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PREFACE

TO THE

SECOND EDITION,

THE publication of the Evidence and Report of
the Committee concerning Dr. Jenner’s claim
of remuneration for the difcovery of Vaccine Ino-
culation, induces me to a re-publication of thefe
Obfervations. To this I am additionally incited by
the fortunate pofleflion of the means of demonftra-
ting the complete falfity of one branch of 'Dr. Pear-
fon’s evidence in oppofition to Dr. Jenner’s fair and
valid pretenfions. I am fo confcious of being un-
moved by perfonal partiality or animofity in the ex-
ecution of this rafk, and of being fingly and folely
actuated by an impartial intereft in truths of import-
ance, that I fhall not apologize for the revival of
this difcuflion. I deem it only moral juftice to the
Author of one cof the greatelt benefits imparted to

mankind, that the regilter of the reward conferred
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fentially indebted. It is with as much ralacrity thag
I make this avowal; as I deprecated, and {till continue
to deprecate, the inflaence of the greater portion of
Dri P.’s condut and writings in every ftage of the
hiftory of ' Vaccine Inoculation, from its' carlielt pe-
riod to the prefent momeat.  Afier the moit ample
admiflion of his few fervices, T muft qurn. to view
them in another direétion; and to aralize their rela-
tion to the Author as. well as to bis difcovery. . In
this light I ‘trace ‘a._;fyeﬁqu:atie. continuatien - of ghe
{pirit which directed former attacksion D Jenner;
and Whi,rl;lh, merits the meft-invincible and, decided res
probation.. Every triumph of Dr. Jenner’s fy{tem is
i Dr, Pearfon’s bands the medium of 2 new attack,
% If he Joves the treafon, he hates the traitor.” It
feems infeparable’ from Dr. P.’s mode of 'warfare to
dire& his artillery againit the opponeunts-of Vaccinas
tion, withput levelling an! oblique. {hot fagainki its
difcoverer; - indeed, if the force of the latter be;doms

pated with that of the fonmer, itiwould feém that
Diro | wasja, primary, and ,the .comuion - enényia
fecondaty objeét:of deftrudion and annaypnee.rThe
- publicayon? which confiinutes the favenred:vebicle
of Dr. P,’s opinions, follgws. with crupuloys fideliry
the fame line of proceeding, No echo was ever
more faithful to found, or imitation to its {Jl’t‘s;!ﬂd;
Iham is’ this RE‘FH:WEI' tcn h:s pmmt}rpt:. .“ None but

= — R acih g

# See Mediéal and Chirurgical Review, March and May, 1805.
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himfelf can be his parallel.” We may fometimes
difcover with more certainty the {entiments of a man
through the medium of his expofitor, than from
himfelf. 1If, according to this principle, the Re-
viewer i§ the more intelligible ftandard of Dr. P.’s
opinions; it would appear, that oppofition to the
Cow-Pox (provided it be only coupled with the
name of Jenner) is by no means adverfe to his feel-
ings;* but if the-fuccefsful extenfion of Vaccination
is to be recorded, it is only to infcribe Dr. Pearfon’s
name on the pillar of its fame. Dr. Mofeley, whofe
proftituted wit, frothy declamation, and impotent ri-
dicule, are allied with the moft notorious mifrepre-
fentation of fafts,t for the laudable purpofe of ob-
ftru&ting the progrefs of an improvement, jultly dear
to the philofopher and the philanthropift, is termed,
by this Reviewer, a “ good-humoured facetious
writer, and ¢ one who has endeavoured to infpire
a falutary horror of the praétice into the minds of
his readers.” Not one fyllable of diffent from Dr.
Molfeley’s opinions, either exprefs or implied, appears
in any part of this Reviewer’s critique. I am not
here queftioning his right to condemn Vaccine Ino-
culation, if he ‘can difprove its utility; but I cannot

* Vide Prc:face to Med. and Clururg Review for May, 1805.—

Alfo theaccount in the fame Review of the report of the progrefs
of the Vaccine Inoculation in Bengal.

T See Remarks, &c, by Mr. Merriman.



5

_reconcile to confiltency this proceeding in the panea
gyrift and editor of Dr. P.’s opinicns. I would
pledge myfelf, that if Dr. P. could atchieve his grand
defign of appearing as the efficient author of Vaccina-
tion, we fhould hear no more of its failures or im-
perfections in the Medical and Chirurgical Review.

