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and by its general adoption diffused greatly and everywhere the practice
of anmsthesia—might surely, without vindictive challenges and recrimina-
tion on your part, have ventured to speak of “ the discovery and application
of chloroform to the assuagement of human suffering” as “ the greatest of
all discoveries in modern times in conneetion with medicine””*

An illustration, however, may show my meaning better than an abstract
statement. 'We have now at present in practice various means of abolishing
the pain attendant npon surgical operations, as nitrous oxide gas, sulphuric
ether, chloroform, ete. ; and the olden surgeons had others. We have various
means also of arresting the hsemorrhage attendant upon these operations, as
cauterisation, torsion, deligation, acupressure, ete. These heemostatic means
all arrest heemorrhage by closing up, in one way or other, the open mouths
of the cut vessels. They get at one and the same end by three or four
different means ; but because these means have been suggested at three or
four different and distant times, any one displacing the former does not of
necessity require to be apologised for and denounced, as you seem rather
to think ought to be the fact in the case of ansesthetics. Or take another
illustration :— The greatest thought ever perhaps broached in practical
medicine, was the suggestion in relation to small-pox,—and to probably
other fatal diseases, destined to occur only once in life,—that their severity
and fatality might be averted, if, instead of the contagious poison producing
them being allowed to enter in limitless quantities into the body by
respiration, it could be inserted in very small and definite quantities by
inoculation through the skin. Hence small-pox inoculation, and the won-
derful protection obtained by it against the fatality of small-pox ;—an
idea brought from Asia and Turkey, and acted on in England in the
beginning of the last century. Ere, however, the century was closed, a
new variety of matter was proposed to be inoculated by Dr. Jenner, and
proved infinitely a greater success. The material used by the old Asiatic
and Turkish inoculators was small-pox matter taken directly from pustules
on the bodies of human beings who were infected with small-pox. The
material used by Jenner was small-pox matter taken from the pustules
produced on the udders and nipples of cows who were infected with small-
pox poison. That vaccination was thus a modification of small-pox
inoculation, has mever, however, been allowed to detract one iota, I
believe, from the merit of the great pathological and practical revolution
produced by Dr. Jenner. And the two discoveries—or two prophylactics
against small-pox—the Asiatic and English variolous and vaccine inocus
lation—have never clashed and been entangled together: for they were in
our own country upwards of half-a-century or more separate from each
other in the date of their introduetion and discovery. Neither, T think,
would the relative merits of the two anmsthetics, the American aud the
English, sulphuric ether and chloroform, have been commixed in the
manner in which they have been confused by you and others, had their
discoveries been separated by upwards of half-a-century also.

* Bee the report of the Lord Provost's speech as given in the Scotsman of 27th October 1869,
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history conmected with Boston and its Medical School. You properly
claim for yourselves true and vast merit from the discovery and appli-
cation of sulphuric ether in dentistry and surgery. Indeed, you almost
seem to me to insinuate in your letter that the medical world should
have been ever afterwards contented to use sulphuric ether, and it
alone. For you now argue and hold that sulphuric ether (see your last
letter) formed a *discovery of wonderful perfection at its very outset”
I think, however, Dr. Channing (pp. 322 and 337) alludes to you yourself
using chloroform in some midwifery cases ; and early in the practice of
etherisation in midwifery, I found that no busy obstetric practitioner could
extensively employ sulphuric ether without inevitably carrying about with
him, and upon his clothes, an odour so disagreeable to many other patients
and other houses, as to make his presence there ought but desirable.
Other Boston surgeons have tried, at least, other anwsthetics besides sul-
phuric ether, as if they did not look upon it in the way of “ wonderful per-
fection,” as you do, I have read alsoof your accomplished son, Dr. Henry
Bigelow, excising the mamma after he had placed the patient under the
anmsthetic influence, not of sulphurie ether but of nitrous oxide gas (Official
Documnents, p. 323).

