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PROSTITUTION

IN RELATION TO THE NATIONAL HEALTH.

See the Second Edition of THE WESTMINSTER REVIEIV.
(New Series.)

No. LXXI. for JULY, 1889, Price 6s.

A detailed, and, on the whole, able exposition of the subject of prostitution and its
resulta. ® ® * [t lays open to ilz readers ﬂm stores of information which modern
research has accumulated on this disheartening tople.  *  *  *  The review in question
Is not only an able ong—it iz a thoroughly carnest ong. Thera is no pandering to vieiongs
taste in it, no indulgence in the flippancy of expression which so often marks disguisitions
of this kind. It is in sober earnest. e adinits to some extent the impropriety, but
justifies himself by the assertion that the plan which he has taken is the only efficient one.

““¢Thus,’ he writez, ‘the social malady which we now purpose to dizenss is vitally
interesting to woman, it affects her both as a wife and as a motber; and, while destroyin:
the health of harself and of the dearest objects of her affections, too often blights thosa
affections themselves, Suffering as she does from its effects, shall she be resirained Ly
conventional prohibitions, or even by her own sonsitive delicacy, mrom manifesting her
interest in it, Drom exerting her influence at onee to repress it and to remove its cansez, or
from labonring in every possible way to piace herself and those related to her ont of
danzer? On the contrary, we believe that this is specially one of those subjects which it
iz her solemn duty to examing for hersell." "—Eritish Medical Journal, Oct. 23rd, 1869,

This Day s pulblished, i 8vo., price 1s.

PROSTITUTION:
GOVERNMENTAL EXPERIMENTS IN GONTROLLING IT.

Reprinted from THE WESTMINSTER REVIEIW (New Series),
No. 73, Jan., 1870.

“The article iz ally written, and altopeilier is one which deserves to be read anl
pondered over ata time when extended efforts at the comtrol of prostituticn Ly the state
are in contemplation. = - * The Reviewer ohjects to everything approaching
compulsory surveillance on this among other groun is, that iE is *the practical expression
of a conviction whieh implies despair of social prozress, a3 well as the aceeptance of
harlotry as an everlasting accompaniment of eivilization, and which, ther-fore, virtually
gives the lic to that vital prmziple of christianily constituting its very essence.* ' —Afed el
Tines e GFeezette, Jan. 15, 1870,

* Probably the most valuable essay in this number of the Review. If the reader learns
nothing else from its perusal, he will at least acquive a very convincing notion of the
immense difficulty of the statesman’s task who lLas to grapple with this subject. The
essayist promises to stare in April his exposition of *ithe policy of justice and common
gense in this matter,” and in the meantime we believe that every thunker who desires a
clear view of the whole question in its breadth snd eomplicated relations has the proper
materinl before him in t1he view here given of what the * Governmental experiments * have
resulted in"'—Western Daily Press, Jan. 26, 1870,

PROSTITUTION:
HOW TO DEAL WITH IT. |

8See THE WESTMINSTER REVIEW (New Serics), No. LXXIV for
April, 1870,

London : TRUBNER Axp Co., 60 Palernoster Row, E.C.




PROSTITUTION IN PARIS:

DOCTORR CHAPMAN'S REPLY TO M. LE FORT.*

To tue Epitor or tne Lancet.

SIR,—In your issue of May 28th, and under the title,—* A
Distinguished French Surgeon’s Opinion of the Contagious Dis-
cases Act,” you have ]}uﬁlished a letter which Mr. Acton, who
forwarded it to yon, designates a * scientific contribution from
M. Le Fort, a Parisian surgeon of eminence, and who has himself
* been employed by the French Government in carrying out the
laws relating to Contagions Diseases in Paris,” The statements
of a man of M. Le Fort’s eminence command attention, and as
hie has done me the honour of devoting his long letter to a criti-
cal comment on certain articles contributed by me to the West-
minster feview, and as that comment, unless replied to, is likely
to produce grave misapprehension to my prejudice, I shall fecl
obliged if you will publish the following remarks which I regret to
have been unable to send to yon until to-day. M. Le Fort says :
—“ Refusing to admit the advantage of extending to the civil
population measures rendered legal by the Contagious Diseases
Act, the author ought to have endeavoured to show that similar
measures have not produced any useful effect in countries where
they have been carried out.”

In the first place I must observe that the Contagious Diseases
Act has never been applied to any but the “eivil population.”
Estimating all the indirect as well as the direct effects of the Con-
tagions Diseases Aects, I maintain that they conduce to the deve-
lopment of more venereal disease (by means of clandestine prosti-
tution), than they extinguish (in registered prostitutes); there-
fore instead of approving the proposal to extend those Acts to an
additional part or to the whole of the eivil population, I hold

e

* Nearly the whole of the following reply to M. Le Fort was published
in the Lancet of June 18th ; the parts which, with the writer's consent, the
editor of the Lancet omitted, owing to want of space, were restored to their

laces, and the whele letter, as originally written, was afterwards published
in the Medical Mivror,
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4 PROSTITUTION IN PARIS.

that from the point of view of the physician alone (regardless of
social and moral considerations), experience proves that they are
a political mistake, and that they ought fo be erased from the
statute-book altogether. I freely admit that those prostitutes
who are subject to, and retained under, enforced sanitary control,
both on the Continent and in England, are less diseased than
those who are not ; but I have proved by a copious array of evi-
dence in respect to several Continental cities tllmt measures simi-
lar to the Contagious Diseases Acts, while lessening the amount
of venereal diseases in the small number of prostitutes under con-
trol, increase immensely the amount of those diseases in fhe in-
comparably larger number of those who are not and who cannot
be got under control—viz., the so-called clandestine prostitutes,
wherever those measures have been carried out. In Paris, for ex-
ample, according to the highest authority on the subject in that
city, the clandestine prostitutes amount to at least 26,000 women,
“who, on account of their habitual debaunchery, are a danger to
the public health,” whereas the number under sanitary control in
the same city on the 1st of January last was only 3,656.

M. Le Fort says that “ as regards France, it 1s only at the cost
of numerous errors that the author has been able to avail him-
self of this line of argument. I shall only mention the most
important.” He then proceeds: “ To show that there is more
syphilis in Paris than in London, Dr. Chapman relies upon the
fact that we have in special hospitals 806 beds especially appro-
priated to the venereal diseases of both sexes. This ]’)rm::f 15 far
from having the value that the writer attributed to 1t.”

I must respectfully deny that there is any passage in any of my
articles which can be construed into an attempt to show that
there is more syphilis in Paris than in London ;" indeed I have
instituted no comparison whatever of the two cities in respect to
the amount of venereal disease prevailing in them. The signifi-
cance of the fact that in special hospitals at Paris “ 806 beds are
especially appropriated to the venereal diseases of both sexes” will
no doubt be estimated differently by different persons. In my
article I have valued the fact of the existence of those beds as
evidence that in Paris, where the system of enforced sanitary sur-
veillance of prostitutes is applied as effectually as it is ever likely
to be anywhere, those beds are nevertheless required for and ocecu-
pied by venereal patients, and it will be difficult to show, I think,
that I was not justified in using the fact for that purpose.

