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quently this fummer than in the fpring and winter
preceding.” Let us look a little further after Dr.
Pearfon’s felf-corre@ion of opinion. So late as Fe-
bruary 1800, in a letter to the Editor of the Medi-
cal and Phyfical Journal, we find him labouring, with
mifplaced effort, to account for the exiftence of erup-
tions, and ftill afferting their pathognomonic con-
nexion with Vaccina, Such an aggregate of hypo-
thetical and pradtical erroneousnefs, and fo unlucky
an exertion of pathological ingenuity, is certainly no
common refult of acute or afliduous enquiry; and I
know not how they could be placed in fo dark a
fhade as in the fame fpace with the fimple and lumi-
nous obfervations of Dr. Jenner. This account is
equally decifive in proving, by the opinions of the
author himfelf, that the Vaccina was abfolutely de-
teriorated in the public opinion by the iffue of his
mifcondudted experiments, 7. e. ¢ convincing evi-
dences.”” We will adduce the neceflary quotations
from this communicatien. ¢ The unexpeéted ap-
pearance of eruptions has inclined many persons to be
of opinion, that no beneficial consequences can be pro-
duced from this.prattice.”’

¢ The genuine Vaccine poifon does occafionally
produce a certain variety of the Cow-Pock, charac-
terifed by the appearance of puftules like thofe of the
Variola,”” Dr. Pearfon then details his inoculation
of a child, with what he terms Vaccine poison; that a
few eruptions broke out on the fecond day, * but not
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at all like the Small-Pox;’” matter was carried from
this child to Brighthelmftone, and from thence to
Petworth, where feveral paticnts were inoculated,
and all had eruptions. With thefe occurrences
ftaring him in the face, Dr. Pcarfon makes the fol-
lowing conclufions, in the full conviftion, and in
the moft direct line of inference, that the eruptions
were Vaccine :—

That ¢ the Vaccine poifon produces a difeafe 7e-
sembling Small-Pox. That the matter of fuch erup-
tive cafes,” (ftill conceiving them to be Vaccine)
¢ produces univerfally, or at leaft generally, fimilar
eruptive cafes.”  Dr. Pearfon then exhibits the pro-
found difficulties into which he is led, in theorifing
on this fubje&, by faying ¢ Whether the Vaccine
poifon, when it produces thefe cafes refembling the
Small Pox, becomes, by compofition or decompofi-
tion, Variolous matter, is not determined;” and he
endeavours to illuftrate his fuppofition by a chemical
fimile between the effeéts of Magnefia and Sulphate
of Magnefia. Speaking then of the comparative
utility of Vaccina and Small-Pox, he fays, < I ap-
prehend the value,” that is of Vaccina, < is thereby
depreciated, but not to such a degree as to create any
reafonable apprehenfion of the failure of the Vaccine
Inoculation in fuperceding, and finally extinguithing,
the Small-Pox.” Dr. P. is, however, not merely fa-
tisfied, like the partial father of a peculiar offspring,
in afcribing to it its common portion of family fimili-
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hour, expenditure of time, and other facrifices, in
introducing or maintaining the Vaccine Inocula-
tion;”” or which on fuch co-operation can arrogate a
claim, not mecrely to a divifion of honour, but to a
(uperior fhare of effe&tive merit and utility, exem-
plified in the disfiguring and deforming the fubje& of
its"boafted proteftion and folicitude.

Such is the view in which Dr. Pearfon’s opinions
and conduét appear in 180o. It might have been
expe&ted that the difavowal of them, after fo labo-
rious a defence, would at any time have been con-
veyed in the manner of dirett and honor able re-
cantation. But what do we find concerning this felf-
fame tranfadtion in the publication of Dr. P. juft
ifflued. Without even a femblance of apology for
palt error, or the pains of even a plaufible reafon
for the dereliction of former opinions, we find Dr.
P. in his pamphlet of 1802, confefling broadly, that
the eruptions, formerly infifted on by himfelf to be
Vaccine, were really Variolous. It is curious that
this very radical and important conceffion is intro-
duced by a fide wind. We will extra& the paflage
from Dr, P.”s ¢ Examination.”

¢ I was indeed difturbed, for a fhort time, by the
frefh occurrence, in the courfe of the winter of 1799,
of the eruptive cafes which happened at Bright-
helmftone, from matter taken out of the distinét Vas-
cine Pock, of one of my patients.
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< This occurrence was in an early period of the
Vaccine pradice, when thofe who firft inoculated for
the Cow-Pock, did not knew the charatleristic symp-
toms of the eruption from experience.”” Let me paufc
to enquire, why they did not know it? Dr. P. or
any other inoculator, at this cera, is bereft of all ex-
cufe for ignorance, after it had been mentioned by
Dr. Jenner, in his Enquiry, in the moft unequivocal
terms, and afterwards infilted on by him in different
public and private communications, that eruptions
formed no part of pure Vaccina. Inftead of pro-
fiting by this information, we find Dr. P. in Fe-
bruary 1800, exhibiting a vain difplay of reafoning,
to prove, that the Vaccina was little better than Va-
risla. Dr. P. difdains to accept the knowledge dif-
penfed by Dr. J. and now affails him for not having
promulgated more. A fingular effe® of inconfift-
ency, and obliquity of view! Dr. P. continues—

¢ Unfortunately matter was fent from the Small-
Pox eruptions to Petworth for inoculation, in place
of Vaccine matter, and there, of course, it produced
the Small. Pox.”’

