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before the profession, and before you, what
my opinion really was as to the cause of that
disease. T beg, also, distinctly to say that it
giving that opinion, I never intended that
it should be interpreted injuriously to the
gentlemon alluded to. Tt ecould only be
made to do so by straining it from its
proper meaning; and I am sorry to add
that, although I would most willingly have
given that gentleman any explanation of
my certificate necessary to exonerate him
from such charges, and me from such mis-
representation, the tone of his correspond-
ence impressed me with the eonvietion that
he did not desire anything of the kind;
on the contrary, the same spirit that influ-
enced the accusation that 1 met a homeeo-
path in consultation seemed to prompt the
desire of proving that I had given an un-
tenable opinion, and of course a false certifi-
cate. From the correspondencewhich I have
in my possession, I distinetly state that my
opinion has been totally misrepresented ;
and further, that, unless by the grossest
misrepresentation, it could not be made to
signify any want of skill or attention, or
judgment, on the part of the gentleman
referred to My opinion that a retained
portion of placenta caused hydatids pre-
sumed that the placenta was morbid, that it
was of necessity adherent, and that it could
not be completely removed. I conjectured
that the disease which rendered it so was
the same as that which afterwards appeared ;
but in that opinion I may have erred, from
ignorance of the whole of the facts of the
case ; some of which, I believe, were ascer-
tained subsequently to my wvisit.

‘While I state this, I trust that the Society
will diseriminate between such an acknow-
ledgment, and an admission that my opinion
was under any circumstances u{mcﬁuteiy
erroneous—that it could not possibly be
trne. In the correspondence to which I
allude I have explained what that opinion
was, and I still adhere to it as being quite
within the limits of truth. It was %c-rrnnd
upon the facts which were placed before
me, ond if afterwards other facts were
obtained which would have completely
changed that opinion, T can only say I had
them not. My -::]pininn may have been
correct, or it may have been incorrect, but,
whether it were the one or the other, I
agsert that it conveyed no imlputntion m-
jurious to any one's professional reputation.
JI feel perfectly conscious, therefore, with
regard to both these charges; that there is
not & shadow of foundation for either of
them.

I trust the Society will pardon tlus
allusion to a merely personal matter. T
should not have thought of trespassing upon
them, did I not fﬂﬂ%it a duty to remove

from their minds, as far as it is In my power
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to do, the erroneous impressions that have
been in circulation. With regard to hommo-
pathy itself, T have the same opinion of it
now that T always held : T believe that the
professed homeeopathist, like the professed
mesmerist, the professed hydropathist, pur-
sues this practice with the same object
and on the same prineiple as the professed
charlatan who sells his cures under a thou-
sand disguises. With such men, homeeo-
pathy becomes a form of quackery the more
dangerous because it assumes the garb of
a science.  The quack who sells his pills or
his mixtures is comparatively a harmless
person, Those of the public w{m have faith
i what he tells them are alone deceived ;
they believe in his seeret cure on the faith
of hiz word or his advertisement, and if
they please to act so foolishly, they doso
at least with their eyes open. They are
asked to trust a secret remedy, and tehy
do so. But the charlatan who entangles
them in the intricacies of a pseudo-science,
who bewilders them in the subtleties of the
absurd dogma, “similia similibus curan-
tur,” and presents to them his infinitesimal
dose as the ultimate result of his scientifiec
mgquiries,—such a man is caleulated to do i
a much greater evil just in proportion as
the scientific garb he assumes is caleulated
to deceive even the judicious and reflecting.
When, therefore, you find the pmf&ssnt}g $
homceopathist surrounded by his publica- .j
tions, by his dogmata, his infinitesimal
pharmacy, as infinitesimal in mind as 1 :
matter, in science as in atoms,—when you
find such a one wagin®war against legiti-
mate medicine — when, further, you ﬁmi_#
them undertaking to eure the most violent
inflammations, the most dangerous fevers,
and even surgical accidents, homaopathi-
cally,—I would say,—

Hic niger est, hune tn Romane caveto.