M. Le Fort continues :—* This is not all, for, according to Dr.
Chapman, these numerous beds do not yet suffice. A great num-
ber of venereal patients are taken care of in the ordinary hospitals,
and that contrary to the rules.”

The reader of course expects that M. Le Fort has quoted this




DR. CHAPMAN'S REPLY TO M. LE FORT. H

statement in order to contradiet it ; but, instead of doing so, he
quotes additional passages from my articles—passages explaining
how venereal patients get admission into ordinary hospitals, and
then says :—** There are in these remarks many errors,” a com-
ment which he endeavours to justify. Every one of my *re-
marks” in which I am surprised to learn there are many errors,
is but a repetition of statements made in the third edition of
Parent-Duchatelet’s celebrated work. This edition, published in
1857, 1s edited by MM. A. Trebuchet and Poirat-Duval, the one
Clef du Bureaw Sunitaire, and Seerétaive du Conseil de Salubrité ;
the other, Chef de Burean ¢ la Préfecture de Police. 'These gen-
tlemen, especially qualified by their official knowledge and expe-
rience to discharge their editorial labours efficiently, seem, in fact,
to have done so ; therefore, though M. Le Fort's personal expe-
rience may lead him to believe there are ““ many errors” in the
remarks he adverts to, I am inclined to believe each of these re-
marks is substantially correct. But if they are not, the fault
lies at the door of those gentlemen. And, after all, each of the
points in question, except that of the number of venereal patients
in the general hospitals of Paris, has only a slight bearing on the
question of the working and effects of the system of sanitary con-
trol of prostitutes in Paris. Respecting the number of venereal
patients in those hospitals, Parent-Duchatelet says :—* I believe
myself justified in affirming that about a fifth of the total num-
ber of venereal patients are treated in hospitals other than the
Lourcine and the Midi.” These words are on page 97 of vol ii.
of the third edition, and are unaccompanied by any correctional
note by his editors. This statement fully warranted me in say-
ing :—* It thus appears that the total number of beds occupied
by venereal patients in the special and general hospitals of Paris
1s altogether fully 1,000, ﬂ,l‘.l{Il this notwithstanding the elaborate,
costly, and tyrannical machinery of sanitary surveillance we have
described.” But now I learn, on the authority of M. Le Fort
himself, that I have greatly understated the actual fact. So great
has been the progress made since Parent-Duchatelet wrote that
all the general hospitals now freely admit venereal patients.
“ Luring the twenty years that I have been attached to the hos-
pitals of Paris,” M. Le Fort says, “I have never noticed a single
instance in which the civil administration has refused admission
to a patient should she suffer under syphilitic disease, except in
the case unfortunately too frequent—namely, the patient not
habitnally residing in Paris ; but this exelusion applies to all,
whatever be the disease, except in a case of emergency.” I am
thankful for this important and aunthoritative fortification of my
argument, which I can now safely shape into this corrected form :
In Paris all the general hospitals freely admit syphilitic patients,
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and 806 beds in special hospitals are also appropriated to patients
of this class. These facts prove that there is an enormous amounnt
of venereal disease in Paris notwithstanding the constant and vigi-
lant application to Paris prostitutes of the system of enforced
sanitary supervision which has long been practised there, but
which, judged by its fruits, seems worse than useless,

M. Le Fort points out that though in Paris so many beds are
occupied by venereal patients, the proportion of venereal to ordi-
nary patients is much less in Paris than in London. He says :—
“MTaking the in- and out-patients of the general hospitals, as well
as the in- and out-patients of the Lock Hospitals, Du Midi and
Lioureine, we may pretty accurately say there 1s only one venereal
patient for every ten.

Now, Sir, I submit that, considering the special appropriation
of 806 beds to venereal patients, and the free admission of such
patients into the general hospitals, the fact that of all the patients
in the several hospitals of Paris, ten per cent. are venereal, i3 a
very appalling fact—a fact very far from testifying favourably of
the system of enforced sanitary control of prostitutes practised in
Paris, and equally far from enconraging us to adopt a like system
in London. I coneur in M. Le Fort’s remark that “ no one ecan
accurately know ” whether there is “ more syphilis in Paris than
in London ;7 but I venture to express the opinion that if in Lon-
don there were 806 beds in special hospitals for venereal patients,
and if such patients were freely received as in-patients in all the
general hospitals (as I think they ought to be, and as it seems
they are in Parig), we shonld not then find that the venereal
patients would constitute even an approach to ten per cent. of the
whole number of patients who receive medical aid from the cha-
ritable institutions of this metropolis, although 806 beds in
special hospitals would form a mueh less proportion to the popu-
lation of London than they do to that of Paris. In making this
remark I am of course supposing that the Contagiouns Diseases
Acts are not applied to London ; I am not unmindful, however,
that the application of these Acts at the numerous places to
which they are now applied will cause many diseased prostitutes
to flock to London in order to escape them, and will therefore to
that extent vitiate the experiment.

In my article,—* Prostitution : How to Deal with it,” pub-
lished m the Westminster Review for April, 1870, 1 quoted
a passage from one of the letters of “Justina” respecting
the comparative amount of disease in the English and French
armies during the year 1862 ; and with reference fo that year
and previous years, the description contained in that passage
of the mode in which the French army statistics were kept, is
- substantially correct. But, unfortunately, that passage contained
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one grave error—an error which you yourself pointed out when
adverdng to ““ Justina's ” letters, and which, in so far as my ar-
ticle is concerned, I corrected by means of an “ erratum ” inserted
in the Westminster Review before it was published. Had M. Le
Fort seen that “erratum”—and it is not my fanlt that he did
not—he might have been saved some trouble. And I beg to say
that I have asserted nothing concerning ““ the special statistics of
venereal patients” in France on my ‘ own private authority ;”
and that though I quoted “Justina,” I did not do so until I
had referred to the source of her statement—viz., a paper by Dr.
Balfour published in the Army Medical Report for 1563. As 1
expressly state this fact in my article, M. Le Fort’s sarcasm
about my “ own private authority” has no point, and I am rather
surprised, therefore, that he should have condescended to make
use of it.  Dr. Balfour’s statement made in 1863, that the French
army statistics of venereal patients only give figures relating to
patients entering the hospitals, and not to those treated at the
mfirmary, or ¢ la chambre, i3 confirmed by M. Le Fort’s own words,
He says :—“ The French medical statistics ever since the yeai
1865 have given the number of venereal patients treated in the
hospital, in the infirmary, and a I ehambre,” It is elear, therefore,
that until that date the recorded and published number of admis-
sions to hospital of French soldiers on account of venereal diseases
afforded no reliable data as a basis of comparison with the num-
ber of admissions to hospital of Inglish soldiers on the same ac-
count ; and this is what [ contended for. But when referring to
the question of the number of soldiers in each of the two armies
rendered non-effective in 1862 by venereal disease, Dr. Balfour
committed a clerical ervor. In giving the number of troops in the
United Kingdom rendered non-effective during 1862, he stated
the syphilitic group of cases only, and omitted the gonorrhmeal
group, amounting to 11°42 per 1,000. This is the error which
was pointed out in the correctional note inserted in each copy of
the Westminster Review for April, 1870,