In your two late articles you have carefully eschewed all reference
to this last special anmsthetic nitrous oxide gas, in despite of its being
now largely and successfully employed in Paris, London, and elsewhere
in tooth-extraction. I wish, on the contrary, to recall your attention
particularly to it. For let me here again put you in mind that the
first anmsthetic operation under sulphuric ether at Boston oceurred
on the 20th September 1846, when Dr. Morton drew a tooth from the
head of Eben Frost, who had been previously placed under the influ-
ence of the anwmsthetic vapour. Nearly two years previously, however, or
on the 11th December 1844, the same anmsthetic operation was as sue-
cessfully performed at Hartford, the anssthetic inhaled being not sulphuric
ether but nitrous oxide gas, and the patient being Dr. Wells himself,*
to whose mind the idea had suggested itself on the night previously, that
a person under a deep dose of nitrous oxide might not feel, when in that
state, the pain of tooth-drawing and other operations, because he had seen
Mr., now Colonel, Cooley wound his limbs severely against the benches
without feeling any suffering from these injuries.t

* The account which Dr. Riggs has given, in his official examination in 1852, of this first anzes-
thetic operation in Ameriea is sufficiently graphic. Messrs. Cooley, Wells, Collin, ete., wers
{lﬂrﬂumh Dr. Riggs says: “°A few minutes after I went in, and, r conversation, Dr. Wells

ok & seat in the operating chair; I examined the tooth to be extracted with a' glass, as I
usually do ; Wells took a bag of gas fromn Mr, Colton, and sat with it in his lap, and I stood
by his side; Wells then breathed the gas until he was much affected by it; his head chopped
back, T put my hand to his chin; he opened his month and T extracted the tooth : his niouth
still remained open some time; I held up the tooth in the instrument, that the others might
Eee it ; they standing, partially behind the screen, were looking on.  Dr. Wells soon recovered
from the influence of the , 80 a8 to know what he was about, discharged the blood from
his mouth, swung his hand, and said, ‘A ¥ew ERA ¥ ToOTH-PULLING.' He said it did not hurt
him at all. We were all much elated, and conversed about it for an hour after,”—(See Ap-
pantdiﬂll:r. Colton's Sto i P. 85, ST

OCCUrrence too e at a public exhibition of, and leeture on, langhing 8, at Hart-
ford, by Mr. Colton. The advertisement for Mr. Colton's lecture, pnhlialmdgin nguﬂaﬂy Times
of ﬁmmhﬁr 10, 1844, has been republished in the ﬂ“ﬂﬂ Jowrnal for Febroary of the present
year. * The entertainment,' says the advertisement, ** is seientitic to those who make it selon-
tifie.” For a full account of the effects E‘mﬂuced ‘the gas upon some of the most distingnished

men in Europe, Mr. Colton refers to Hooper's ictionary, where an abstract of th
experiments of Bir Humphrey Davy is given. o4H
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removing intense physical pain, and which he consequently auggestt?d
as “capable of destroying physical pain during surgical operations in
which no great effusion of blood takes place.” In your late letter to me,
however, you maintain that “Sir Humphrey Davy,” to quote your own
extraordinary words, “ must be exonerated from all practical knowledge of

‘anmsthetic inhalation, otherwise he is chargeable with all the tortures of

amputation and lithotomy which have taken place since he made Fhe dis-
covery and concealed it.” You have used, I know, the same wild and
irrelevant argument against Dr. Jackson which you here use against Sir
Humphrey Davy, forgetting that their profession was that of chemists and
not of surgeons. Have you really any hope or expectation that, either in
Boston or elsewhere, such a violent observation as I have just now quoted,
will blot out and erase in some cabalistic way the remarkable fact that
Sir Humphrey Davy, seventy years ago, relieved intense physical pain in
his own person by breathing nitrous oxide gas, or that he suggested that it
might be used as an angsthetic in some surgical operations, and—pub-
lished the suggestion !