But, while I hold such sentiments, T do
feel that much caution and great diseri-
mination should be observed in affixing
such a title to a professional brother. I =
feel that it would lead to an abuse fully as
great as homaeopathy itself, if this stigma
were affixed without just cause. T can well
imagine that there are in the profession
perfectly honest members, who think that
there must be something in homaopathy
worthy of consideration ; that in the heap
of chafl’ some valuable grains of wheat may
be found which have not hitherto att [
observation, who are embarrassed by facts
difficult to explain, and who may be dis=
posed to order unusually smaller d 3
than they have hitherto 1 nccustomed
to prescribe, and consequently may look:
like homeopathists. T should be dispose
to exercise great caution in putting sucll
men in the same category as the former







do mischief. While, however, I think that
caution is necessary, lest we might sanction
or give credence to & groundless charge,
I do not complain because a journal may
please to adopt such a course. The liberty
of the presa 18 sacred in this country ; and
although an editor may use that liberty
a little too freely,—although after his own
peculiar fashion he may hold a solemn
court, and condemn you without a hearing,
—still the injury, although great, may be
pardoned for the sake of the object he has
in view. The honest editor (I do not
speak of those that may have sinister
motives)wishes to drivethe money-changers
out of the temple of medicine, and, not
being the fac-simile of his great Master, he
lashes right and left without regarding
whom he may strike. If, unhapply, the
innocent are found in company with the
guilty, they receive the same chastisement,
1L do not eomplain of this: we must be
more careful with whom we associate:
but I do feel strongly on the duty of all
public bodies and public societies (who are
the guardians of our profession) to act
with great caution and discrimination
when such charges form the basis of their
proceedings,

I trust the Society will pardon these
observations, I have taken the liberty to
expre:s my sentiments freely onm this im-
portant subject. I should not have thought
of thus trespassing upon their attention
had I not a painful experience of the
mischievous effect of false accusations,—
did I not know the injury that must be
done to the profession if its members are
liable to such charges on trifling grounds,—
if T did not feel sure that by these means
we were giving to homeopathy an im-
portance that it does not merit; that we
were helping it to a position which I trust
it may never attain,—I should not have
ventured thus to address you.

When I commenced my remarks I m-
tended them to be brief: 1 find, however,
that they have oceupied more of your time
than I had anticipated. I must not there-
fore trespass on the space allotted to me
by a lengthened discussion on the dura-
tion of pregnancy. I have another reason
nlso for not wishing to do so at present.
The duration of pregnancy is a subject
which I wished to bring before the Society
at a much later period, when it would be
in my power to arrange the facts thas are
in my possession, and embody my views
more perfectly than I can now do. Ona
future occasion I trust to be able to bring
this subject again forward. At present I
shall submit to the Society a very brief
outline of the method that I have pursued,
and its results in the attempt to resolve

i

this difficult problem; and I do so the more
willingly because it is so completely in the
power of others by adopting the same
method to assist in its solution.

There are two questions to decide, Is
the duration of pregnancy a fixed or a
variable period ? and if we decide that it
1s variable, what are the limits of its varia-
tion? Yon are aware that the most usual™
mode of caleulating the term of pregnancy
is by dating fr::-mg the last appearance (;Jf-
the menses to the time of delivery; the
gross result thus obtained is afterwards
corrected by deducting as many days as is
supposed necessary to avoid error as the
exact time of conception. Those who be-
lieve that conception may take place at
any time between two menstrual periods,
generally deduct half the period, taking the
middle point as the commencement of

