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Tt was first introduced into England in the year 1721 by Lady
Mary Wortley Montague, and towards the latter end of the
eighteenth century it had become general throughout the whole
country. In 1840, however, inoculation was declared illegal by
Act of Parliament, the penalty for breaking the law being a
month’s imprisonment.

Inoculation consists in the artificial production of small-pox
in a healthy person, by the direct introduction into the body of
variolous matter derived from an individual already suffering
from the disease. It would @ priori have been expected that
the direct introduction into the blood of the matter of small-pox
would produce a much more virulent and dangerous type of the
disease than the form produced by ordinary contagion. This,
however, is not the case, and it remains a certain, though inex-
plicable, fact that small-pox when produced by direct inoculation
is very much milder than when taken in the ordinary way
through the medium of the skin, lungs, or stomach. At the
same time the disease, as produced by inoculation, was as effi-
cient a protection against a second attack, as the natural form
of the complaint, instances of recurrence being rare. Inocula-
tion, however, laboured under the unsurmountable objection
that it was quite as infectious as natural small-pox, and that it
was capable of giving quite as severe a form of disease; so that
a person who had undergone inoculation in too many cases acted
simply as a centre of infection to all those who had not submitted
themselves to the process. This disqualification is of so grave a
nature that the wisdom of Parliament can hardly be questioned,
in having rendered the process illegal as soon as they possessed
a means of attaining the same end with greater ease and safety.

Bearing in mind, for subsequent application, the undoubted
fact that inoculated small-pox is, for some unknown reason, a
much less severe disease than natural small-pox, we may make
here a single observation on the confusion which appears to exist
in the minds of some people as to the identity of inoculation
and vaccination. The opponents of vaccination not uncommonly
use these terms as if they were synonymous ; or as if they meant
mere varieties of the same process. Inoculation, however, as we
have explained, is entirely restricted to the direct introduction
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tion of commencing teething. Scrofulons children especially—
and the name of these is legion—seldom reach the close of
their first year of life without suffering from some skin eruption ;
but it would be as reasonable to assert that this was the result
of their having blue eyes as that it is caused by vaccination. It
may be the result of vaccination, but there is not in the mean-
while a particle of evidence to support this view ; and the onus
probandi lies with those who make the assertion. The utmost
which can be at present asserted with any foundation is that
vaccination may act as the exciting cause of the skin disease;
but any other irritation, such as that of teething, would produce
exactly the same effect, in a child constitutionally predisposed
to this class of disease.

Diphitheria, Bronchitis,Measles, and Scarlatina.—It is alleged
that all these diseases have become commoner since vaccination has
been rendered compulsory by law ; and with regard to diphtheria,
it is even asserted that this disease was not known prior to the
era of vaccination, the legitimate inference from this being that
vaccination has generated diphtheria. This is an excellent
specimen of the reasoning and knowledge of those who now
come forward to oppose vaccination. Admitting for the moment
that diphtheria had arisen as a new disease, since vaccination
has been generally performed, upon what grounds or upon what
probabilities is it asserted that it has been produced by vaccina-
tion, or that any connection whatever exists between the two
diseases ? As every medical man, however, knows, and as
everyone ought to know who presumes to speak upon the
subject at all, diphtheria has been a recognised disease all over
Europe since the year 1557, and was known even to the Greeks.
The name alone is new, dating within this century, but the
disease itself has doubtless “existed as long as the history of
man extends.”—(Squire.) It is needless, therefore, to discuss
the question whether diphtheria has been caused by vaccination
or not ; and the allegation with regard to bronchitis is equally
without founndation.

With regard to the alleged increase of measles and scarla-
tina since the introduction of vaccination, there certainly are
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the case, and even if no ultimate benefit had been looked for
from the vaccination law, we nevertheless fail to see why a
remedy, though confessedly imperfect, should be rejected upon
that ground alone. Surely we take the best remedy we can get,
hoping that at some future time we may find a better. All pre-
ventive legislation is based upon this principle, and we do not
see how it can be based upon any other. Take the case of the
liquor laws. No one, probably, will maintain that every man
who may be in the habit of taking intoxicating liquors will
necessarily become a drunkard ; and certainly no one will assert
that any repressive measure will entirely put an end to drunk-
enness. In this case neither “ the evil nor the remedy are both
equally certain,” and yet few of those who are satisfied that
alcohol is an evil, but would be glad to get the legislature to
pass some compulsory law of prevention.

There is another point of view, however, in which this
subject may be looked at. The legislature, in framing the
compulsory vaccination act, has had in view not only the benefit
to the present generation, but the ultimate extinction of small-
pox itself. That vaccination does afford some decided protec-
tion against small-pox, and that small-pox has notably diminished
both in frequency and in virulence since its introduction, we
have shown upon evidence which no sane reasoner can reject.
There is reasonable hope, therefore, that if vaccination and re-
vaccination were strictly and rigidly enforced, small-pox would
nearly or entirely disappear; and few will deny that this would
be a great public boon. In the absence, therefore, of any
unmistakable and acknowledged evidence of the injuriousness
of vaccination, we maintain that it is a high and sacred public
duty that a parent should have his children vaccinated, if not,
a8 he may think, for their own good, nevertheless for the good
of mankind in general. The question is one which strikes at
the very roots of government and law, and simply amounts to
this :—shall any individual, relying upon his own wisdom, refuse
obedience to a law which has been passed for the general weal
by the collective sense of the nation? In this case, the collec-
tive sense of the medical profession is the collective sense of the
nation, since, without dreaming of asserting medical infallibility,












