Italics are ours.
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Take still another witness. Nearly a quarter of a century
after the discovery of anmsthetics, one of the principal sur-
geons of America, Dr. Henry ]. Bigelow, the professor of
surgery in Harvard Medical School, in an address before the
Massachusetts Medical Society, referred thus to the suffering
inflicted in biological research, which the National Academy
of Sciences assures Congress is “ trifling in amount.”

“ How few facts of immediate considerable value to our race have of late
vears been extorted from the dreadful sufferings of dumb animals, the
cold-blooded cruelties now more and more practiced under the authority
of science !

The horrors of Vivisgcriox have supplanted the solemnity, the thrilling
fascination of the old unetherized operation upon the human sufferer.
Their recorded phenomena, stored away by the physiological inquisitor on
dusty shelves, are mostly of as little present value to man as the knowledge
of a new comet, . . . contemptible compared with the price paid for it in
agony and torture.

For every inch cut by one of these experimenters in the quivering
tissues of the helpless dog or rabbit or Guinea-pig, let him insert a lancet
one-eighth of an inch into his own skin, and for every inch more he cuts,
let him advance the lancet another eighth of an inch, and whenever he
seizes, with ragged forceps, a nerve or spinal marrow, the seat of all that is
concentrated and exquisite in agony, or literally tears out nerves by their
roots, let him cut only one-eighth of an inch further, and he may have some
faint suggestion of the atrocity he is perpetrating when the Guinea-pig
shrieks, the poor dog yells, the noble horse groans and strains—the heart-
less vivisector perhaps resenting the struggle which annoys him. . . . . T
have heard it said that ** somebody must do this." I say it is needless.
Nobody should do it. Watch the students at a vivisection. It is the blood
and suffering, not the science, that rivets their breathless attentiom. If
hospital service makes young students less tender of suffering, vivisection
deadens their humanity and begets indifference to it."”

Is it likely that a surgeon of national reputation, a teacher
of surgery in a great medical school, would have referred to
“agony and torture,” to “dreadful sufferings of dumb ani-
mals,” and to “cold-blooded cruelties, now more and more
practiced under the authority of Science,” if, as the National
Academy of Sciences and other associations assert, wothing of
the kind takes place? There is in such denial the audacity oy
of guilt. The writer who phrased that denial stated Iﬁ‘i"_-"

falsehood. He did worse ; he induced those of his too-trust
ing associates, whose lines of scientific research lay in other







6

we suggest the excuse that “ignorance of the actual facts™
caused an erroneous judgment, what then are we to think of
the simplicity that could be so easily deceived, or of the hypoc-
risy that, pretending to knowledge it did not possess, could so
freely lend its influence to obstruct legislation against cruelty
and vice? Was there not a single member of the National
Academy of Sciences who dared to say : “1 do not know the
facts, and I will not sign such a memorial ?” Or was the sup-
pression of truth recognized, but regarded as too valuable in
its influence to be discarded? Among a certain class of men,
a falsehood is judged solely by the advantage that accrues.
Even on this low plane, was one, so easily exposed, worth its
cost to the Narionar ACADEMY OF SCIENCES, in depreciation
of honor, in impairment of public confidence, in atrophy of
self-respect ? *

Whenever an instance of this “suppression of truth” is
detected and pointed out, some one interested in the suc-
cess of the petty deceit will attempt to excuse it by asserting
that no real lie has been told. He, however, is a genius in
the art of chicanery, who can make this claim, and at the same
moment—while adhering verbally to the truth—can phrase
yet another suggestion of that which is untrue! When,
among other evasions and equivocations, the false insinua-
tion of the painless character of inoculation experiments
had been pointed out in a Senate Document,} Surgeon-
General Sternberg hastened to make reply. *“ The pain
attending the inoculation is trifling, and does not call for
the administration of an anzsthetic.” That is quite true.

®As a further illustration of the extravagant and absurd statements
which eminent men permit themselves to endorse, it is probable that for
impudence and falsity, nothing has exceeded the following extract from a |
preamble to certain resolutions on vivisection, which were ** unanimonsly |
Passed at the meeting of the NEw YorkK STaTE MEDICAL ASSOCIATION,
October 13, 18g6.”" The italics are ours.

* WHEREAS, in the rare instances in which seme pain may be inflicted, #f
is moderate and of brief duration, and is not to be contrasted with fke amonnt
or the degree of suffering constantly inflicted by the owner of animals in their
daily wuse of them, and even by parenis toward their children, etc.” R

The vivisections referred to by Gould and Parvin, Bigelow and Wilson,
are so trivial that in the opinion of this State society, they are not to b
contrasted with ** the suffering constantly inflicted by parents l'awﬁf._%
children!™  Certainly bad grammar and falsehood go ftly together.

t Doc. No. 78, Fifty-fifth Congress.
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as “false.”” This is hardly a reputation which men in general
desire to proclaim to the world. Doubtless, there were good
reasons for that conscious distrust.