I have now to advert to the leading obje& of my
prefent remarks, by referring to the accounts of the
Vaccine Inoculations, which were alleged to have
been practifed anterior to Dr. Jenner’s, in pages 3, 6,
and 7 of the enfuing Obfurvations. To my comments
on the pretenfions of the Rev. Herman Drew and
Mr. Bragge, I have litdle 10 add. It may fairly be
inferred, that Sir G. B. conce_ved the communicated
mannferipts to have been unworthy of prefervation,
or he would not have committed them to the flames;
an a& which in a gentleman of Sir G. B.’s charaéter
would have been a moft improbable proceeding, had
they contained the important difcovery of Vaccine

Inoculation,  The {tory of Mr. Bragge’s enquiries
and experiments refts on his fingle aflertion, and is
unfupported by collateral proof, or by any exifting ex-
tract or docament taken from the papers themfelves.

I congratulate Dr. P. on having at length efta-
blithed the faé of Jefty’s Vaccine Inoculations. To
have fucceeded in the manifeftation of a fmall portion
of truth amidit fo much of error, is a fet-off, of which
I am difpofed to allow Dr. P. all the advantages.
After the aflignment of two different dates, viz.
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inventive faculty, or originality from Dr. J.; T pro-
teft againft the unjuft and infidiots defign. Let it
be remembered, that although Dr. Jenner did not
inoculate with Vaccine floid till 1798, yer that it is
attelted, by the evidence of Mr. Gardner before the
Committee of the Houlfe of Commons, that Dr. E
had been engaged for 30 years in the previous fteps
which led to the Vaccine Inoculation. During this
long period, Dr. J. propofed the experiment to many
of his own friends, and not only gave Vaccine virus
to the late Mr. John Hunter for this purpofe, but
communicated orally his convi&tion on the fubje& to
Mr. Cline, who imparted it to Dr. Adams, and by
svhom it was inferted in the valuable Effay on Mor-
bid Péifons.” During this time, whoever heardsof
the Vaccine Inoculations 6f Mr. Jefty, orthe Vaccine
invéltigations of Mr. Bragge? Immédiately on the
commuicarion to the public of Dr.' Jennet’s expe=
Tiitiénts i 1798, -the géneral interefts of the Philo-
fophic.and’ Medical World were awakened; and in
fever years, this fpark from Jenner has communica-
‘toda-flame over nearly the civilized ;globe. So far
from preceding experiments having led the way for
Drii .5 it was himfelf, and the iffue of his efforts
which have dragged thefe men from the profitlefs ob-
Acurity, in which they would have ever remained. In
‘the hiftory of Mr. Jelty’s inoculations, as given by the
Vaccine-P-ck Inflitut.on, we find th t the furgeons in
his neighbourhood thou bt of imitaiing hus practice.
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which I will here recapiwlate briefly. From the
hiftory as given in Mr. Naifh’s words, Dr. P. pub-
licly and pofitively aflirmed, that Mr, Naith had ino-
culated the Cow-Pox; that Mr. Naifh, jun. Mrs."
Scammel, and Mrs. Bracher, had been inoculated
for the Cow-Pox by Mr. Nailh; and that Mr. Naifb
knewo as much as Dr. Jenner, excepting bis errors.
¢ Mark how a plain tale fhall fet you down.”” Oa
the fame data as Dr. P. realoned from, I concluded
that in the cafes of Mrs. Scammel and Mrs. Bracher,
Mr. Naifh had pratifed Variolous Inoculation on
thofe who had undergone natural Cow-Poxj but
that there was no reafon to infer that he had prac- -
fed Vaccine Inoculation. My inference was formed
at that time from the context of Mr. Naifh’s papers
alone; from thefe alfo, let it be repeated, Dr. P. did
the fame. I had remained in filent conviftion of
this truth, when profeflional intercourfe foon aftet
introduced me to-Dri Pew, then refiding at Shafts-
bury, but now at Sherborne. I cannot mention Dr,
Pew without recording my high fenfe of his medical
and general talents, which have been exemplified
both within and without the pale of his profeflion.
Dr. Pew undertook to inveftigate (with an impar-
tiality, which had I withed, it was not in my power
to warp) the inoculations by Mr. Naifh of his {on,
Mrs. Scammel, and Mrs. Bracher ; the refult appears
in the following letter:
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the town; all of whom, as the apprehends, fickened
for the Small-Pox in the ufual manner, and had more
or fewer Variolous puftules.