The account here afforded will be ftill better illufs
trated by a letter from the Rev. Mr. Ferryman to
Dr. Jenner:—

Petworth, Fune 14, 1800.

“ Dear Sir,~Nothing could be nmore unfortus
nate than the introduétion of the Cow-Pox at Pet~
worth, nothing more happy than the conclufion of
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the bufinefs. The firft matter, which, at my requeft,
you were fo obliging as to fend to Lord Egremont,
did not fucceed in communicating the difeafe. A
few weeks after, fome othér matter was fent from
Brighton, the ftock of which came from Dr. Pearfon,
of Leicelter-Square, London.

¢ Fourteen patients were inoculated with this mat-
ter. It excited fuch a fever, and fuch a number of
eruptions, that Idid not hefitate to fay decidedly, the
difeafe was not the Cow-Pox, but the Small-Pox.—
As foon as this unlucky bufinefs was got rid of, fome
Cow-Pox matter arrived from you, but among the
aflrighted inhabitants, it was with difficulty that Lord
Egremont could find one willing to be inoculated.
At Jaft, however, his Lordfhip fucceeded, the matter
took cffect, and in the courfe of a few months be-
tween 4 and 500 were inoculated, without a fingle
cafe of puftules, of danger, of difficulty, or alarm.”

I will reft on thefe faéts, in the confident conviét-
fon, that no reader of common intelligence will mif-
take theirapplication. They afford a means perfeétly
adequate to judge of the beneficial agency of Dr. P.
at this epoch of Vaccine Inoculation. They are
events which would not have been revived, from
their fortunate oblivion, for the mere fake of impu-
ting error; but onthe ground of thefe very pro-
ceedings, (would I could only fay nugatory) and of
the period of the introduftion of the Vaccina inte
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was relevant and effential, but the equally important
negative excellence of containing nothing that was
erroneous. My reafons for fo thinking are drawn
from falts acceflible to every one. Dr. Jenner, in his
Enquiry, has given us, with faithful accuracy, the
conftitutional diagnoftics of Vaccina, His account
of {fymptoms is minutely correé, and coincide pre-
cifely with their aétual exiftence, when they appear at
all.  He has told us there are no eruptions in Vaccina,
and that the difeafe is not communicable by effluvia.
Are not thefe accurately defined and important dif-
tinctions, and will Dr. P. venture to impeach their
fidelity? Dr. ]. furnithed us with delineations of
the local difeafe, not, indeed, in all its progreflive
{tages, but in more than one f{tate of duration, as
may be proved by referring to the recent puftules of
natural Cow-Pox, on the fingers of the hand in plate
I. and by comparing plates IIl. and IV, in which a
difference of period and appearance is perceptible.
Dr. J. alfo tells us, that the fluid of the puftule is
Jimpid, and that ¢ the efflorefcence, fpreading round
the incifions, had more of an eryfipelatous look, than
when variolous matter has been made ufe of in the
fame manner.” With refpe&-to Dr. Jenner’s plates,
I may certainly fay, that both the pathologift and the
engraver will admit, that better reprefentations have
never occurred, and that they are incomparably more
excellent than the /ast of Dr, P.’s.
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Dr. Pearfon cavils with feverity at Dr. Jenner’s
comparifon between the afpe@ of the local Vario-
lous and Vaccine difeafes.  His critcifms direétly in-
{inuate, and are framed to convey a meaning, that
Dr. Jenner had inferred, the difeafes were of iden-
tical appearance. 1 think that there is a generic fimi-
larity fufficient to vindicate Dr. Jenner’s comparifon,
which is by no means a {tri&t one. He fays, ¢ A/-
most the only variation which follows, confifts in the
puftulous fluids continuing limpid nearly to the time
of its towl difappearance.”” The term almost, to
candid interpretation, is inclufive of other differences,
and the diftin&tion between limpid and purulent fluid
is incomparably one of the moft effential of the local
charateriftics. But what was Dr. J.’s extent of
probable intention at this time. One queftion is as
ftated by Dr. P. Were thefe fad&s fufficient to teach
the pracice of Vaccine Inoculation? I affirm, they
were completely and adequately fo; and that nume-
rous inoculations, with uniformity of fuccefsful re-
fult, were actually made on their plan, whillt the
affefted improvements and boafted praices of Dr.
P. were overwhelming the caufe with blunder and
difgrace!

In aflerting the fufficiency of Dr. J.’s experiments,
in order to their fuccefsful and certain repetition, I
do not with to infer, that nothing could poflibly be
added. It were to afcribe to any individual, how-
ever pre-ecminent his powers, fomething exceeding
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which he may avail himfelf as he pleafes of either
fide. If, as Dr. P. in coincidence with Dr. Wood-
ville at prefent affirms, the period of taking Vac-
cine Virusis entirely unimportant, then Dr. Jenner’s
firlt inftru@ions could not be defe&ive, from the
omiflion of a rule which is nugatory; otherwife Drs.
P. and W, are in error, by affirming, that Virus of
any duration is equally eflicacious; and Dr. J. has
fupplied the neceflary knowledge. 1 fhall hereafter
endeavour to fhew, that the latter opinion is not
only founded in truth, but that its obfervance con-
fticutes the moft momentous rule in the conduét of
Vaccine Inoculation.