But now mark what subsequently ocecurs. An American dentist works
out to its practical results the suggestion published in England half-a-
century before by Sir Humphrey Davy, and which you seem to wish fo
efface from anmsthetic records, and he travels a long distance to place the
important result before the Medical School at Boston, and some surgeons of
the Massachussetts Hospital. Thereis a slip in the single experiment allowed
him. He is spurned and hooted away. In doing this the Medical School of
Boston thus delays the whole subject of artificial surgical anasthesia for a
couple of years. Was not the Medical School of Boston then, in your
violent language, “ chargeable with the continuance of operative tortures”
for that period, much more than Sir Humphrey Davy ? Did not your
school stamp out—and thus prevent for two years more—the * most bene-
ficent discovery,” to use again your own grandiloquent words, * which has
blessed humanity since primeval days of paradise?”* I am using here
not my language and logic, but yours.

It is perhaps here unnecessary to add that there is sufficient evidence
that Drs. Wells, Marcy, and Goodrich debated the question together whether
sulphuric ether would not be an agent preferable to nitrous oxide in these
experiments (see Official Documents, pp.26,27,and 43, Appendix, pp.87,111,
114) ; but Dr.Marcy thought nitrous oxide the safer and pleasanter of the two,
and also more easy to inhale.} In the Essay in which your son first describes
the inhalation of sulphuric ether in surgery, he points out its similarity to

* Of conrse, unaware of the comparative perfection to which Dr. Horaee Wells's method of
indueing brief surgical anmsthesia might yet be brought, the Select Committee of the House of
Representatives of the United Btates, in 1852, rnﬁnrb g0 far against the practicnl ntility and
suceess of Dr, H, Wells’s elaims ; but they add, “ He had the merit of uttamﬁt.i.ng to carry out
practically the idea suﬁaul:cd by Sir Humphrey Davy of rendering (by the influence of nitrous
oxide ga!'g]atgakient sensible to gmin in a !u?cnl operation. He has also (they add)
undoubtedly the merit of having contributed something in directing the mind of Dr. Maorton to
the subject.” (See (ffiofal Documents, pp. 13 and 16.)

t It is unnecessary to enter here into the discussion whether Dr. Marcy of Hartford, in 1844
or 16845, removed, without pain, a tumenr about the size of a walnut from the head of o young
man who was at the time anmsthetised by the vapour of sulphuric sther (see volume of il
Documents, p. 27, and Appendix, p. 182, ete.) If 80, he forestalled the use of sulphuric ether at
Boston as an anmsthetic in aurgi-:-a] operations. Butb his experiment was so far sterile, as the
employment of sulphuric ether in surgery did not spread from that point.
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me ; for, in claiming, as you there did, for Boston the introduction of
anmsthetic inhalations in obstetrical practice, you attempted to annex and
appropriate to your country what most indubitably belonged to mine.

In your last letter you begrudgingly state to me, “I do not now
question that you were the first to use ether in labour;” and then you
superciliously add, “ but who first introduced ansesthetics in obstetrical
practice is a matter of limited importance.” According to the testimony,
however, of our late mutual friend, Sir John Forbes, the application of
anmstheties to midwifery involved many more difficult and delicate pro-
blems than its mere application to dentistry and surgery. New rules
required to be established for its use—the time during which it could be
given ascertained—its effects upon the action of the uterus, upon the state
of the child, and upon the parturient and puerperal state of the mother,
ete., all required to be aceurately studied. Would it increase or diminish
the tendency to convulsions, hwmorrhage, and various other complications ?
Moral and religious questions also came to be involved, and required to
be duly answered, The Boston patent for the use of sulphuric ether taken
out by Drs. Morton and Jackson, did mot, I believe, include its employ-
ment in midwifery ; and your son, Dr. Henry Bigelow, weeks after its use
was first begun, deemed it only “ adapted to operations which were brief in
their duration, whatever be their severity. Of these the two most striking
perhaps are amputations and the extraction of feeth.”* This was pub-
lished in November. When I saw Mr. Liston in London, during the
following Christmas holidays, he expressed to me the opinion that the
new anesthetic would be of speeial use to him,—who was so swift an
operator,—as he thought, like Dr. Bigelow, it could only be used for a brief
time. I went back, however, from this London visit to Edinburgh, bent
on testing its applicability to midwifery, and found that it could be safely
used for hours, ete.