And now a few words respecting M. Le Fort’s statement that
““in 1866 there were 97 venereal patients in every 1,000 men ”
of the French army. He gives the effective force of that army as
336,233 men, among whom, as he says, there were 32,636 vene-
real patients. But in order to make a fair comparison of the
number of admissions to hospital of French soldiers on account
of venereal disease with the number of adwissions of soldiers in
the United Kingdom similarly affected, the French army of the
interior onght a?uue to be considered, and the ratio of admissions
ought to be caleulated with reference, not to the * effective”
strength, but to the number present, for a large number of French
soldiers are constantly absent on leave, Now in 1866 the number
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}}rcaent was 229,761, and of these the number of admissions to
10spital on account of venereal disease was 26,082, which is at
the rate of 1135 per 1,000—a ratio considerably higher than that
given by M. Le Fort. This ratio represents the full advantage
derived by French soldiers from the * Police Medicale” in fu'l
force in France, there being in Paris 806 beds specially appro-
priated to venereal patients, and all the general hospitals freely
open to them meanwhile! I do not think this, even consi-
dered by itself, is a result for either M. Le Fort or the promoters
of the Contagious Diseases Acts to boast of ; but when it is borne
in mind how enormous has been the development of clandestine
prostitution, and therefore of venereal disease, secluded from ob-
servation among the civil population, in order to get that result,
it will appear, I think, to impartial judges to be an inexpressibly
costly one ; and I hope and believe that Englishmen will decide
that a like result is far too costly for them to purchase at a simi-
lar price.

It 1s not generally known, I believe, that during several recent
years causes have been in operation, canses hearing chiefly, I ap-
prehend, on the personal 1mprovement of the English soldier,
which have produced a great diminution in the number of admis-
sions to hospital on account of venereal disease, irrespective of
the working of the Contagious Diseases Acts. This will become
strikingly manifest if I give from 1860 to 1866 the number of
admissions at those stations where the Act of 1866 has been
longest applied, and if I then state the number of admissions at
the same places during the last three years. In the autumn of
1866 the Act was applied at Devonport and Plymonth, Ports-
mouth, Chatham and Sheerness, and Woolwich, and in April,
1867, it was applied at Aldershot. Now at those places before
the Act was applied—viz., during the period from 1860 to 1866
inclusive, the average ratio of admissions fell from 421 per 1,000
in 1860 to 290 per 1,000 in 1866, or in the aggregate 131 per
1,000 ; whereas during the years 1867-68-69, while the Conta-
gious Diseases Acts has been applied, the aggregate fall in the
ratio of admissions has been only 92 per 1,000. Seeing that
in those places no hospital accommodation for women sunffering
from venereal discases existed before the Contagious Diseases
Act came into operation, and that nevertheless there was a fall
of 131 per 1,000 in the ratio of admissions, I do not hesitate
to say that had there been adequate hospital accommodation
the fall would have been very much greater, so that all the benefit
alleged to be conferred on the soldiers by that Aect would probably
have been reaped by them, and while clandestine prostitution would
not have been fostered, that wide diffusion of syphilis among the
pnlanple which it always effects would not even have begun to take
_ place,
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M. Le Fort next says:—Dr. Chapman wishes to show that
the system [of enforced samitary surveillance] is condemned in
Frarce—at least in its application, if not in its principle, and he
debits me with having given utterance to opinions which I never
entertained.” TFurther on in his letter he says :—* The principal
ideas that I profess with regard to prostitution have been briefly
detailed in the English Medical Times for the 8th January.” |
am very glad to learn from himself that his  prineipal ideas ” are
authoritatively stated in that paper. Now in that paper, when
referring to the measures adopted in Paris against syphilis, he
says: ‘“‘The insufficient results obtained would appear to annul
the utility of the measures taken against prostitution by the ad-
ministration.” Again he says: ‘“The results of these measures
are altogether insufficient.” And again he says : “ It can easily
be understood,” giving his reasons why, “that these measures
produce but lit-tl% effect, and that the result, therefore, of the
means employed against syphilis in Paris amount to nothing.”
After reading these authenticated extracts, your readers must
judge whether or not the system of surveillance as now practised
in Franece 1s not condemned by M. Le Fort at all events.

The fact 1s, the exposition of his views in the Medical Times is
the exposition of the views of a man who, profoundly dissatistied
with the existing system, comes forward as a reformer and lays
his proposals before the public; and, like most other reformers,
he preludes his proposals with a wvigorous denunciation of the
system he is anxious to reorganize. And after carefully reading
over and over again that exposition of his views, and my repre-
sentation of them, [ fail altogether to discover in what respect I
have misrepresented them ; however, if he will distinetly point out
that I have in any respect done so, although unconsciously, I
shall gladly acknowledge my mistake ; and meanwhile I beg to
assure him that I strove both to apprehend and to express his
views and proposals as correctly as 1 could. Unable to accuse
myself of misinterpreting in any degree what he has said, I am
foreed to the conclusion that it 18, in fact, my eritical comments
on his proposals which have prompted him to write the letter Mr.
Acton has sent to you. But I believe I have throughont my
remarks had scrupulous regard not only to truth, but to that
courtesy which every man eriticizing the views of arother from
whom he differs ought to observe; and I cannot help thinking
that when M. Le Fort calmly reconsiders the matter, he will him-
self give me credit for having done so. But this personal ques-
tion 1s infinitely less important than the public one to which our
discussion mainly refers. And I wish in a concluding paragraph
to bring into prominence the chief points on which we mr.