Dr. Pearfon’s next pofition is, « The convincing
evidences, with a good part of the medical public,
were obtained by other praétitioners in 1798-9.”

I think grave difcuflion much more appropriate
to fubjects of philofophical and ferious intereft than
levity or irony. Yet the term ¢ convincing evi-
dences,” is calculated almoft irrefiftibly to provoke a
fportive comment. The words appear extremely
equivocal. In the fenfe which Dr. P. undoubtedly
annexes to them, they feem to me fomewhat of a
““ lucus a non lucendo,” after the hiftory we have
traced of the proceedings in 1799 and 1800. If
Dr. P. will accept my interpretation of what I deem
the due import of thele convincing evidences, we fhall
be no longer at iffue, and I will allow them the fulleft
force. To myfelf it appears moft confpicuoully,
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that in mote than one light they are ¢ convincing
- evidences.” They had nearly convinced thofe, who
looked up to them as authority, that the Vaccina was
an unprofitable commutation for Small-Pox ; and they
are very convincing of the empire which vanity or
felf-intereft may hold over the human mind, in blind-
ing its judgment, and averting its decifions from the
influence of candour and truth.

It would be fuperfluous to fay more on the fub-
ject of that monftrous creation, the Variols-Vaccina,
or of its birth, propagation, and extinétion. I have
endeavoured flightly to trace the effeéts of its exift-
ence, and it forms the largeft portion of the trani-
actions of that period, during which Dr. P. fays,
that himfelf and others fupported the tender in-
fancy of that babe, which, they affure us, muft other-
wife have perithed unknown and immaturely.

Another claim to valuable fervice is founded by
Dr. P. on his having clearly afcertained the effe& of
cafual Cow-Pox in preventing Small-Pox, ¢ by a
large body of molft refpe&table evidence;” and he
adds, ¢ this faét was known, long before Dr. J.’s
book appeared,” Examination, p. 12. Dr. P. is,
I think, a little unneceffarily eager in informing us,
that Dr. ].’s annunciation was not new ; but he does
not manifeft the fame ready alacrity in fpeaking of
the fecondary import of his own efforts. Dr. P. in
the work called an ¢ Enquiry, &c.”” publifhed foon
after Dr Jenner’s, and poflefling a rather suspicious
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I might quote this general opinion, in contravention
of Dr. P.’s ¢ convincing evidences,” and his hardy
affertions, The hiftorical documents in my mind
fhew incontrovertibly, that not only the difcovery,
but the fuccefsful promulgation of the pradtice, has
emanated from Dr. J.; and altho’ the tafk is nearly
that of fuperfluity of proof, yet, in anfwering the
claims of Dr. P. I muft employ them.

In refpe& to that diftinguifhed furgeon and anato-
mift Mr. Cline, it muft firft be recorded that he in-
oculated, with matter fent him by Dr. Jenner, before
Dr. P. or any perfon in London, had performed a
fingle inoculation.  Mr. Cline gave early and pub-
lic teftimony of its fuccefs ; and it is no extravagant
ftretch of conclufion, that Mr. C.’s experiment muft
have been of fome weight in the {cale of public opi-
nion. Mr. Cline’s cafe was one of pure and re-
gular Vaccina.

Dr. Jenner’s ¢ Further Obfervations,” publifhed
in 1799, and his ¢ Continuation of Faéts and Ob-
fervations,” publithed in 1800, contan much and
original matter, concerning natural Cow-Pox, its
laws, and the caufes of apparent exception to its or-
dinary effets. Thefe alfo include accounts of the

e
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myfelf, and I fent him Dr. Jenner’s opinion, that fuch was the caufe.
The Vaccina was thereby regenerated. In every circumitance of
the Trans-Atlantic proceeding Dr.P.is, in his opinions and in his af-
fertions, at war with fac and with correétnefs. Dr. Haygarth is
my evidence of the tranfmiffion of virus to America through his
hands, before Dr. Waterhoule had been otherwifs in poffefhon ofit.
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of chemical conftitution of its contained fluid, occurs,
which alters its action on the human body, fo as to
render it capable of exciting a local effeét eflentially
different, and even of appearing in the {yltem iz 4
conflitutional and fecondary form of wiceration. Of
fuch inftances, I fhall relate two.