¢« With refpe to the late Mrs. Scammel and Mrs.
Bracher, both of whom have been my patients, and
who, it has been inferred from Mr. Naifli’s papers,
were inoculated by him for the Cow-Pox, 1 have
clearly aflcertained o have been both Inoculated for
the Small- Pox, and ihe flightnefs of the effect evidently
arofe from their baving taken the Cow-Pox when girls,
by milking their father’s cows; which faé&t I have
learned from armer Phillips, the brother of both;
and from Farmer Scammel. the widower of the late
Mrs. Scammel. If any further inveftigation, which it
may be in my power to make, fhould be deemed ne-
ceffary, you may command the impartial exertions of,

Dear Sir,
Your faithful and obedient fervant,

Shaftecfbury, Oél. 14, 1803. R PEW.

P.S. Tt may not be improper to mention, that at
the time Mrs, Scammel was inoculated by Mr. Naith
for the Small-Pox, {ix or feven of her children were
alfo inoculated, all of whom had more or fewer
pultules, although fhe herfelf efcaped with the flighe
affc&ion of the arm Mr. Naifh has recorded.”
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fruition. Dr. P.’s miftakes are too ludicrous to
afford me any ferious exultation. He is a perfe&
mafler of medical metamorphofis. In his earlier pro-
ceedings he converted the Vaccina into Variola. By
converfe reafoning, he afterwards transforms Mr.
Naifh’s Variolous into Vaccine Inoculations.

I could purfue this fubjeét further, but that I wifh
to quit it for ever. Dr. P.’s ¢ Statement of Evi-
dence’ would afford a wide ficld of comment. Dr.
P.’s criticifms of Dr. J.’s opinions are like thofe of
the artilt, who, unable to detet a flaw in the figure
of a beautiful ftatue, found fault with the flipper.
Whenever Dr. P. impugns Dr. J., it is to place him
in the moft obvious and palpable comparifon with
himfelf. To Dr. P.’s late efforts in defence of
Vaccine Inoculation fome credit is due; had they
been “ unmixed with bafer matter,” the friends of
the {yftem, and the friends of the author, might
have jointly accorded him the meed of unqualified
praife,

J
1
f
I






OBSERVATIONS, &c.

AD my perufal of Dr. Pearfon’s ¢ Examination
ofthe Report of the Vaccine-Pock Committee™
terminated in the firlt few fentences of his exordium,
| fhould have been eminently gratified. Voluntary and
honourable teftimony to diftinguifhed merit is cer-
tainly. a pleafing theme of contemplation. No more
uncquivocal tribute of applaufe could have been of-
fered, than is here rendered to Dr. Jenner. The
term and title of ¢ the difcoverer to the public of
the Vaccine Inoculation™ is unreluctantly awarded 3
and it would have foiled my acuteft conjeéture, to
imagine how this ample admiflion could have been
made a prelude to the moft inimical attack on his res
putation, claims, and capacity. The tranfition is,
however, but fhort. In the fucceeding paflages we
are prefented with' qualifications of the meaning of
the epithet ¢ difcoverer,” which amount to its negas
tion; and we are told, in the language of apparent
modefty, that ¢ Dr. Jenner’s publication was the
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prehenfion, as well as to logical indu&ion, it muft
therefore be inferred from Dr. Pearfon’s {tatement,
that Dr. Jenner made no experiments; but was the
sole occasion of them ; yet that he disclosed means which
have been confefledly adequate to their end, and
which, from the very indifpenfible nature of the fub-
je&, could alone have been experimental. Contra-
dictions like thefe are {o irreconcileable, that I cannot
but confider them as the neceffary embarraffments of
fophiftical reafoning in an indefenfible caufe; and I
contemplate them with furprife, ina work which oc-
cafionally affumes the niceft and moft rigorous phia
lological accuracy in the criticifm of others.