Now, why does M. Le Fort condemn the system of sanitary

"
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surveillance now practised in Paris? (1). Because it gets under
control less than 4,000 women, while, as he says, * there exist
i Paris 40,000 or 50,000 women who make a traffic of
their persons;” (2). Because it does not subject even those
under control to medical examination often enough; (3). Be-
vause the examinations are insufficiently made ; (4). Because it
permits registered prostitutes to walk the streets (certain speeial
streets excepted) during certain hours ; (5). and, finally, Because
it allows a large number of even registered prostitutes to live
in their own private apartments, instead of forcing all pros-
titutes, as M. Le Fort would do, to inhabit brothels (maisons
tolerées). His first objection I heartily concur in; but he be-
lieves it possible to organize a system against which this objection
cannot be urged. 1 donot. All the rest of his objections are
only so many separate testimonies against the efficacy of the pre-
sent system, and in favour of the general argument which I have
advanced ; and I maintain that wherever either that system or
any other like to 1t 1s established, the ultimate result will be dis-
astrous failure similar to that experienced in Paris now. There,
as | have pomnted out, the proportionate, and recently the actual,
number of rvegistered prostitutes is lessening, the number of
brothels 13 lessening, and the number of girls living in them is
lessening, but the number of clandestine prostitutes, whom even
the Paris police cannot touch, is steadily and enormously inereas-
ing. M. Lie Fort is thoroughly alive to the great danger which
these clandestine prostitutes (the products of the system of police
control} constitute : he knows t}ley are the chief agents of the
spread of syphilis in Paris; and he says, in effect, if only they
could be got under control, all would be well. He dreams that
they can hbe; and he believes his dream would be realized if
every prostitute were compelled to become the inmate of a brothel.
As he himself says, there are 40,000 or 50,000 women in Paris
who make a traftic of their persons ;” and as he advises that every
woman convicted of clandestine prostitution should for the first
offence be condemned to one year's medical visits and to the vigi-
lance of the police, and for the second to inscription as “a public
woman,” and enforced residence in a brothel, my statement that
he suggests “ the appointment of a body of police sufficiently
large to control 50,000 women, and the compulsory residence of
*all the prostitutes of Paris in brothels,” seems to me a truthful
expression of his plan.  Whether this plan is likely to commend
itself to any large body of Englishmen, or even of Frenchmen, I
must now leave to the judgment of your readers,

I am, Sir, yours truly,

Joun Crapmaw, M.D,
25 Somerset Street, W, 14th June, 1870, .
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DR. CHAPMAN'S REPLY TO MR. BERKELEY HILL.®

To Tne Eprror oF i Medical Mirror.

Sir,—Mr. Berkeley Hill, who finds that the facts and argu-
ments adduced in an article on Prostitution published in the
Westminster Review constitutes grave obstacles to the proposed
extension of the Contagious Diseases Aets over the United King-
dom, now disputes the accuracy of a few of my statements in the
hope of discrediting the whole. He has put forth a paper, con-
sisting of four octavo pages, and entitled,—

“ 4 FEW REMARKS on the Ervors of the Avticle in the © Westminster

Review® on Prostitution ; Governmental Evperiments tn Condrolling

. it. By Jonw Cuapmax, M.D. Reprinted from the January Num-
ber of the © Westminster fleview.” Triibner and Co., London, 1870.”

As these “ Remarks,” which he says “ have shown what reliance
can be placed on the arguments of the article ” are being exten-
sively cireulated by the “ Association for Promoting the Exten-
sion of the Contagious Diseases Acts to the Civil Population,” it
seems to be necessary to state what is the exact value of the
eriticisms of that gentleman.

MR. BERKELEY MILL'S CRITICISM, EO. I.

“ On page 47 the Reviewer says: © In Paris the treatment of venercal
diseases is mainly restricted to three hospitals, One forms part of the
Maison de Saint-Lazaire, which is under the administration of the prefec-
ture of police, and which contains about 1,300 prostitutes, divided ivto
three sections:—the first, prisoners; the second, patients; the third,
voung girls imprisoned in conformity with Articles 66 and 67 of the
Penal Code, or by request of their parents. It thus appears that soume-
thing like a fourth part of all the registered women in Paris arve confined in
La Maison de Saint-Lazaire ! Usually the number of venereal patients
in the hospital of this establishment is about 200,

% M. Lecour, Chef du Burean des Meurs, whom Dr, Chapman allows to
be an ‘especially trustworthy authority,” himself writes as follows in
the paper me which Dr. Chapman professes to quote :—

Ot 3,861 women on the Police Register of Paris on the 1st January,
1867,—

47 were detained awaiting trial.
188 were undergoing punishment,
90 were in the sick wards.
34 were in various general hospitals for non-venereal com-
— Plaints,

Total 359 in St. Lazaire,

Lecour, de la Prostitution et des wnesurcs dont elle est Vobjet @ Paris. Air-
chives Générales de Médicine, 1867. Tom. ii. p. 725.

* Reprinted from the Medical Mirror for July 1, I_ETD.
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“These 350, for the rest of the 3,861 were at liberty, have, by the
Westminster Reviewer, been multiplied into 1,300, ¢ or about one-fourth
of the whole number of registered women in Paris,’”

The above remarks seem to imply that the Maison de Saint-
Lazaire contained only 359 prostitutes on the 1st January, 1867,
and that my statement that that establishment contains any
such number as “about 1,300 prostitutes” is wholly without
foundation. Now the exact words of Parent-Duchatelet, which
are endorsed by his editors, M.M. Trebuchet et Poirat-Duval in
the third edition of Parent-Duchatelet’s work) are these: —
“The Maison de Saint-Lazaire comprises a general population of
about 1,300 détenues (women and girls forcibly detained) divided
into three principal sections. The first contains the accused and
condemned (les prevenues et condamnées) ; the second is at the
same time a place of punishment and an hospital for prostitutes ;
the third is assigned to the young girls imprisoned in conformity
-with articles 66 and 67 of the Penal Code, or by request of their
parents.” M. Lecour, in his work published this year, says :—
“ The Maison de Saint-Lazaire contains about 1,100 défenues,” or
200 less than was the case in 1857, Itis true that inadvertently
I committed an error in saying,—“it thus appears that some-
thing like a fourth part of all the registered women in Paris are
confined in the Maison de Saint-Lazaire ;" but though I did se,
any one reading my statement of the facts on which that ehser-
vation is founded is enabled at once to correct that error by
means of the material with which I have supplied him. The last
line of Mr. Berkeley Hill’s figures given above which he professes
to quote from Lecour—viz., “Total, 359 in St. Lazaire,” com-
prises 34 women who “ were in various general hospitals for non-
venereal complaints ;” it is therefore ditheult to understand how
they were at the same time “in St. Lazaire.” If I give Mr. Hill
the benefit of this deduction, it then appears that according to
him there were at the date mentioned only 315 registered pros-
titutes in St. Lazaire. It i1s clear that Mr. Hill 1s acquamted
with M. Lecour’s book published this year, for he quotes it ;
and his readers have a right to expect that he should give
them the latest information he possesses on the subject on which
he writes. To do so, however, would not suit his purpose. Mr.
Hill desives to make the English people believe that venereal dis-
ease in Paris is so successfully dealt with by the system of en-
forced sanitary surveillance of prostitutes practised there, that it
behoves the BEnglish Government to apply that system, after it
has been modified and improved in accordance with his sugges-
tions, to the whole of the United Kingdom. Now I have shown
that the amount of venereal disease in Paris 1s inereasing, and of
course evidence to this effect is not conducive to the attainment
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of Mr. Berkeley Hill's object, therefore he suppresses it. Accord-
ing to the statement which he puts forward, there were only 315
registered prostitutes in St. Lazaire on the 1st January, 1867, and
of these only * 90 were in the sick wards,” But, according to M.
Lecour’s statement, in his book published this year (page 65) of
the 1,100 women and girls detained in St. Lazaire, the registered
prostitutes amount fo 400, and of these 250 are ordinarily in the
infirmary. 'There are also, M. Lecour says, 100 very young pros-
titutes (minewres) who are not registered. Here, therefore, are
500 out of the 1,100 “detenues,” who according to him (p. 64),
as well as according to Parent-Duchatelet, are divided into three
sections—viz., 1. That of theose detained awaiting trial and those
undergoing punishment (“ Celles des prevenues ef condamnées”™) ; 2.
That of debauched women enrolled as prostitutes (*“ Celle des jilles
de.debauche inserites sur les contriles de la prostitution™) ; to this
section the infirmary is attached ; 3. That of young girls detained
by request of their parents (““ par voie de correction paternelle ), or
by authority of articles 66 and 67 of the Penal Code. The last-
named are girls, says M. Lecour, “ who having acted without dis-
cernment, and being under sixteen years of age, are acquitted,
but who, by virtue of judgments, are detained a given time in
a house of correction.”