In November 1799, I inoculated the child of a
patient belonging to the Bath City Difpenfary, of the
name of Spering. I employed at this period of my
practice (notwith{tanding the verbal injunétions of
Dr. Jenner) Virus of all periods, and this child was
inoculated with Virus from a very advanced Pultule.
The local affetion was regular, but- the furround-
ing inflammation intenfe, and the fcab after fepa-
rating left a cruftaceous fore which continued in a
ftate of ulceration. A month after I was defired by
Mr. White, apothecary to the Difpenfary, to vifit
the child; I found her covered on the nates, thighs,
and belly, with puftules which had a near refem-
blance to the fpurious Vaccine Puftule. 1 fay 1be
- Spurious Puftule, and will explain my idea by a
future definition with which Dr. P. may grapple if
he pleafes. The cafe interefted me fo much, that
I requefted Dr. Parry of this city to fee it, know-
ing his attention to this fubjeét ; and the child was
allo vifited by Dr. Crawford; they both concurred -
in having never {feen a fimilar cafe of eruption, and
believed it to depend on the Vaccina. To alcertain
this connexion, Mr. H. Jenner, {urgeon, inoculated















[ &¢ ]

degree of rednefs around the bafe, which was never-
thelefs eafily diftingnithed from Cow-Pox.”” Mr.
Bryce’s obfervations here coincide moft exa&ly
with my own. A rapid progrefs of inflammation
ceafing before the due period, or an excefs of in-
flammation and undue extent of pultule terminating
in protraéted ulceration, have been the events ia
many cafes, where 1 have witnefled the applicatiow
of Vaccine Virus taken at a late period. of its dura~
tion. I wifh to know, if Dr, Pearfon will apply to
Mr. Bryce and to Dr. Waterhoule his defcription
of ¢ partifans of perfonal interefts, and whofe rea<
{ons become warped by fuch interefts ;”” if he thould,
I fhall not be furprifed at the defe& of juftice or
decency. If this or any other queftion of patho-
logy were to be decided by the number and charader
of its. evidences, it is manifeft where the weight
would attach. We find Dr. Blane, the Rev. Mr.
Jenner, Dr. Croft, Dr. Thornton, and others, defi-
nitively and explicitly aflerting, that the molt com-
mon caufe of failure was owing to the employment
of Virus at a late age. . Againfl the concurrent opi-
nion of thefe men, fome of them poffefling extenfive
and experimental knowledge of the fubje®, and in
direé oppofition to the confiltent and uniform fenti-
ments of Dri Jenner, we have the converfe affertions
of Drs. Pearfon and Woodville. To the aflcrtons
of the latter, however I may deem them erroneous,
and at iffue with general experience, I look with
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fome deference j and although I may #ots calo differ
from them, 1 beg leave to difclaim all reflexion on the
motives of their author,  Butmy conviction ef their
truth or incorreénefs is another confideration ; and
I confefs, they are fo repugnant to general authority,
and to conneéted opinions, which in extent demand
more than an equal claim to belief, that I muft infift
on their total want of force, and on their prattical
injurioufnefs. '

- Dr. Wooaodpville, in his letter to Dr. Pearfon,
page 94, ftates many pofitions which I confider to
be at variance with the obfervations of faét by others
and by myfelf. Hc fays, *“ the Areola rarely fuper-
venes before the #th, or later than the 12th day.”
There is furely a fatality in the inveftigation of this
fimple difeafe, which has perverted the perceptions
of fome of its obfervers. From oral and written
communication with numbers of inoculators, and
from my own experience, I believe the complete
formation and acmé of the Areola, to be regularly
on the 1oth day, and that its occurrence a day
fooner or later is an anomaly,

From the expreflions of Dr. Woodville, one might
fuppofe that it occurred at any time indifferently be-
tween the #th and rath days. Further, Dr. Wood-
ville fays, “Dr. B. and Mr. K. are of opinion, that
what they call fpurious cafes of Cow-Pox, have
arifen from the ufing of matter taken at too late a
period of the puflule, which may equally happen .in
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inotulating for the Small-Pox with Virus taken at an
impreper period of maturation.”

Now, I join in opinion with the laft part of
this citation, and with the laft part only, which is,
that this faid fpurious Puftule may equally happen
(or is as likely to happen) in inoculating for the
Small-Pox as for the Cow-Pox, with Virus taken
at an improper period of maturation; becaufe I
am convinced, by numerous experiments in Variolous
Inoculation, that it never does happen. Aflertions
of this kind, and fo authoritatively announced from
characters of experience, have great apparent weight.
But it is not by refpe& to name or pretenfion, that
queftions of faét in {fcience are to be decided. On
thisas on every branch of the fubje&, or on queftions
in clofe analogy with it, the opinions of Dr. Wood-
ville and Dr. Pearfon happen to be arrayed in anti-
thetical contraft to thofe of the majority of others.
If Dr. Woodville be right, the gentlemen whofe
authorities I muft quote, are not merely in error, but
have coined falfehoods. In the 4th volume of the
Memoirs of the Medical Society of London, Mr.
Kite relates the hiftory of three children inoculated
with Variolous martter from a fingle and late Puftule.
A fhort time after they caught the difeafe in the
natural way., Dr. Jenner, in his ¢ Further Obfer-
vations,”’ relates fome accurately-detailed inftances,
on the authority of Mr. Earle, furgeon, of Framp-
ton-upon-Severn,  This gentleman inoculated five

)
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perfons with Variolous matrer taken from a late
ftage of the Pultule ; and of thefe five, four afrer-
wards had the Small-Pox in the natural way. The
inflammation and fuppuration of the arms were as
confiderable, or more fo than common ; and in one
there was an ulcer which caft off large floughs.
Eruptions appeared about the gth day, which died
off fooner than ufual. Mr. Trye, furgeon to the
Gloucefter Infirmary, has given fome inftances of
peculiar effects of Variolous marter, taken at a late
period of the Variolous Puftule, when exficcation
had taken place. Ten children were inoculated with
this matter; and in the decline of the difeafe, two
had eryfipelas about the incifions; another had
abfcefles in the cellular fubftance ; and five or fix
of the reft, abfcefles in the axille. Befides the
cafes above quoted,- Mr. Earle inoculated three
children with matter procired by another perfon.
The arms inflamed ; fever and eruption appeared,
but difappeared in two days. Thefe he inoculated
again ‘with matter in its perfed ftate, and they re-
ceived the infection of Small-Pox.