I have hitherto only endeavoured to fhew the in-
inconfiltencies of Dr. Pearfon’s definitions in refpeé
to Dr. Jenner’s pretenfions to the claim of difeovery,
and a further examination of his work confirms and
multiplies them. After an appropriation of thirty
pages to the infertion of his own arguments, urged
with the moft determinate zeal; the addution of
every communication, both relevant and irrelevant,
which could exhibit Vaccine Innoculations anterior
to Dr. Jenner’s, and the moft unfparing depreciation
of his inventive claims, Dr. Pearfon allows, (p. 88)
that he gave it as his opinion to the Committee of
the Houfe of Commons, * That the different trials
were made independent of each other,” and that
¢ he thought the queftion of reward could not juftly
be affected by any number of antecedent cafes.”’—
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The import of each of thefe fentences is notquite iden-
tical, but they are enough to warrant my conclufions,
They are befides corroborated by the univerfal renor
of the evidence. To whatend has Dr. Pearfon folicit-
oufly raked together every ifolated faét of Vaccinelno-
culation pradtifed before Dr. Jenner’s difcovery?
Wherefore has he laboured to annihilate Dr. Jenner’s
claims, and to vilify his deferts? if he muft finally
admit thofe which are moft effential. If an antage-
nift, writing in the fpirit and in the tone of Dr. Pear-
{on, be neceflitated to concede fo much, what mufk
be the fuffrage of impartial judgment, and of inge-
nuous fcrutiny. I cannot form another or a better
. idea of the term difcovery, than the detetion and
the manifeftation of a fa& generally or entirely un-
known. [ affirm, that if any individual can be thewn
to have cultivated a field of inquiry by the dint of his
own powers, and to have produced a refult which he
is the firft to promulgate, it does not vitiate his title
to originality, that he has been preceded by others
in the fame inveftigation, when no co-operation can
‘be proved, or mutual knowledge inferred berween
them., This is my definition of the meaning of difco-
very,* and of its confequent reference to the indivi-

e

—

* With refpec to the publifhed accounts of the efficacy of Cow-
Pox, in preventing Small-Pox, anterior to Dr. Jenner’s publication,
Dr. P. gives fome inftances in his Examin. p.26. ‘The adduction
of thefe authorities, as a matter of hiftorical fa& alone, would cer-
tainly be proper; but this does not appear to be the fingle view of
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dval making it. By this criterion, Dr. Jenner’s
claims fhould be tried. Has Dr. Pearfon’s hotftile
adtivity excited a doubt that Dr. Jenner was not to all
intents and purpoles an original experimenter, and the
only conclufive, accurate, or known authority on the
fubjet. The inftances invidiouily adduced by Dr.
Pearfon before the Committee of the Houfe of Com-
mons, and introduced into his ¢ Examination,” are
at the beft vague and incomplete. If they contain
any proofs of the mftitution and fuccefs of Vaccine
Inoculations anterior to Dr. Jenner’s, they are not
fuch as to carry conviction to the pathologift. Their
paucity and infufficiency of detail, render their autho-
rity irrelevant. I will take notice of them in the
order wherein Dr. P. has arranged them. Mr.
Downe’s cafe (Examination, p. 17.) is a fingle one ;
and is wholly deficient in that circumftantiality of
proof (as the narrative of the Inoculator himfelf, or
his attefted record) which could give it credibility
fofficient to rank as evidence. Mr. Bragge (p. 18,
Examination) fays, that he made experiments thirty
years ago, and proved that the Vaccine difeafe was
a prefervative againft Small-Pox, and that through

—— o e = e
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Dr. P. in collecting them. Dr. P. quotes a paffage from “ Adams
on morbid poifons,” to this effec. It is barely worthy of intro-
dudtion, that I have the authority of Dr. Jenner to fay, that Dr.
Adams received his knowledge from Mr. Cline, in confequence
of a communication from Dr. Jenner many years fince. AsDr. J.
has fo fully acknowledged the derivation of his information to have
been from general tradition, it could not be material to him, had the
publified authorities been ever fo numerous.
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Committee of the Houfe of Commons, that he has
known of Dr. Jenner’s attention and occupation in
the fubje&t of Cow-Pox for twenty years palt.* In