But is its application to midwifery of “limited importance,” as now
in the fervour of disputation you seem anxious to affirm 7 = Your words in
your first article regarding the commencement of ansmsthetics in Boston
are these :—That angsthetic inhalation “ began in this country, and was
Jirst used in the extraction of teeth, and afterwards [2] in capital opera-
tions in the Massachusetts General Hospital ; and [3] in obstetrical prac-
tice.” You adduce thus three kinds of practice in which it was used in
Boston—namely (1) dentistry ; (2) surgery ; and (3) midwifery. You
have omitted medicine, probably because you well knew the employment
of the inhalation of sulphuric ether had been introduced (as we have seen
in a previous part of this letter) into medical practice by Dr. Pearson half-
a-century before, Holding, as you now affect to declare, that the use of
ang@sthetics in obstetrical practice is a matter of limited importance,
upon what ground, may I venture to ask, did you, only two or three
months ago, in your first attack, adduece its application to midwifery as one
of its three chief applications ? Further, among these three chief applica-
tions, may I ask you, in all honour and honesty, is its use not,—even in your
opinion,—a matter of infinitely less importance in dentistry than in mid-

* Hee the paper which he read five or six weeks after the introduction of sulphuric ether
before the Boston Society of Medical Improvement, as cited in Brook's Essay on the Vapour of
Sulphurie Ether, page 30,
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thetics into obstetrical practice ; and, in the dedication of his work, he
speaks, let me add, of midwifery as being a department wh.ich has derived
“ gpecial and vast benefit” from the application of anwmsthetics.

According to your reasoning (7) in the case of Sir Humphrey Davy,
that great philosopher “ must be exonerated from all practical knowledge
of anmsthetic inhalation ; otherwise he is chargeable with all the tortures of
amputation and lithotomy ” which have taken place from his time till the
end of 1846. According to the same ratiocination, were not you and the
other accoucheurs of Boston chargeable with all the tortures of childbirth
and parturition borne by the female population of that city for months
onwards after October 1846 ; or, till the knowledge of the mode of re-
lieving them from these tortures was sent out from Edinburgh—seeing
the use of ether in labour was a matter of limited importance, and could
and should have been at once disécovered and applied in your city, and not
in Europe?

4— ALLEGED NEGLECT OF AMERICAN CLAIMS IN WRITING
A SKETCH OF THE HISTORY OF ANASTHETICS.

The chief or only subject of your attack upon me in your first
article, was the frivolous allegation that, when last year I received the
honorary burgess-ship of Edinburgh, and when I had to speak on various
and different topics, I omitted to do justice to your city and to America,
by omitting to talk of the discovery of sulphuric ether as an anmsthetic
when I was called upon to answer an observation or two of the Lord
Provost’s on chloroform.®

In your last letter, following out the same jealous strain of com-
plaint, you argue that, besides the alleged omission in an impromptu speech,
I was guilty, in an article which T had calmly written upon chloroform
in the Encyclopedia Britannica, of not doing * justice to the great
American discovery” The article in question was printed in a volume of
the Encyclopedia for 1854, and has been republished in a second
volume of my works, collected and edited by Drs. Priestley and Storrer.
In that article, after defining chloroform and stating its composition, modes
of preparation, physical, chemical, and physiological properties, I have

* Lest there be any mistake regarding the grounds or supposed grounds of all the war which
yon have tried to stir up against me, lot me hera eitein foll the Lord Provost's remarks on ehloro-
form, and myreply to them, The Lord Frovost, let me state, was one of the most intelli-
gent and intellectual men of the age, Willimn Chambers, Esq., the well-known author and

ublisher, His address to me in presenting the burgess ticket was spoken extempore, and
find that hiz words on chloroform are somewhat differently veported in our three morming
jonrnals. The version most favourable for you is the one you select—the Daily Review
—andl 18 as follows :—** I will not dwell on what yon have accomplished in medical setemce. 1
will only allnde to your dinmwry—tha%rﬂataat of all discoveries inmodern times—of the uﬁ li-
cation of chloroform in the assuagement of human suffering. That was a great gift to mankind
af large, and it well befita us, the ﬂnr[mratiun of Edinburgh, to mark our sense of the great act of
benefieence on your part by this small compliment.,” His Lordship snbsequently alluded to my
writings on Acupressure, Hospitalism, ete, ete, :