Now, will Dr. Woodville affirm that thefe cir-
cumftantially detailed fa&ts are undeferving of recep-
tion or attention? Or will Dr. Pearfon employ fo
forced a conclufion, as to fay concerning thefe what
he has already faid of the effe@s of degenerated
Vaccine Virus, viz. that its anomalous effeéts were
owing to the idiofyncrafy of the individual? The
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and if this local effet be the occafional refult of the
application of Vaccine Virus, then I conceive fuch
an affeétion, by the ftricteft literal rules, to be fairly
defcribed by the term Spurious Cow-Pox. It is at
leaft as correétly juft as the true and falfe Ancurifm,
or many other medical names. But it is to me in-
credible, and refle@ts much either on Dr. Pearfon’s
candour or his experience, that poflefling fo extenfive
a knowledge of the Vaccina as he aflumes, he fhould
not have recognifed and admitted this regular and
occafional deviation from the accuftomed charaéter of
the Vaccine Puftule. have feen it in numerous in-
ftances, and have never known an inoculator of
obfervation, but who has accurately taken notice of
it. That I may not appear to entrénch myfelf in
generalities, I will define the phenomena of the
Spurious Cow-Pox. The appearance of the inocu-
lated part for the firft three days is as ufual ; by the
sth or 6th a Puftule is formed, containing not di-
aphanous Virus, but yellow purulent fluid; at
this time a livid and unequal rednefs furrounds the
Puftule, and they together rapidly difappear long
before the accultomed procefs of the regular Vaccine
Puftule terminates. The appearance of the Spuri-
ous Cow-Pock does not refemble any other puftu-
lar difeafe, and is fo fpecific, that an accurate draw-
ing of it has been taken by Mr. Cuff, which will
convey its perfe® fimilitude. It certainly, accord-
ing to every information I can procure, frequently
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fucceeds the application of late Virus, but is capable
of being produced occafionally by Virus of any age.
To what purpofe does Dr. P. except to this defcrip-
tive appellation, and endeavour to fubititute a cir-
cuitous and unfatisfalory definition. He muft, or
at leaft he ought to, know the occafional exiftence of
this deviation ; and if fo, he might have fupplied
fome term which he deemed more literally corret.
Dr. Jenner has defined a Spurious Cow-Pock,
which he confiders as another idiopathic difeafe of
the Cow. By communication with fome praéiti-
oners of Veterinarian Medicine, 1 believe that fuch
a difeafe fubfilts, and that it has fome diagnoftie
marks which diftinguifh it from real Cow-Pox. The
fubject merits farther inveftigation; but it is not
relevant to the queftion of the occurrence and phe-
nomena of the Spurious Vaccina. In the defcription
of this, I have no fear of animadverfion from the
impartial obferver, Dr. Jenner, in {peaking of Spu-
rious Cow-Pox, had recourfe to it to account for the
inftances of Small-Pox following natural Cow-Pox.
He did not apply this. {trictly to the Spurious Vac-
cina; and whenever the term is ufed in reference
to this, it is clearly meant to refer to a definite and
regular, though incomplete effe&, produced by the
inoculation of Vaccine Virus. In his comments on
the name and the meaning of this affection, Dr. P.
has merely continued the general features and ex-
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nion, the philofophic inveftigator has nothing to do.
He is to be the regifterof truth. For the information
of thofe who might otherwife draw their only inftruc-
tion from Dr. P.’s work, I will introduce the known
evidence, both probable and dire, on this part of
the fubje&t. Dr. P. confiders this opinion “ as im-
material whether it be true or not, with refpect to
the pradtice of Vaccine Inoculation :” So do I think;
but in other relations, and efpecially as no pofiible
fact in pathology can be unworthy of our know-
ledge, I deem it by no mecans immaterial. Dr. P.
has efteemed it fufficiently material to induce him
to communicate garbled and incomplete information
onit. He obferves, page 133, ¢ the author (Dr J.)
gives no proof by inoculating either the Cow or
the human fubje& with the matter of Greafe.
Fven the circumftantial evidence offered, I am of
opinion, was {o lictle fatisfactory, &c.” To minds
of different perceptions the fame objets will ap-
pear differently, and to mine this circumftantial evi-
dence carried with it a high degree of probability ;
a probability which by fucceeding proof has attained
to certainty, and which is the beft comment on the
accuracy of Dr. J.’s early conjedture. Does not
Dr. P. know perfe&ly that Mr. Tanner, a veterinary
fargeon, has inoculated the Cow from the Greafe of
the Horfe, with the effe@ of producing Cow-Pox.
Mr. Tanner’s account is inferted in an excellent
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Pamphlet,* publifhed about two years fince, with
the contents of which it is pecuiiarly improbable
Dr. P. fhould be unacquainted.