I incline to think that notwithstanding the erroneous inference
with which Mr. Berkeley Hill rightly debits me, the reader who
now malkes a careful comparison of his statement with mine will
conclude that mine is a much more truthful representation of all
the facts of the matter than is that by means of which he has
attempted to discredit it.

In concluding my observations on Mr. Berkeley Hill’s Remark
No. 1, I beg to suggest to him the probable reason why the
total number of défenues in St. Lazaire is now, according to M.
Lecour, only 1,100, whereas several years ago, according to P'a-
rent-Duchatelet and his editors, the total number was about
1,300. “Keeping within the limits of serupulous moderation,”
says M. Lecour, “ we may estimate the population of Paris pros-
titutes, which is being incessantly remewed, at 30,000 ;" and
““1t must be distinetly understood,” he adds, ““ that these figures
apply to the women who, on account of their habitual debauchery.
are a danger to the public health, rather than to those clandes-
tine prostitutes en circulation, and oceupying themselves con-
stantly in acts of allurement.” Now notwithstanding the exis-
tence of this enormous crowd of prostitutes in Paris actually
dangerous to the public health, and notwithstanding the fact that
the general population is rapidly increasing, so impotent is the
system of enforced sanitary surveillance, that while less than
4,000 of these women can be got under control, this compara-
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tively small number is steadily lessening. This fact is decisivel
attested by the following figures also taken from M. Lecour's
recent work.

Number of registered prostitutes in Paris, number “in cireulation,” and
number of cases of punishment, during the five years ending 1864,

Total number of Frostitutes “* in Cases of
Years. Registered Proatitutes, circulation,'” Punishment.
1865 ... a1 as1s L 3,267
1866 o 4,003 o 3,203 >t 3,510
1867 i 3,861 i 3,167 AT 3,032
1868 S 3,769 s E,ﬂEﬁ AEiE 3,208
1869 3,731 e ﬂ,?ﬂﬂ i 2,59?

On the 1st January the total number on the register had fallen
to 3,656. Now such being the remarkable and steady decline in
the number of registered prostitutes at Paris, it is not surprising
that the aggregate [.li:lpufﬂtiﬂl‘l of St. Lazaire has also decline
from 1,300 to 1,100 ; but it will be readily understood from what
has been said that this decline does not indicate any decline in
the amount of venereal disease ; it is, on the contrary, one of the
signs and consequences of the great increase of clandestine prosti-
tution which is going on, and which is the most fruitful source of
that disease.

MR. BERKELEY HILL'S CRITICISM, NO. II.

“On page 50,the Westminster Reviewer says : ¢ Of all the women in the
maisons tolérées, whether in Paris or its suburbs, there was an average of
two in every 259 annaally affected with syphilis during the five years in
question’ (1850-1854.) *But since 1854, the last year named in this
table, the amount of syphilis among the women of the maisons tolérées en
LParts and its suburbs has so inereased, that in 1867 there were two cases of
syphilis in every 100 women,” The Reviewer also states that the propor-
tion of syphilis among the women in private lodgings had increased
from one in 289 in 1854, to one in 200 1n 1867,

“ M. Lecour is again the authority cited by the Reviewer for this state-
ment.

“ What that gentleman really says is on page 721 of the paper already
cited—

“ ¢The report for the month of September, 1867, gives two cases of
syphilis for every 100 women of the marsons tolérées, and one case in
every 200 women in furnished lodgings.” Moreover, M. Lecour gives
on this same page 721, only four lines further down, a table of the num-
ber of registered women found syphilitic, who he says are without ex-
ception (sans aucune erceplion) treated at St Lazaire,

“ This table gives the numbers of syphilitic women annually sent to
that establishment from 1857 to 1866, and these numbers steadily fell
year by year from 982 in 1857, to 277 in 1866. And on page 722 M.
Lecour gives another table for the same period of 1857 to 1866, showing
that the number of the women living in private lodgings (wmavsons gar-
nies) who are found annually syphilitie, has not increased (134 in 1857,
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112 in 1866), but the number of women living in maisons tolerées found
syphilitic has steadily decreased from 932 in 1857, to 229 in 1866.

“ Further, on page 727, is another table of the women arrested for clan-
destine prostitution during the same period of 1857-1866, which shows
that while the number of women arrested has inereased from 1,405 in
1857, to 1,988 in 1866, the number found syphilitic has remained sta-
tionary—namely, 434 in 1857, and 432 in 1866.”