tation. If it be 28 days they date from
the 14th day after the last catamenia; so
that the possible error is diminished one
half. Those who assume that conception
only takes place st a menstroal period
date either from the last catamenia or that
which should have followed only for con-
ception. This estimate is again compared
with the period of quickening, and thus &
result sufficiently accurate for ordinary
practical purposes is obtamed. This
method, however, fails in the precision
necessary for legal evidemce, and hence
the profession have anxiomsly sought for
another mode to determine the exaet time
that conception oceurs. BSime women are
known to have Paculi.nr sensations at the
time of conception, by which they are =
conscions that it has taken place. Dr.
Montgomery, in his valuable work on the
signs of pregnoncy, relates several such
instances, which fix the duration at 280
days. Again, certain cases fall under the
notice of those in extensive practice by
which the date of conception is d ined
by the date of intercourse; that is, the
evidence of a single intercourse being cer-
tain, the tim: of conception is equally
certain. Sir Charles Clarke and others
mention such instances, and give 250 days
as the period of pregnancy. Hence, on
the strength of this testimony, many are
disposed to look upon the duration of
pregnancy os o fixed period,—viz., 280
days. I am, however, disposed to doubt
the accuracy of this assumption, because
these cases form a very small numb-:;'-l‘;_
and, il the rule were different, might Fnﬂﬂj
form exceptions to that rule without in the
least disturbing it. Hence it has a.p[w‘um*ﬂﬂ;-
to me that statistics might be applied to
the solution of the question, and for this
purpose I have availed myself of the
opportunities afforded me to endeavour 0.
resolve it, or at least to aid in its resolution






faintness and sickness habitually present in
former cies. It was accompanied
with much pain in the region of the uterus,
and a sense of weight and bearing down.
Havin uﬂg plied for advice, she was found
to suffer from inflammation and ulceration
of the womb, for which she was treated.
The sjrmpt-nma which she was accustomed
to attribute fo pregnancy were therefore
rendered doubtful : 1t was left undecided,
the woman still suffering the same sickness
and faintness, until August, when she felt
the child distinctly move. At the same
moment she felt very faint, and nearly fell
down : * shethought she was going to die.”
From this time the progressive enlargement
left no doubt that she was pregnant, and
she was very much surprised to find that
she was not confined in December. Her
neighbours made sport of her, and had
their jokes, telling her the child was waiting
for its teeth, &c. This made her ver
unhappy. At length she was confined,
March 17, 1850, of a girl, to her
relief, as she actually believed that she
would mever be confined. In this case,
therefore, if conception be dated from tha
last day in March, the duration of preg-

naney would be 351 days ; and if we deduct
the catamenial period, 28 days (which in

this case would evidently be erroneous),

still the duration would be 351 —28=323

days. Compare this with the time of

quickening (August). ¥rom the last day

in August to the 17th of March would be
gix months and a half,—or, from the middle
of August, seven months. ney was -
therefore prolonged two months longer

than is usual after quickening.

There are other cases that I might quote,
in which pregnancy was extended three
weeks and & month beyond 280 days ; but
I fear to trespass further on your attention.

I shall only say that these results, as far as
they have gone, convince me that the p&nnd
of gestation is not fixed ; and I have great
reason to think that it sometimes extends
much beyond the term that is ganarﬂ]lf:
supposed,

I beg that the Society will pﬂ.rdﬂn this
imperfect paper,—imperfect, because T did
not expect that 1 should have to address
you thus early ; but, being called upon, I
did not hemtate to do s0, trusting to your
uniform kindness to forgive whatever you
might see amiss.

-
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opinion that has veflected diseredit on the
practitioner in attendance at that time.

It is my intention in my present com-
munication to deal merely with the part of
your written opinion which speaks of the
cause of my patient’s present disease.
Neither myself, nor any of my professional
brethren whom I have consulted, believe
your opinion to be based upon a sound
Frinciplﬂ. I will, however, give you a few

urther particulars, which you may possibly
not have been acquainted with.

Mrs, G, once menstruated in the usual
way after her last confinement, which took
place six months ago; from which she
was sufficiently recovered at the end of a
fortnight to be out of bed, attending upon
her dying infant.

She supposed herself about four months
advanced in pregnancy when attacked by
her present i?lncsa. cginc::: FOU Were con-
sulted by Dr, Bell, a blighted but distinetly
recognizable embryo had been expelled
from the uterus, and before her present
attack the mammee become flaceid and small.
Did not the alteration in the mamms mark
the period when the ovum became hliﬂ:ied P

Do not the above facts disprove the idea
of the present hydatidous aﬁeﬁnn having
ided upon a portion of placenta left
d at the previous confinement ?

Could she have had a rapid and favour-
able recovery, have gone into society, have
menstruated once in a healthy and natural
way, if anything had been left in utero six
months ago ? - :

Is pregnancy compatible with a portion
of the placenta of the previous labour be-
coming hydatified ? i

Do not hydatids more frequently origi-
nate in a blighted oyum, and very rarely, if
ever, form in an unim }:-regnated state ?