Mr. Ring, in his able Treatife on Cow-Pox, gives
this mention of Mr. Tanner’s refults :—* Matter
taken from a Cow which Mr. Tanner had inocu-
lated, and fome taken from the Dairy-maid who
had caught the infe&tion from the Cow, were in-
clofed in a letter from Mr. Tanner to Dr. Jenuer,
which is now in my poflfeflion. Iu this letter he
fays, four or five of his uncle’s Cows had the difeale ;
that it firft appeared in a Cow which he had inocu-
lated from the heel of a Horfe, and was thence
communicated to the man who milked that Cow,
and afterwards to the other Cows and two other
men and the dairy-maid.”

But the experiments by Dr. Loy t are {till more
coﬁ#incing in accuracy of detail and completenefs of
refult. For their circumftances I muft refer to his
ftatement, and will only relate, that Dr. Loy has
inoculated both the Cow and the buman fubje&
with matter taken from the heel of the horfe,
when affcéted with incipient Greafe. That the
effe@ was Cow-Pox in the Cow, and a Puftule re-
fembling remotely the Vaccina in the human fubjeé.
This alfo produced infufceptibility to Small-Pox.

o

® Comparative View of Opinions, &c.—1800.
+ Experiments by Dr. Loy.—18or.
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Cow-Pox ; but I am not inclined to grant, that the
error of fuch is expofed by Dr. P.’s reafoning or
his experiments.

Againft the feven experiments of Dr. Pearfon,
on perfons who had undergone the Small-Pox, (the
firft with dried matter, of which the effeét is notori-
oufly uncertain) I will oppofe Mr. Fewlter’s as a
pofitive fa&, which fhould have more weight than
many negative ones. I will alfo adduce the general
tradition where the Cow-Pox has exifted, and which
is difperfed through the obfervations of many en-
quirers, that the local Cow-Pox may occur again
and again., In page 138, Dr. P. obferves with re-
fpect to this opinion, that ¢ the apparent and almoft
mathematical demonftration of the impoflibility of
its being true has been attempted to be fhewn.”
In page 68, to which we are referred for this de-
monftration, we are told, ““1 do not mean to offer
this demonftration as infallible like mathemati-
cal.” Either the demonftration approaches to ma-
thematical certainty, or it does not; and after we
are told by Dr.-P. that it is almoft * mathematical
demonftration ;”* we then find he does not offer it
at all as fuch. His chain of reafoning on the fub-
jeét is built on a poftulate, viz. “if the variolous
poifon deftroys the fufceptibility of the conftitution
to the future agency of the Vaccine poifon.” Thefe
are the grounds on which Dr. P. pretends to the
corre&tion of what he calls an error of great im-
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lation of its fcattéred parts, we are at laft prefented
(page 159) with a fummary of Dr. P.’s opinions;;
that is, with a formal indi&tment of Dr. Jenner. It
is here that we arrive at the extent of Dr. P.%s
accufations, and that we perceive the genuine colour
of his meaning. In former paflages of Dr. P.%s ex-
amination, we might fometimes have caught a relue-
tant, an affumed, or an extorted admiflion towards
Dr. Jenner. Some decency of oftenfible candour
was preferved, and the full allowance of detradtion
was diminithed by fome barren feraps of praife.
But in the propofitions which include the amount of
Dr. P.’s arguments, every iota of credit or of allow-
~dnce to Dr. J. is excluded. I had no doubt, from
the interpretation which the very fisft pages of Dr.
P.’s book carried with them to my underftanding,
that however he might “ bave damned with faint
praife” in the outfet, yet that its progrefs would
refcind the affe&ted tribute.