a letter from Mr. W. Dolling to Dr. Pearfon, (p. 23, -
Examination) we are told that Mr. Juftins’ inocula-
tion was on or before the year 1786. In a fubfe-
quent lecter Mr, Dolling fays, it was in 1774, and
“that he is ftill living. I alk again, if the inoculator
be still living; why have we not (where {o much la- |
bour is employed in the eftablithment of this faét)
his own confirmed, perfonal, and particular relation.
I do not deem it as bearing with importance on Dr.
J.’s pretenfions, whether this or an hundred fuch
- {tories are allowed, butlam merely taking into view
the loofenefs and the informality of fuch evidence.
Akin to this is a letter of Mr. Downe’s immediately
following, in which he fays, ¢ he bas beard, that a
woman, in the vale of Dorfetfhire, pra&ifed Vaccine
Inoculation, probably long before Dr. Tfenner ever
thought of it.””  Whether or not Mr. Downe was fo-
licited by Dr. Pearfon for his fuffrage on Dr. Jenner’s
general merits, I do not know; but there is an ap-
parent alacrity and decifion in Mr. Downe’s exprel-
fions, and they are fo much in unifon with Dr. P.’s
objetts, that I cannot but fufpeét intentional coinci-
dence. Mr. Downe adds, ¢¢ I am well affured Dr.

# It does not follow that Dr. Jenner’s communications to Mr
Garden were coeval with the commencement of his purfuits.



[ 8 ]

Jenner has no claim to the firft difcoverer and per-
former* of the new Inoculation; and ifbe be only the
‘promulgator, 1 {ee no propriety in his being exclu-
fively rewarded.” The ebfervation is fufficiently in-
dicative of the liberal {pirit and the enlarged views
of Dr. Pearfon’s correfpondents, and is a fpecimen
of the temper, the argument, and the talents which
are employed in difproof of Dr. Jenner’s claims,

In the order as introduced by Dr. P. we are next
prefented with the manuferipts of the late Mr. Nafh,
furgeon, at Shaftefbury, as attefted by his fon before
the Committee of the Houfe of Commons. In Dr.
Pearfon’s “ Examination,” thefe fimply rank with
other matter of the fame kind, matter which I fhould
mifcall by the name of evidence. I have it from the
perufal of the minutes of the Committee of the Houfe
of Commons, with which I have been favoured, that
thefe papers were ufhered in by a molft threatening
affertion of Dr. Pearfon’s, viz. ¢ That they would
be found to contain every thing related by the pe-
titioner, (Dr. Jenner) except bis errors.”® Thereis a
prudent confideration or a cautious policy which
generally leads men of refle@ion, not to exceed the
force of events in the extent of predifion: but it
13 not thus with Dr. Pearfon’s annunciations. He
introduces them in the full garb of importance, and

_—_— e e

* Dr. Pearfon might here have ufefully corrected his friend’s
la guage.
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they turn out in the nakednefs of inanity, Would
it be conceived, by minds habiruated to confiltency,
that thefe vaunted documents abfolutely contain no
single affirmative inftance of Vaccine Inoculation, 1
defy Dr. P. to make fuch an indu&ion from the con-
tents of Mr. Nafh’s papers; and if he can, I will ad-
mit all he has laboured to eftablith againft Dr.
Jenner, Let us examine the eflential points of Mr.
Nafh’s papers, as given by Dr, Pearfon, (Exami-
nation, page 14.)

Mr. Nafh’s manufcripts firft relate the univerfal
tradition and conviftion, that thofe who have had
the Cow-Pox cannot have the Small-Pox. Mr. N.
then affirms his own proofs of this fac; alfo thar it
is not contagious by efluvia. Then follows the pal-
fage which alone may be fuppofed to prove that Mr.
N. had really inoculated the Cow-Pox. ¢ In Mrs.
Scammel, and Mrs. Bracher inoculation produced
no eruption, no ficknefs, and little or no fuppuration
of the arm; the place pun&ured not being bigger,
when inflamed and suppurated, than a pin’s head.”
Now, I think, a fair doubt may arife, as to the con-
{truftion and reference of this defcription. Mr.
Nafh’s defeription is not a faithful or probable one
of Vaccina. The pi&ture is fo incorre& and fo defi-
cient, that it could not refer to this, The inoculated
Cow-Pox infinitely exceeds the diameter of a pin’s
head, or twenty pins’ heads. Mr. Nafh talks of its