As my professioral reputation is some-
what at stake, you will not, I am sure,
hesitate to weigh these questions, and
favour me with an answer, even if it be to
the subversion of your former opinion.

I am, sir, yours obediently,
W. CoopER.
To E. W. Murphy, Esq., M.D.

de
bohi

12, Henrietta Street, Cavendish Square,
Alay 7, 1851.

Dear Siv,—In reply to your note, I beg
to sssure you that nothing was farther
from my intention than to reflect discredit
upon the practitioner in attendance upon
Myrs, G, in her last confinement. I am
gure your knowledge and experience in the
practice of midwifery must convince you
that it is quite possible that retention of
the plucenta may take place after delivery
g0 as Lo require removal, and that an ad-
herent portion may be left behind in the
uterus, and yet the practitioner be in no way

to blawe for such a vesult. T thought it
probable such might haye happened in
Mrs. G.’s case, and that the retained por-

tion became the nucleus of future discase, .
I trust, therefore, that you will scquit me »
of any intention to reflect upon you,

With regard to the astonishment yon i
express that I should have grounded my
opinion upon the statement of Dr. Bell, ,
L can only say that it is my practice in
consultation to receive the history of the
case from the gentleman in attendance,
You will pardon me il I decline to enter »
upon a discussion on the other points
touched upon in your letter, ns, having no |
personal knowledge of the facts you state,
it would lead to no useful result.
might just as readily express astonishment
that T should have adopted your statement
as you have done with regard to his. I
may, however, mention that when I saw
her, she was considerably larger than af
that period. The fundus was midway
between the umbilicus and pubis, and T
was informed that it was double that size
before the hydatids had been expelled. I
have not in my recollection any case of four
months’ pregnancy in which the uterns
was so large, nor do I believe that the
disease of the chorion increases so rapidly
as to produce such an affect in so shorta
time. However, this is merely matter of
opinion. i

In conclusion, I beg you to believe that
I had no intention whatever to attach
blame to you, nor did T imagine that the
opinion which I had given would be so
interpreted.

Yours very truly,
Epwarp W. Murpuy.

Norwich, May 8, 1851,
Dear SBir,—Your letter of this morni
appears to me to be anything but a
factory solution of your reasen for givi
the opinion you did with regard to the ea '
of Mrs. Gladstone’s present disense. I am
quite sure you must feel that opinion to
have been somewhat hastily formed. Yom
speak ambiguously of the uterus being
larger at the time of your visit than you
could account for, and therefore the Dﬂi
inference 1 can draw is, that you still ad=
here to the idea of a portion of the placenta
being retained at the previous confinement;
and that the h_‘j-'[lllf-i.'!l growth was of siX
months’ duration instead of four. I feal =
you must be- inelined to doubt the ¢
curacy of the facts I have presented to
your notice with regard to the history ob
this case, or you would not still retain such

a notion. Surely it is imnossible that the:






pulse, the pulse of hsemorrhagic exhaustion,
and it was most desirable for her safety that
the whole should be expelled. Dr. Bell's
treatment (which was not homemopathic),
was enfirely directed to that object. You
are aware that manual efforts are some-
times made to remove an hydatid mass,
knowing that whatever pain may be caused
it 18 fully cumpenanteR by the complete
arrest of the hamorrhage. When I saw
Mrs. G. the hemorrhage had ceased, but
she was so exhausted, her pulse so rapid,
her countenance so bloodless, that it was
evident hemorrhage had been going on for
some fime. She had just the appearance
which this disease always presents, in con-
sequence of the frequently repeated dis-
charges to which it gives rise, 1 feel, there-
fore, some difficulty in understanding your
assertion that there was no alarming
hemorrhage until the 30th April.

With regard to the manual efforts said
to be used by Dr. Bell, I do not by any
means juatig ““the exertion of extreme
force I.IF-DH the body from four in the after-
noon of that day, till one in the morning
of the next,” but you will pardon me in
expressing any opinion on these points,
without having also Dr. Bell's statementa
of these facts.