As Dr. P. advances, we fee lefs and lefs of the
qualified admiflions which he fet out with granting ;
and at laft he appears more in the charafter of a
forenfick advocate againft a culprit, than as a criti-
cal inveftigaror. Had his hired “occupation been
to impeach Dr. J. for impofition in a fcheme to
fwindle fociety out of their health, he could not
more faithfully have laboured in the tafk of inculpa-
tion. Any fpecific reply to the propofitions of Dr. P.
is anticipated by the preceding parts of thefe obfer-
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vations ; at lealt I hope it is anticipated in that de-
gree, to which alone I conceive it can be deemed
incambent on the warmeft vindicator of oppofite
opinions to notice them. To Dr. P.’s repeated
affirmations, that the Vaccina would at this hour
have been unknown in praéice, but for his fubfi.
diary aid, I cannot refufe a little more attention,
The temerity of this challenge to all thofe who
know better, altonithes me. Of the bortomlefs con-
fidence of Dr. P.’s declarations, we have already
feen a fpecimen in his introduction of Mr. Nafh’s
polthumous manufcripts. His affertions concern-
ing the dependence of the Vaccina on his foftering
care arc equally unfounded and gratuitous; and it
would be a fufficient acquittal, if Dr. P. were to
ftand excufed of condué calculated or at leaft di-
reétly tending to its extin&ion. The information of
its difcoverer had placed the fubjeét in the faireft
path of profecution, and we have attually feen,
from the depofitions before the Committee of the
Houfe of Commons, that it has been the parent
ftock of the moft fuccefsful and extenfive multiplica-
tions. In Great-Britain and Ireland, in the different
countries of Europe, down to the Italian States, even
in the fouthern fhores of the Mediteranian, and
in the whole Continent of America, it has been propa-
gated in fome exclufively, and in all principally, by
Dr. Jenner’s opinions and communications. From
the primary experiments of Dr. Jenner in 1798, a
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but confider Dr. P.’s conitruttion of the nature of
this court of decifion as a libel on its funétions.
They are appointed by the Houfe of Commons to
report on the whole cafe of a peutioner. That, in
the bufinefs of our prefent confideration, this duty
was executed with vigorous impartiality, and with
induftrious and enquiring zeal, no obferver of their
minutes can deny. Evidence both pofitive and ne-
gative was fcrutinifed with penetrating afliduity.
The nature of the faéts were fuch as to lie within
the fphere of unprofeflional capacity. It was, as
before the Committee, merely a queftion of the
force of teftimony, and the probability of faét. The
very condudt of the Committee is a refutation of
Dr P.’s obfervation; but the approver of their ge-
neral decifion is not compelled to fupport Dr. Jenner
on the grounds of their Report. If they thought
right to regard Dr. J. only as ¢ the difcoverer of the
Vaccine Inoculation of one human fubjeé&t from ano-
~ ther,” I do not arraign their limitation, but I do not
therefore acquiefce in it. To me it is irrefragably
certain, that Dr. J. is the only proved and authenti-
cated praétifer of Vaccine Inoculation ; that he was
an orig'nal, independent, and unaflifted experimen-
ter in it, and as fuch has appeared to the world.
I have alfo, I truft, made ourt that he alone has ade-
quately and efliciently informed fociety of the means
of pra‘li.’g his difcovery; that his merits have been
greatly tranfcendent, and his corre@nefs unimpeach-
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able. The Committee of the Houfe of Commons,
and the Houlfe itfelf, have, in my opinion, done well
in deciding on the high utility of Vaccine Inoculation.
Much as I revere the deferts of Dr, Jenner, Iefteem
the force and the influence of the Committee’s Re-
port as a paramount confideration to any perfonal
one; had the perfonal part been more amply allot.
ted, my gratification would have been unalloyed.
I muft exprefs a hope, that the fame Houfe which has
voted approbation and reward to Dr. Jeoner’s dif-
covery, will purfue the principle which this refolu,
tion involves; and that they will prevent, by law,
the murderous diffufion of a difeafe which daily
thins the inhabitants of the country over which they
legiflate and prefide. In fo doing they will become
the guardians of that moft effentially conftituent part
of the public welfare—public health.

Were I again to endeavour to illuftrate my' fenfe
of the obligatiﬂn which the Vaccina exifts under to-
wards Dr. P, I think that the form of a mercantile
account would afford a tolerably perfpicuons m:ﬂ:od
of ftatement and clucidation, as thus:

Vaccina Debtor te Dr. Prarson,

For writing a Book on the fubje&, when its Au-
thor had faid enough before.

For circulating the Vaccina where it might have
gone by any other means,
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fimile is moft appofite to my meaning, I muft apply
it here, and obferve that I fhould exped in the f:;:an-
fli¢& with a fcavenger to be overwhelmed with his
dirt,. The felf-conftituted judges of fcience and li-
terature pofiefs an influence nearly unlimited over
general opinion ; an influence which capacities and
qualifications the moft perfect, in union with the moft
incorruptible integrity, and the moft unchangeable
partiality, could alone vindicate. I have to learn
that thefe are the rare endowments of the Critics
with whom I do not hefitate to differ, and whofe
decifions I do not dread to appeal from. The gene-
ral advantages of public and anonymous criticifm,
as now conduéted, would afford a theme of difcuf-
fion exceeding equally my talents and my defign. It
is with the application of this formidable engine of
condemnation or of applaufe to the fubje& before
me that I. have concern, and here it fhall receive the
molt unreferved freedom of remark. < Laudari a
laudato wire,” is the faireft fubje& of exultation ;
and the converfe of this propofition is equally a juft
theme of indifference.

The account given us by the Editors of the Me-

dical and Chirurgical Review is made up in the
proportion of four-fifths of a tranfeript of Dr, P.’s
Examination ; the remainder is an unqualified and
undeviating panegyric on Dr, Pearfon, and a trite,
feeble, and contemptible tiffue of depreciation of Dr.
Jenner. 1donot fay that Dr. P. has here fulfilled
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the joint occupations of author and reviewer ; but |
am fure thatif he had pafled fentence on himfeif, he
. could not have befpoken a more favourable one. The
oblervations are fo thoroughly a reflexion of his own
opinions, that we may hail the happy coincidence
between him and his critic. For form’s fake it
might have been well to interfperfe a trivial alloy
of fititious cenfure; and it would have been {till bet-
ter to have given weight to maukifh adulation, by
the demonftration of fome knowledge of its fubjeé.