Let us clearly understand the matter. The modern contro-
versy over vivisection has been going on for over a third of a
century. That no imperfect quotation has ever been made
by the opponents of unlimited experimentation, either in
Eurcpe or America, would be too much to assert. Nearly
ten vears since, an English lady compiled a work, under the
somewhat suggestive title of “ Tne Nine CircLes,” which was
intended to illustrate certain phases of vivisection. In describ-
ing experiments which lasted for hours or days or months,
the compiler did not always mention that in certain cases the
initial operation, lasting sometimes but a few minutes, was
performed under anzesthetics; and for this and a few like
omissions, the work was severely denounced by one of the
leading vivisectors of Great Britain, as misleading and unfair.
The book thus criticised was immediately withdrawn from
circulation. How little its intrinsic reliability was affected is
shown by the fact that the omissions were immediately sup-
plied and the book again brought out with an introduction by
Dr. Edward Berdoe, a leading London physician. More than
a quarter of a century ago, in September, 1874, the late Henry
Bergh, writing to the “New York Tribune,” quoted from
Brown-Sequard the statement that in a certain vivisection, the
result of incisions was “all guesswork,” omitting to add that
after death of the animal, anatomical observations removed
the uncertainty of the vivisection. The omission was not
very important ; still, it was one that would not have occurred
under a more careful adherence to verbal accuracy. But
neither of these two cases can have had anything to do with
the imputations made. One was a book printed in England
ten years since ; the other a hasty newspaper letter published
twenty-five years ago. Neither as “essays,” or “leaflets,” or
“tracts,” can they have been referred to by the forty scientists
as " the many cases” in which extracts from scientific writings
are chargeable with intentional inaccuracy.

The important question, therefore, that confronts us is
simply this: Did these forty “scientists” tell the truth
in the passage that has been cited from their “ Statement in
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‘In these publications, too, there often fgure extracts from
scientific writings, and in many cases, these extracts are so gar-
bled that only ignorant or reckless animosity could be accepted
in excuse for their seeming bad faith ;" and
WHEREAS, This charge, absolutely unsupported by any evidence what-
ever, constitutes a most grave aspersion upon the honor, veracity and good
faith of some of our constituent societies ; and
WrereAs, This Association is unwilling to believe that allegations, so
dishonoring to their authors, if untrue, can have been heedlessly and ma-
liciously made by scientific men of such eminence, without their having at
hand at least some apparent proofs of their charges ; therefore, be it
Kesolved, That the American Humane Association hereby respectfully,
but emphatically protests against the putting forth of such imputations
without production of the evidence upon which they rest ; and it therefore
requests each and every signer of this * STATEMENT 1IN BEHALF OF SCIENCE "
{and especially each of the signers above named, who is in Government
employ), to furnish the Secretary of this Association with a reference to
some few of these *many’ -extracts from Scientific writings concerning
Vivisection which he claims to have been ‘ garbled ;' accompanying such
reference with an exact quotation of the words or phrases which have been
so altered or omitted as to have materially changed, or distorted the mean-
ing of the writer thus cited.”

To each signer of the “ Statement in Behalf of Science” a
printed copy of this resolution was sent, together with the
following letter from the Secretary of the American Humane
Association :

FarL RivEr, Mass.,
21, January, 18gg.
Dear Sir:—I have been directed to ask for proof, or for any evidence in
vour hands, of the charges made by you over your published signature,
and referred to in the accompanying Resolution.
An early reply will oblige
Yours very truly,

FEANCIS H. ROWLEY, Se’y.

The responses to this request have been precisely as might
have been anticipated where the signers had no proof of the
imputations they had made. Charles Wardell Stiles, of the
Bureau of Animal Industry, Washington, and calling himself
a “Scientific Attaché of the United States Embassy "—what-
ever that may be—wrote from Berlin, Germany, March 3,
1899, that his private library being in storage, he was unable
to comply with the request. He intimated willingness to
furnish some evidence of the sort on his return to Washing-
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18 ARLINGTON STREET.
Francis H. Rowley, Esq., Sec'y,
Dear Sir >—I have referred your letter of the 21st inst. to one of the
committee having in charge the preparation of the document referred to.
Yours sincerely,
R. H. FITZ.
Boston, 23, Jan., 1899,

In other words, Prof. Fitz of Harvard University, having
no evidence whatever of the imputation to which he had
aflixed his name, fancies that he can now wash his hands of
all responsibility for the falsehood, by passing the request
over to the men who phrased it—whom he does not name !

Prof. Charles 5. Minot, S.D., of Harvard Medical School,
Harvard University, writes, without date, the following
astounding communication :

Dear Sir :—To cite only one instance: Mr. Peabody, formerly—I have
Leen told—president of the Anti-Vivisection Society of Boston, made be-
fore the commitiee of the Massachusetts Legislature, the most impudent,
outrageous and baseless accusations against officers of the Harvard
Medical School, in my hearing. When cross-questioned, he had not the
faintest, most remote or trifling foundation for any of his accusations, and
only demonstrated that he was guilty of deliberate misrepresentation,

CHARLES 5, MINOT.

Considering its source, this is a most extraordinary epistle.
The writer is a man of science, yet his letter violates almost
every rule of scientific precision. Professor Minot had affixed
his name to a charge that in the various publications put
forth by the critics of vivisection, there were “in many cases,”
garbled quotations from scientific writings. He is respect-
fully asked for the evidence upon which he had made that
accusation. Instead of quoting a line, or giving a single
reference to the “many cases,” he tells us with child-like sim-
plicity, that he once heard Mr. Peabody make a speech against
himself and his associates of the Harvard Medical School,
which speech he forthwith proceeds to denounce! Is it pos-
sible that Prof. Minot as a scientific man really believed that,
in citing from memory a speech of Mr. Peabody, he was giv-
ing proof that garbled “extracts from scientific writings " had
been made in certain pubdlications ? Is this the kind of scientific

precision which is taught by vivisection in the laboratories of
Harvard University ?
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