I'wish at present, that you would con-
gider this communication to be made to you
in confidence, as I have not written to Dr.
Bell, and am extremely unwilling to do so,
becanse it must have an effect that is
extremely injurions among professional
men, nor can I perceive that any useful
Eurpﬂﬂe can be accomplished bIY it. If,

owever, you think otherwise, 1 shall at
once communicate with Dr. Bell, and learn
from him his explanation of the statement
you have forwarded. With regard to the
opinion I have given, I see no reason to
alter anything that I have said, but merely
to explain that in stating a probable cause
of the disease, I must be guided by the
account I receive, and either of those,
yours, or Dr. Bell's, would be sufficient for
the purpose.

I remain, dear sir,
Yours truly,
Epwirp W. Murrny.

[These letters refer to a statement to
which I shall presently allode. M.
Cooper did not wait my reply, but hastened
up to London, and I regret that he did not
think proper to call upon me, which one
would suppose to be a natural course ; not
doing =o 1s a sufficient proof of the animus
that guided him, inasmuch as T have been
given to understand that the special object
of his visit was to obtain certificates from
other professional men to prove that my
opinion could not be corvest ; that it was in

12 2

“-

fact a pathological blunder. If this be
true, it shows Mr. Cooper’s desire rathe
to attack me than to accept any explana-
tion that I could offer him, and will justify
the suspicions which the tone of his cor--
respondence excited. After a few days 1)
received the following note :—] 3

No. IV. Y

10, Fenchurch Buildings.
- Dear Sir,—Your communication of tle s
12th inst. did not reach me till yesterday,,
having left Norwich for London on that!
day. The assertion of Dr. Bell as to the
cause of Mrs. G.'s present disease, and!
your confirmation of its extreme proba-
bility, has had so prejudicial an effect omy
my professional reputation, that I am in--
duced {o bring the matter before the pro-
Jession generally. 1 must, therefore, beg .
of you to make any communication you
may think right with Dr. Bell upon the
subject, and consider that all correspon-
dence which you may have the courtesy to
hold with me must be done without any

confidential reserve.

I am, dear sir, £

Yours faithfully, }‘_,
Wrnrray Coorer., =

The letter No. 3 inclosed a atatemﬁngi
which charged Dr. Bell and another gentle-
man with * having attempted to dilate the
womb by means of an mstrument,” and
with having used extreme force upon the
body of Mrs. &."” This was certified by
Mr. Gladstone. Beimg forwarded to I:E.
Bell, T received from him another state-
ment of a very different kind, in which D
Bell's treatment is given in detail, but no
mention made of any instrument being
used. . This was also attested by Mr. G
stone in the following words :—* The ahove
is what I believe to be a true statement of
the case of my beloved wife as it came
under my own observation; and I take
this opportunity of saying that whatever
may be the opinion of any concerning t}ﬁ

medical treatment which has been followed
by those who have had the case under their
care, I feel under the deepest obligation to
Dr, Bell for his most dizsinterested care ane
kindness ; and I take the first opportun!
of expressing my belief that, whatever dif=
ference of opimon may exist, I have the
greatest cause for thankfulness to all the
medical gentlemen concerned, whose sinecr@
object has, 1 believe, been to be instrus =
mental under God in restoring my dear =
wife to me.” The two statements appeared
to me contradictory and irreconcileable. =
Txpectmg from Mr. Cooper some publie.
statement of his case, I was surprised o
read in the Lancef, May 17th, an anonys
mous letter, making an attack upon DI
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No.- V1.

Norwich, Oct. 1851,
Dear Sir,—I am obliged by the favor
of your note this morning, but cannot feel
that the points on which I was anxious to be
informed have been quite satisfactorily
answered.