The first part of the first paragraph of the above passage,
which Mr. Berkeley Hill quotes from me, he admits, I pre-
sume, to be correct. The second part he objects to. When
I wrote it I had not the advantage of being able to refer
directly to the paper by M. Lecour, and, therefore, was in-
debted for information, 1n so far as Paris is concerned, since
the date of the third edition of Parent-Duchatelet’s work, to
the work of Dr. Jeannel, “ De la Prostitution dans les Grandes
Villes,” published in 1868. In that work is the passage on
which my statement, put in italics by Mr. Berkeley Hill, is
founded. This passage, the existence of which is recognised by
him, and which was written to show that the registered women
in private lodgings are freer from venereal diseases than are those
in the wmaisons tolérées is as follows: “I may mention, as the
latest information on this point, that the report of the Medical
Service of the Dispensary of September, 1867, gives 2 cases of
syphilis in every 100 women of the muisons folérées, and only 1
case 1n every 200 women living in private lodgings.” 1 therefore
stated exactly, neither more nor less, what this passage authorised
me to state. Dr. Jeannel gives the table supplied by M. Lecour,
and referred to by Mr. Berkeley Hill, in which the actual numbers
of syphilitic women annually seut for treatment to St. Lazaire are
stated from 1857 to 1866 inclusive ; but though the numbers of
women living in maisons tolérdes, and of those living in private
lodgings who wese found syphilitic, are stated separately, the
number of medical visits to the women of each class is not given
separately, therefore the data from which the proportion of each
class found syphilitic could be ascertained were wanting. Had
the requisite facts been accessible, I should have stated the
average annual proportion of syphilitic women among registered
and unregistered prostitutes in Paris and its suburbs during those
years, as | have stated it, at page 50 of the article in question, for
the years 1845 to 1854 inclusive. I regret that even in his re-
eently published work M. Lecour has not given this information ;
but he has given some valuable information, which Mr. Hill, as
he is acquainted with that work, might very appropriately have
given at the end of the two last paragraphs which 1 have quoted
from him,

Without considering separately the registered women living in
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maisons tolérées, and those living in private lodgings, I can state
on the anthority of M. Lecour, that &)uring the last three years
the proportion of registered prostitutes found syphilitic has been
increasing ; and though Mr. Hill says that of the clandestine
prostitutes arrested during the years 1857—1866, “the number
tound syphilitic has remained stationary,” the proportion found
syphilitic has steadily and greatly increased since 1866. The
following table, copied from M. Lecour’s book, attests the truth
of both these statements :—

Table showing the proportion of registered and unregistered prostitutes
found syphilitic during the years 1866—1869.

Regizstered. TUnregistered,
1866 1 syphilitic in 137-061 ... 1 syphilitic in 460
1867 e 1 o 78432 P | = 363
1868 1 i 61485 R | i 319
1869 1 ) 29913 1 s - 236

It must be observed, that in respect to registered prostitutes,
1866 was an extraordinarily favourable year, The two previous
years were as follows: 1864, 1 syphilitic in 88759 ; 1865, 1
syphilitic in 93°692.

I must also observe that it appears as if the data from
which the proportion of prostitutes syphilitic is caleulated by
M. Lecour, have either been collected or dealt with in a manner
different from that which was adopted by Parent-Duchatelet or
his editors. Their tables end with 1854, and M. Lecour’s begin
with 1855, and extend over the whole period, until the end of
1869. Now, on comparing the former with the latter, I notice
that according to the statements of each, the proportion of regis-
tered prostitutes found syphilitic each year during the 10 years
ending with 1854 was so wvery mueh smaller than it has been
during each of the 15 years subsequent, that I am compelled to
conclude that a large part of the difference at least must be an
apparent, and not a real one. This circumstance, however, does
not affect the statement made above, that during 1867-1868 and
1869, there has been a positive increase in the proportion of
registered prostitutes in Paris who are syphilitic.

MR. BERKELEY HILL'S CRITICISM XNO. III.

“On page 49 the Westminster Reviewer gives a series of figures of the
admissions at the two venereal hospitals, Lourcine and Mili, during the
years 1851 —1855, these figures showing a steady increase year by year
at both these hospitals :—

1851, 1835.
Lourcine i 1,102 s 1,384
Midi aee 3,019 3,082
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“ M. Lecour has within the last few weeks published a larger work on
the same subject (‘ La Prostitution i Paris et & Londres.” Paris, Asse-
lin, 1870). On page 86 of this work he gives the number of venereal
patients mhnittm:}l) in 1867 and 1668 to these two hospitals, Loureine and
Midi. They were :—

) 1867. 1868.
Lourcine L 1,030 1,024
Midi Yol AR DEDE i e 3,1HB

Consequently, notwithstanding the growth of Paris, and the increased
facilities of communication in seventeen years, the number of patients
admitted to the first of these hospitals is actually lower than (according
to the Westminster Reviewer) it was in 1851, and at the second, lower
than it was in 1852, according to the same author. Nor has the dimi-
nution been cansed by the reception of this class of patients into general
hospitals, for no change in the mode of distributing the patients in the
Paris hospitals has taken place since 1855,

“The Reviewer states (page 48) that a large number of syphilitie
patients are treated surreptitiously in the general hospitals, an absurdity
patent to any one familiar with the Parisian system of hospital admini-
stration, and easily refuted. M. Lecour (page 86) gives the number of
gyphilitic patients admitted into each of the general hospitals at Paris in
1867 and 18G8, They altogether numbered 1,403 in 1867, and 1,551 in
1868.”

It is to be regretted that M. Lecour has not given the number
of patients admitted during a larger number of consecutive years
than 2 ; for seeing that during the 5 years, 1851-55 inclusive,
there was a great and gradual increase in the number of admis-
sions to both hospitals, it would have been satisfactory to have
learnt whether the numbers of admissions in 1867-68 were ex-
ceptionally low, or whether the fall from 1855 has been gradual.
In any case, however, 1 was warranted in pointing to the fact of
the inerease, which took place prior to 1856, as one tending to
support my main argument ; but, of conrse, if a larger experi-
ence does not justify me in availing myself of that fact, as I have
done, I cheerfully abandon it. I must, however, add a few words
of comment to those of Mr. Berkeley Hill, on the statistical facts
in question. I am by no means sure, as he 1s, that the diminu-
tion in the number of admissions to the Lourcine and Midi
during 1867-68 has not *‘been caused by the reception of this
class of patients into general hospitals ;” neither am I sure, as he
is, that ““no change in the mode of distributing the [vuner{:alﬂ

atients in the Paris hospitals has taken place since 1855.”
ave the high authority of M. Le Fort for stating that syphilitic

atients are now freely admitted into the general hospitals of

aris ; now, if they are, such patients are especially likely, as it
seems to me, to seck admission to those hospitals rather than go
to the Lourecine or to the Midi, inasmuch as their mere presence
at either of those special hospitals marks them as contaminated
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with venereal disease, and I need scarcely observe that there are
very few of those who are thus contaminated who are not anxious
to conceal the fact as completely as possible.  Now, this conside-
ration, combined with M. Le Fort’s positive assertion that he does
not know a single instance in which a syphilitic patient habitually
residing in Paris has been refused admission to one of the general
hospitals of that eity, leads me to think that the recent diminu-
tion in the number of admissions to the Lourcine and the Midi
has really “been caused by the reception of this class of patients
into general hospitals;” and the information supplied by M.
Lecour seems to me strongly eonfirmatory of this opinion : he
says that during 1868, while 1,024 venereal patients were ad-
mitted to the Lourcine, and 3,185 to the Midi, 1,551, or consi-
devably move than a fourth of the whole, were treated in the
general hospitals ; and I may add that those hospitals admitted
148 more syphilitic patients in 1868 than they admitted in 1867,

That formerly it was not so easy for venereal patients to get
into the general hospitals, and that when they did get in they
did so notwithstanding the existence of rules which mterdicted
their admission, seems evident from the following words of
Parent-Duchatelet, which I translate literally from page 82,
vol. 11, of the third edition of his work, published in 1857 :
“ Although the rules interdict it, a good number of patients, of
women especially, succeed in obtaining admittance and treat-
ment in the ordinary hospitals. These admissions almost always
take place as cases of wigency—that i1s to say, at the hospital
itself, either by the physicians, at the consultation, or by the
internes in the course of the day.