A little will, I truft, be neceflary on the obferva-
tions, which however fparingly introduced amongft
the quotations from Dr. P.’s work, partake direéily
of its fpirit. It is faid, “ that the particular faéts in
regard to its origin, progrefs, and full inveftigation,
are very imperfeétly known to the public at large,
and we believe even to them embers of the medical
profeflion.”” I will venture to fay, that the author
is thoroughly unacquainted with the ftate of the pub-
lic mind on this topic, or after Dr. Jenner’s own
account of the origin of the Vaccine Inoculation,
after the numerous treatifes which have iffued from
the prefs on the fubjet; and efpecially after the
Report of the Committee of the Houfe of Commons;
he would never have committed fo improbable an
opinion, The tendency cof this is however clearly
to preface the afferted expediency of Dr. P.’s Effay.

Page 237, the Reviewer: obferves, ¢ That at the
time of Dr. ].’s firft publication, he (Dr. J.) was fo
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or to numerous, refpetable, and uncouncéted au-
thorities, concurring generally in fentiment, but
manifefting no combined view? That the latter de-
finition applies to the friends of Dr. Jenner, I need
{carcely explain. The Reviewer after, adverting to
the parliamentary decifion and remuneration, ob-
ferves, *“ a more minute difcrimination might have
avoided a few objeftions which malice or prejudice
muy now raife. I concur with him, that after an in-
veftigation the moft ample, the moft protrated, and
the moft rigorous, it muft be the attribute of ma-
lice or prejudice alone to form objeétions. The perfon
who has ever read the Report of the Committee, and
who afks for more minute inveftigation, muft poflefs
an underftanding infatiable in the exa&ion of proof.
The Reviewer obferves, ¢ our remarks, however,
will only be valuable as they are fupported by fa&ts
and arguments.”  On no other ground would I join
iffue with him; and in {o doing, it is with the full
freedom of remark and the perfedt equality of feel-
ing which T thould entertain towards any other in-
dividual : He fays, “it was a well-known fa&t in
many counties, that when perfons had been infe&-
ed by milking a cow with thefe peculiar eruptions,
they were mcapable of receiving the infeétion of
Smail. Pox. Where then is the ditin@tion? The
conftimation can receive it from touchigg the fores,
and may of courfe receive it by inferting the matter
under the fkin, To call this a difcovery, is a
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vious exiftence of the faét. Will he fay, that the
fubje&t was not environed with difficulties, w en
Dr. J. firft direéted his attention to it, and that they
have not been folved by his ingenuity? Were the
caufes of apparent denial and exception to the gene-
ral rule no impediments? But if the inveftigation,
according to this Reviewer, was fo trite and fo un-
meritorious in the hands of him who has conducted
it with accuracy and with felicity of refulr, why does
his wvenal partiality attribute honour and ingenuity
to Drs. Pearfon and Woodville, who have incontro-
vertibly erred in this fimple procefs? With the ma-
lignant fneer of ironical injufﬁc:‘c, the Reviewer fays,
in allufion to Dr. J.’s coming to London on his dif-
covery of Vaccine Inoculation, ¢ He might as well
have done fo on the publication of his paper on the
natural hitory of the Cuckoo, and expefted a na-
tional remuneration.” It is indeed a refinement in
invidious cenfure, when a man’s own deferts are fet
up as a ftandard of his humiliation. Dr. J.’s effay
on the natural hiftery of the Cuckoo is, in the efti-
mation of naturalifts, a produion of fingular inge-
nuity. As fuch it may be excellent ; but to render
it a theme of comparifon in any kind or degree of
application to the author’s objeéts or merits in the
difcovery of the Vaccina, is the moft heterogeneous of
fimilitudes ; it isa wanton effufion of critical gall. ¥
ever an individual was entitled to claim the attention
of the metropolis, it was Dr. Jenner. Butaftronger
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of the edificc which they would fain raife in honour
of the dcity of their own praife.

I {hall follow this Reviewer but little further,—as
where he fays, “ Dr. Jenner having ftarted the fub-
ject and purfued it fomewhat carelefsly, left it and
his refidence, feemingly fplenetic and angry,” Had
the moft irafcible expreflions of human feeling been
wrung from Dr, J. by the blundering torturers of
his difcovery, he might have been juftified by the
feelings of outraged truth ; but no fuch fenfations
are depicted in any part of his written works, and
by thefe alone that part of fociety whe are unac-
quainted with his perfonal and internal charaéter
can judge. To thofe who are converfant with
thefe, no defence will be needed of his philofophic
moderation.

The Reviewer concludes with ebferving, in allu-
fion to Drs. Pearfon and Woodville, thart their la-
bours ¢ are fo important and beneficial, they have
placed a fubjeét incumbered with difficulties and con-
tradiétions in a point of view fo clear, forcible, and

" feientific, that they cannot fee, without a little indig-
nation, praifes and rewards ftrikingly exclufive,”
Were there a fyllable of jult foundation for thefe
aimings at defert, it would be well; but ¢ there’s
the rub.”” In lien of the removal of difficulties
whofe exiftence 1 have not been able to defcry, they
have impofed thofe of their own formation, and
are afterwards irritated by the radiance of the truths













