You will exeuse my repeating the question,
Whether a portion of placenta retuined after
laliour canundergohydatid degeneration ? not
whether a portion of already hydatigenized
placenta remaining ean further develope:
because in the case alluded to, even granting
(which no one here does) that a portion of
placenta was left at all by Mr, Cooper, that
gentleman is prepared to swear on oath that
the placenta removed was in every respeet
healthy, 'The fact, therefore, which you
have countenanced when you gave a cer-
tificate to the effect that Mrs. Gladstone's
symptoms arose from a portion of after-birth
left in utero by Mr. Cooper, is that a
portion of healthy placenta may remain and
become afterwards hydatid. Another ques-
tion I ought to have put is, Do you consider
that with a portion of placenta remaining
in ulero, fresh impregnation conld take place
within six or eight weeks? Terhaps you
are not aware that there was a fresh impreg-

nation, for you admit g'uu were obliged to,

rest upon the dictum of the homceopath Bell,
but I assure you that such was the case,
and the blighted feefus was distinetly seen
in the midst of f-e hydatid masses. You
have therefore virtually given the profession
the opinion that not only ean retained pla-
centa become hydatid, but fresh impreg-
nation can take place, and the new placental
structure also become similarly transformed.

‘When I say all the profession is against
vou, I mean that Mr. Cooper possesses
certificates from almost every physician of
eminence in London, as well as from several
elsewhere, all of which are decidedly op-
posed to your presumed opinion. I trust
you will not deem me impertinent in asking
you to reconsider the opinion you gave Dr.
Bell ; by it you have not only bolstered up
the reputation of a homweopath, but flown
in the face of all honourable practioners, as
well as injured the reputation of a highly
respectable and intelligent surgeon. hat
it has really done the latter I beg to assure
you is the case; your opinion has been
repeatedly hawked about amid the small
gossip of the tea-table, and is the only sup-
port which can be adduced in favour of the
treatment pursued in this most lamentable
case.

Allow me to say, that by arevisal or expla-
nation of your opinion you might regain the
position you are well nigh losing in the cs-
timation of the profession. At the Brighton
meeting I was surrounded by parties anxious

“ versal, and given in language which nugure

k4

to hear abont the Gladstone case, and gl
condemnation of your shave in it was un

ill for the favourin which you would ba n
garded for the future. Believe me, I writai
good part, for though I have not the pleasuy
of a personal acquaintance, the character yo
bear for amiability and uprightness of in
tention render me anxious that you shouls
not in such a cause allow your name to b

tarnished as it has been. s

I remain, dear sir, !

Yours truly, .

W. H. Ravgrxa.

LR R

12, Henrietta Street, Cavendish Square,
{rct. 3, 1851. e B

Dear Sir,—I am much obliged by you
note, and have only to regret that my firs}’
correspondence upon Mrs. Gladstone’s cass
had not been with you rather than Mr@f'
Cooper. I have no hesitation in answering
both your guestions, With regard to the
first, I do not believe that a portion os
kealthy placenta retained after labour cam
undergo hydatid degeneration, but Lam
not at all so clear about a placenta that had
previously undergone that change, if a pors
tion be lett behind in the uterus. In Mus;
G.'s case T was told that it was necessary
to remove it after her delivery, that she
complained of painful uneasy sensations in
the left side, which continued afterwardss
and that her child had only lived a fortnight;
Putting all these facts together, I inferred:
that the placenta was morbidly adherent in
her last confinement in consequence of this
disease, and that it continued after her de :
livery progressively to show itself. In stating
a retained portion of placenta as a cause, L
eannot perceive why I should be understood!
to mean & kealthy placenta: I did not 808
stafe it. The very assumed fact that a por-
tion was left behind presumes it to have been
morbid, because, unless with very ignoran
persons, no portion of a healthy placents’
could be left behind ; while, on the others
hand, the most adroit practitioner cannot!
alwaye completely remove one that isme %
bid. The only difference between this ant 8
other cases of morbid adhesion was my sus= =

icion that the morbid cause was hydatids.
En making this statement I never for oné
moment intended to cast any reflection
upon Mr, Cooper’s treatment; I at.atadﬁ..
to him, and would willingly have given him |
any explanation of my certificate to rﬂmﬂ%-#
such an erroneous impression. r

He, however, seemed much more anxious
to convict me of an obvious mistake,—f05
prove that the eause which I assigned coultts
not exist, and, as I perceive, has taken L’F
siderable pains to obtain the collective opis
nion of the profession against me, by pligs
ing before them what is really nol e