““ As they constitute an exeeption, and, indeed, an infraction of
the rule, the papers (billets) which authorise them do not indicate
the real nature of the malady, for this indication would be a
cause of refusal on the part of the directors. The papers ordi-
narily bear the designation jever, by the aid of which every
patient may be admitted without diffienlty, and without awaken-
g the attention of the administration.”

After exk:nla-ining the motives which * determine these irregular
admissions ” of patients, who “ are almost all of the female sex,”
Parent-Duchatelet observes : “ The patients of whom we speak
very much prefer the ordinary hospitals, becanse they there enjoy
more liberty, receive the wisits of their friends and acquaint-
ances, and are objects of attentive care. Confounded without
distinetion with all the other patients, they can dissimulate the
nature of their disease in the eyes of persons outside the hos-
pital, and thus escape the moral blot resulting from a residence
more or less prolonged in the Lourcine, where the seclusion is
more rigorous, and the regulations are much more severe,”
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Now, if what Parent-Duchatelet says in these words was frue
when he wrote them, and if what M. Le Fort now says 1s true,
venereal patients do gain admission to the ordinary hospitals in
Paris at the present time much more easily than they did
formerly, and I am therefore warranted in sayimg—first, that sup-
posing the amount of venereal disease there to have inereased of
late years, it may easily do so without inereasing the number of
admissions into the Lourcine and the Midi; and, second, that,
contrary to the assertion of Mr. Berkeley Hill, ¢ a change in the
mode of distributing the patients in the Paris hospitals Las taken
place since 18355,” inasmuch as before that date venereal patients
intent on getting info the ordinary hospitals were obliged to
resort to some form of »use, or stratagem, in order to do so,
whereas now they have only to apply for admission and the doors
are opened to them.

But if, as Mr. Hill asserts, there has been no change, then
either M. Le Fort, one of the Paris hospital surgeons, or Parent-
Duchatelet, together with his editors, MAM. Trebuchet and Poirat-
Duval, is guilty of falschood in this matter. Now, uxce}nt{ug
the prostitutes in St. Lazaire, as more than a fourth of all the
venereal patients who are treated in the Paris hospitals are treated
as M. Lecour shows, in the general hospitals, M. Le Fort’s asser-
tion looks very like truth ; on the other hand, often as I have
heard and seen Parent-Duchatelet's statements referred to, I have
never heard or seen any word impugning his veracity, and as his
editors possessed the amplest opportunities of testing the accuracy
of his statements, as it was their duty to do so, as they seem to
have discharged their editorial duties with peculiar care and
faithfulness, and as they leave their author's words untouched,
and uncommented on, I believe them to be true, and therefore
am compelled to believe that Mr. Berkeley Hill's assertion is not
true. Moreover, if Parent-Duchatelet’s words are trme, and if|
as Mr. Berkeley Hill says, no change in respect to the admission
of patients in the Paris hospitals has taken place since 1835, then
the resort to ruse or stratagem by patients in order to get into
the ordinary hospitals described by Parent-Duchatelet, and cha-
racterised by Mr. Hill as “an absurdity patent to any one
familiar with the Parisian system,” must still be practised in
Paris. Mr. Hill can choose which horn of the dilemma 1s most
agreeable to him,

Mzr. Berkeley Hill conelndes his “ Remarks” by saying :— It
is not for a moment to be inferred that the preceding paragraphs
are intended to defend or uphold the ° French system’ ¢n tofo,
but simply to show that it effectually checks disease.” English

ople have prejudices, and when a reformer runs counter to them

e 1s apt to verify that wise old Hebrew saying,—* It is hard to
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kick against the pricks;” and the English people have very strong
prejudices against the “ French system ” of dealing with prosti-
tution ; therefore Mr. Hill judicionsly anticipates their apprehen-
sions, assures them there is no reason for alarm, and that they
must not for a moment think he intends to * defend or uphold the
‘ French system’ in #ofo.”  But I wish he had told them in what
respect he does not uphold or defend the French system. I know
one respect in which that system, when first introduced in 1864,
excited English prejudices most especially—viz., the practice of
giving to each prostitute, after she is found free from venereal
disease, a certificate that she is so. English people looked on
that certificate as what they call ¢ a licence to sin;” and however
much they may be guilty of “sin” itself, they still have preju-
dices against giving it, by authority of an Act of Parliament, the-
sort of formal sanction which that certificate implies. They think
there is more than meets the eye in even mere “ make-believe ”
goodness ; and hence their great respect for that much maligned,
though happily omnipresent, custom of English society—hypoerisy,
the practice of which they exact from each other as the homage
which it behoves vice to pay to virtue. Now the idea of granting
a Parliamentary license to sin ” runs athwart the whole texture
of these strong and immemoriably ancient feelings. TFortunately
the promoters of the Contagious Diseases Acts perceived this at an
early stage of their proceedings, and in order to allay the rising
anger of the British public, they ordained by the Aet of 1866
that the certificate should no longer be given to the prostitute
herself, but to the superintendent of police. By this simple
expedient, you see, Sir, the “ homage” exacted by British preju-
dices is duly rendered, and yet at the same time, as British youth |
in the “protected ” districts quickly learn that no prostitute can
show herself in public unless a certificate of her freedom from
venereal disease is in the pocket of the superintendent, it answers
its purpose quite as well as if it were in the pocket of the girl
herself. It is obvious, therefore, that the system as now amended,
is much better adapted to the English feelings than is the French
system “pure and simple,” and that Mr. Berkeley Hill shows
true wisdom in not defending or upholding the * ‘ French system ’
in toto” |
There is also another valid reason why Mr. Berkeley Hill il
prefers the improved English system. M. Le Fort, s ea,lcinrri of ;J
the French system, and looking admiringly and longingly on
system, says, complainingly, “The benefit of our preventive mea-
sures is thwarted by the fact that they can be rarely applied to
women under age, the father opposing the inscription of his
daughter if a minor, and refusing to have her examined ;” but an
Act of Parliament easily surmounts such difficulties as these, and

|
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the Contagious Diseases Acts place prostitutes of all ages—minors
as well as adults—in the power of the English medical inspectors
and police ; so that the reclamations by English fathers opposing
the subjection of their daughters, even though minors, to the
English system of enforced periodical medical examination, and to
the degrading regime of tillﬂ police, are simply ignored. . Thus,
you see, Sir, that in this respect also, the English system 1s far
superior to the French ; and therefore, for this reason also, Mr.
Hill will not for a moment “‘ defend or uphold the ‘ French system’
in toto.”