being suppurared, which we know only refers to the
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to recommend to the world a method of Inoculation
that is far fuperior in my opinion.” It is ccrtuin}y'
to be colle@ted from this fentence, that Mr. Nafh
might intend to propofe, and toéxcite the public atten-
~ tion to, the Inoculation of Cow-Pox ; and this is the
utmoft degree of latitude which can be afforded to
his meaning. Is it credible, thavif Mr. Nafh ever
performed a fingle Vaccine Inoculation, and was con-
vinced of its fuccefsful refult, he would fail to record
it in the moft pofitive and unequivocal terms, when
he was committing to writing his experience and his
dedu&ions on this fubje¢t.  Of the accuracy of Mr.
Nafh’s knowledge, and his felection of language for
the defeription of morbid aétions, an eftimate may
be formed from this paffage, (Examination, page
27) “ When thofe who have had the Cow-Pox,
are inoculated,* the arms inflame, but never, or at
leaft feldom, form an abfcefs, but fome hard tumour
in the muscular flesh.””  Every anatomift and patho-
logift knows that no abfcefs is formed in Inoculation,
except rarely in contignous lymphatic glands; and
it is equally well known that the muscular flesh s
not the feat of the tumout, as the trifling hardnefs
which occafionally occurs, is denominated by Mr. N.

The evidence of Mr. Thomas Nafh, fon to the
gentleman above alluded to, was taken before the

* Mr. Nafth here ufes the term inoculated, withm?f telling us with
what fluid, in the fame vague manner in which he before emplays it.
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Committee, for the purpofe of elucidating the iffue
of the experiments of his late father, as well as for
inveftigating the fource of a rumour, that Dr, Jenner
had been acquainted with Mr. Nafh, fen. As the
report of the Committee on this head, is lefs parti-
cular than their minutes, I will infert a copy of Mr.
Thomas Nafh’s evidence, as taken from the latter:

April 26th, 1802.
Mr. Taomas Nasa called in and examined.

Question. Did you ever underftand you were ino-
‘culated by your father with Vaccine matter?

Answer. Not for certainty. I have heard my
mother fay, that at the time of my inoculation my
father was greatly taken up in the ftudy of Cow-Pox,
and made many experiments, but of what nature
the did not know.

£. Did you ever hear her fpeak of any perfons
whom fhe knew to have been inoculated with Vac-
cine matter?

A. Certainly not : his experiments were kept fe-
cret from her,

Q. Have you any reafon to think that Dr. Jenner
was acquainted with the author of thefe papers?

A. 1 never heard that he was till this morning,
and then from rumour.

Q. Whe gave you this intelligence?

A. 1 heard it from Mr. Robert Keate.
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- Mpr. R. Keazz again called in’and examined.

©. Have you any reafon to think that Dr. Jenner
was acquainted with the author of thefe papers?

A. 1 heard from Mr. Battiscombe yefterday, that
he believed he had heard Mr. Nafh and his fifter
mention the name of Dr. Jenner; but was not at all
certain that i was this Dr. Jenner, who now applies

to Parliament.

Such are the documents, and fuch are the fadts,
on which Dr. Pearfon has the hardihood to affert,
that Mr. Nath was an experienced Vaccine Inoculator.
(Examination, Appendix, p. 183.)=—“ Ab uno disce
emnes”® may hence, without a violation of candour,
be applied as a charaderiftic motto to fimilar affirm.
ations. On prefumptions and infinuations of con-
nected origin was founded a report, that Mr. Thos.
Nafh had been inoculated with Cow-Pox by his
father, and that Dr. Jenner had known Mr. Nafh.
The evidence of the parties who were well-difpofed,
if pra&icable, to have confirméd fuch opinions, is a
fufficient expofition of their truth, liberality, and
confiltency.

It is not from the fenfe of any neceffity for dif-
proving the exiltence of Vaccine Inoculations ante-
rior to Dr, Jeoner’s, that I have commented thus on
the very barren evidence fcraped together by Dr.
P. to exhibit them. I have deemed it only eflential
to expofe their force and:adequacy in the light
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have given their opinions to mankind, had not an oc-
cafion occurred of contefting the deferts of fuperior
genius, induftry, and public {piri. I do not think
the vocabulary rich enough in‘appropriate terms. for
the expofition of fuch demerit.  Itis the profoundeft,
and moft infenfate indolence, aggrevated by the ad-
mixture of invidious feeling.