With regard to the observations on Chloroform; I replied in the two following sentences :—
* You adverted to the discovery of anmsthetic effects of chloroform. I"erhnlllm you will allow
me to state that there are various manufactories of it in Great Britain, and that a single one of
these, located in Edinburgh, makes a8 many as eight thousand doses a-day, or between two
million and three million of doses every year—evidence to what a great extent the practice is
now earried of wrapping men, women, and children in a painless sleep during some of the mo

rying moments and hours of human existence ; and nspnuiallﬁ when our frail brother-man is
laid upon the ol-pmf.lng tahle, and subjected to the tortnres of the surgeon’s knives and nﬂalgnla, ,
hig saws and his cauteries."—(8ee Journal of the Gyneeological Soclety of Boston, No. 6, p. 870).
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historical sentence already quoted, and when (I appeal to yourself or any
honourable man) such mention was utterly unavoidable for the sake of
simple historical accuracy, all such history inevitably involving an
enumeration of names,

But then comes your other accusation, that in enumerating the different
methods of producing ansesthesia I have adduced chloroform first, sulphuric
ether second, carbonic acid third, nitrous oxide fourth, ete., to © ::.mrer"ui:u
use your own reprehensible words— this inversion of historical order in

favour of the self-exaltation of the writer . . . who availed himself
of this opportunity principally to place himself conspicuously in the fore-
ground.”

Believe me, I feel difficulty in commenting upon these eriticisms of
yours ; they are essentially so groundless and absurd ; and I know them
in my own heart to be so utterly untrue. If an American or English
schoolboy were asked to give a refrograde chronological list of the Presi-
dents of the United States, or the Sovereigns of England, from the pre-
sent time to the commencement of this century, would he not begin with
General Grant and Queen Victoria? According to your logic, however,
that would imply “ self-exaltation™ on the part of the pupil ; and to avoid this
he ought to commence with the Presidents Johnson and Lincoln, or King
William the Fourth. But would not such a strange historical obliquity and
misstatement, if unhappily indulged in, bring down condign punishment
and contempt on the disciple? And is there not occasionally truth in the
saying that © sages sometimes do as foolish things as schoolboys "

If T had the same history to re-write to-day, I do not know that I
would or could write it in any different terms, except by pointing out
more distinctly Dr. Wells's claims, and also Dr. Jackson’s. And pray in
what terms would or could you advise me that it should have been written,
or should be written now 7 Ought T to have broken out into some high-
flown sentence or sentences regarding the history of the anssthetic effects of
sulphuric ether, when I spoke secondly of that angesthetic ! Would it not, let
me ask you, have been more natural—for me at least—to have done so in
speaking of the history of the anmsthetic effects of chloroform, instead of dis-
missing it in the two brief lines T have already quoted ; seeing, especially,
that I knew that it was employed in hundreds or even thousands of instances
for every five or ten in which sulphuric ether was used !

I have, I find, printed another short epitome of the histery of
angsthetics, but T am not sure that it will please you better. In a paper
on Ltherisation in Surgery, published in September 1547—the first of a
series on the subject—I take occasion to speak of Dr. Morton of Boston as
“the gentleman to whom I believe the profession and mankind are
really and truly indebted for first reducing into practice the production
of insensibility by ether-inhalation, with the object of annihilating pain in
surgical operations”—language stronger, I think, than I have seen in
most American essays on the subject. And at the meeting of the
Edinburgh Medico-Chirurgical Society, on November 10th of the same
year, I laid before them a paper termed “ Historical Researches regarding
the Superinduction of Tnsensibility to Pain in Surgical Operations ; and
Announcement of a new Angsthetic Agent” This communication on the


