But after all, Sir, these several points to which I have now
alluded, are minor points ; and, in drawing me into a discussion
of them, Mr. Berkeley Hill is directing public attention from
the main question, which is,—whether the amount of disease which
is indirectly developed through the agency of the clandestine
prostitution resulting from the system of enforced sanitary sur-
veillance, is not far greater than is the amount which is prevented
by means of that system ? I affirm that it is. Iiven supposing
venereal disease could be completely or almost *stamped out”
in respect to the prostitutes under control, yet the price paid for
this advantage would have to be so great, that all shrewd calcu-
lators would, I feel sure, object to pay it. Prostitutes of every
arade so abhor the practice of an ElltlurEEfl medical examination at
frequent intervals whether they are well or 1ll, that they will
ma}{e almost any sacrifice to escape it, and therefore, wherever it
exists they resort to secret prostitution, and continue to practice
it even while they are diseased, rather than, by applying to
medical charities, run the risk of allowing themselves to be de-
tected and arrested as clandestine prostitutes. And so long as
human nature is what it is, this always must be the case ; and
the whole of the statistical facts in M. Lecour’s instructive little
book constitute a series of striking proofs and illustrations of this
cardinal truth. In summing up those facts in respect to the
actual state of prostitution in Paris, he says :—

“ Tach category of these figures has undergone a considerable
change of either decreasze or increase, a change the significance of
which 1s indubitable (absolue), and which, for a period of fifteen
years, denotes the following results :—

“1. Diminution of entries on the prostitution-register: in 1855
they rose to 611 ; in 1869 they amounted to only 370.

“2. Diminution of the number of maisons de folévance : in
1855 there were 204 ; in 1869 there were only 152.

““3. Diminution of the number of girls in these houses : from
1855 to 1860 the average number was 1,935 ; in 1869 the num-
ber had fallen to 1,206.

“4. Increase of the number of girls living in private lodgings
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(fsolecs) = there were 2,429 in 1855 ; but in 1869 there were
2,525.

“5. Considerable increase of the number of clandestine prosti-
tutes (insommnises) : this point cannot be contested.

“6. Confirmation of the fact that a large proportion of the clan-
destine prostitutes are suffering from s:-,-'phi}is or other contagious
affections : the sanitary statistics prove that of these prostitutes
1 in 2°36 is syphilitie.

““ All these results are inter-dependent or bound up with each
other (solidaires). 'They demonstrate that prostitution augments,
and that it becomes more dangerous to the public health.”

“ Are the efforts of the police in this matter relaxed ? No; but
the performance of their duties has become more diffienlt. All
the details which I have given prove that the police have vigor-
ously organised their means of supervision, of sanitary control,
and of repression : in 1855 the number of clandestine prostitutes
arrested was only 1,323 ; but in 1869 the number was 1,999."”

After adducing further evidence of the resolute activity of the
police, M. Lecour continues,—* These figures are conclusive. It
remains then established that the Administration has redoubled
1ts activity, that it has multiplied 1ts acts of repression in respect
to prostitutes, and that it has in fact succeeded in maintaining
in satisfactory conditions the samitary state of regisfered pros-
titutes.

“ But, on the other hand, we see a continuous diminution of the
number of these registered prostitutes: the total number of whom
in 1855 was 4,257, whereas in 1869 it had fallen to 3,731, and on
January 1, 1870, was only 3,656,

“This fact is the more important, because it corresponds to a
notable angmentation of clandestine prostitution.

“Here is a social evil which must be thoronghly recognised,
and which no measures resorted to by the police can alone suffice
to destroy.

“The world of prostitution—both establishments and personal
—i8 undergoing a transformation. The number of maisons de
tolérance lessens : it will always go on lessening. As speculative
enterprises these houses offer scarcely any advantages now, and
they would disappear if they were not resorted to by travellers,
soldiers, and workmen. It would be a grave error to suppose
that on behalf of public morality this fact constitutes a reason
for rejoicing, for it is due only to a simple change of form. Now-
adays men search for adventure at the great risk of their health,
and in many cases, of their tranquillity. It is a question of vanity
and luxury on an immoral, unwholesome, ground. Instead of the
transient eontact which, in the maison tolerée, or in the apart-
ment of the fille isolée, is only a kind of material contamination,
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the danger of which the Administration strives to reduce, a
chance meeting is preferred, where it 1s imagined possible to play
a better réle at a slight expense ; and thus men throw themselves
into the arms, always stretched out, of clandestine prostitution,
which diffuses the syphilitic poison.

“The maisons de tolérance vanish, but it is only to reappear in
forms which aungment the risks to health without heing less
scandalous at the same time. If the police, always on the watch,
opposed no obstacle, we should see these places of debauchery re-
appear and multiply in the guise of perfumery, drapery, or glove
businesses, as they formerly abounded. Nothing can be more
dangerous, from every point of view, than these prostitution-
establishments in disguise. They induce a moral decline which,
without their special facility, would not occur, and they consti-
tute real snares for young girls who, as work-girls or otherwise,
seck employ, and who soon prostitute themselves without their
families being aware of it.

“In the actual state of things, voluntary registration hecomes
more rare, and, which is serions, an opiniated wvesistance fo il
which was not seen formerly is being produced,  Girls dismissed
Jrom the maisons tolérées when these are closed, or who leave flese
houses voluntarily, precipitate themselves info the category of filles
wsolées, who, in their turn, resort to every possible expedient in
order to withdraw themselves from the action of the police, and fo
swell the crowd cf elandestine prostitutes (insoumises).

“I have already spoken of the latter, I have adverted to their
number always increasing, to their andacity, and to the danger
attending them. It is in this continucl qugmentation that the
Administration concerned with the police and the anedical super-
vision of prostitutes finds the difiiculties of the present situation.”

It thus appears that while, according to the high anthority of
M. Le Fort,* Paris has become * the brothel of Europe,” it has
become at the same time (according to M. Lecour, than whose

authority none can be ligher) an extremely dangerous one foo,

In presence of the official and reliable evidence I have now
adduced, I feel confident that the verdict of all impartial readers
will be that, considered as a whole, the more the facts and argu-
ments contained in my article which Mr. Berkeley Hill has
attacked, are weighed and examined, the more truthful and con-
vineing they will be found. I am, Sir, yours truly,

JOHN CHAPMAN, M.D,
London, 25 Somerset street, W,

* Medical Tines and Gazetle, Jaunary 8, 1870,
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