- The experiments.of Dr. Jenner bear internal evi-
dence of originality and unity of defign. ~ They have
taught us, in conjundtion'with his {ucceeding obferva-
tions, a/l which we at prefent know. Much better
had it been for the interefts of the caufe, had the
fucceeding experimenters, who have formed a com-
petition with Dr. Jenner, adhered to his authority.
I fay this, and Iwilk undertake to eftablifh it. They-
have arrogated to themfelves the chardcter of aux-
iliaries in a caufe which their fervice had nearly
fubverted. |
- Dr. Pearfon depreciates the value of Dr. Jenner’s
conclufions from the {mall, but awthenticated nums
ber -of his inoculations. Some loofe fuggeftions,
without @ single case, arc fufficient, in Dr. P.”s mind,
to entifle Mr. Nath to the name of -an. experienced
Vaccine Insculator.  The enquiry is, whether Dr.
Jenner’s firft experiments were fufficiently detailed,
and deferving of credit to produce a repetition? I
affirm, and will endeavour to prove, that on thefe
experiments the moft perfe# and extensive practices
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Of 302 who had Eruptions, 90 had 100 Puftules.

12 - - =-=- - 100 1 ---.- 220
1 «==--- 102 - Sl e DR
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l - =---- 1560 1 ----- 530
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In a communication inferted in the Philofophical
Magazine, dated Augult 1799, it appears, that Dr.
Pearfon had not yet arrived at the knowledge of pure
Vaccina, but that Dr. Woodville and himfelf ftill
cherithed the bastard progeny, which they had be-
gotten, as a legitimate succession.  Speaking of a con-
{iderable number of additional inoculations, he fays,
“ The whole amount of the conftitutional illnefs
was not one half of the whole amount in an equal
number of patients inoculated with the Small-Pox;”
and he attributes this mitigation to the different ftate
of the human conftitution in the fummer, from that of
the winter.  Dr. Pearfon is equally at fault in the en-
deavour to account for the caufe of the eruptions; he
obferves, ¢ No explanation hitherto given confifts
with the obfervations relative to thefe eruptive
cafes ;”” and ¢¢ they have occurred much lefs fre-

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

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

That ¢ the Vaccine poifon produces a difeafe re-
sembling Small-Pox. That the matter of fuch erup-
tive cafes,” (ftill conceiving them to be Vaccine)
¢ produces univerfally, or at leaft generally, fimilar
eruptive cafes.”” Dr. Pearfon then exhibits the pro-
found difficulties into which he is led, in theorifing
on this fubje&, by faying ¢ Whether the Vaccine
poifon, when it produces thefe cafes refembling the
Small Pox, becomes, by compofition or decompofi-
tion, Variolous matter, is not determined;”’ and he
endeavours to illuftrate his fuppofition by a chemical
fimile between the effefts of Magnefia and Sulpbate
of Magnefia. Speaking then of the comparative
utility of Vaccina and Small-Pox, he fays, 1 ap-
prehend the value,” that is of Vaccina, ¢ is therely
depreciated, but not to such a degree as to create any
reafonable apprehenfion of the failure of the Vaccine
Inoculation in fuperceding, and finally extinguifhing,
the Small-Pox.” Dr. P. is, however, not merely fa-
tisfied, like the partial father of a peculiar offspring,
in afcribing to it its common portion of family fimili-
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The ftrefs which I lay on Dr. Pearfon’s admiflion
of thefe fads, is of the firlt and higheft importance.
If they are, as I affirm, truly and entirely incontro-
vertible; the inferences are certain, viz.

That nearly two years after the publication of that
beautiful and ingenious {pecimen of pathological
reafoning, Dr. Jenner’s Enquiry, Dr. Pearfon was
not only uninformed of the pure and perfe&t phees
nomena of Vaccina there defcribed, but that he was
plunging deeper and deeper into error,

That Dr. Pearfon had propagated a painful and ha-
zardous difeafe, in its name and chara&er, by which
the value of the Vaccina, in his own langnage, ¢ was
depreciated,” and concerning which he only allows
a doubtful fuperiority over Small-Pox.

Without expedting from human nature too ex-
traordinary an exercife of candour, I fhould have
entertained hopes, that Dr. Pearfon would at this
time have difplayed a condu& diametrically the re-
verfe of that which I have taken on myfelf the bu-
finels of criticifing. To wade through the mazes of
inconfiltency, and to fpeak with due defert of the
moft ignoble conduét, is no plealing occupation;
but in the minds of thofe, to whom this inveltigation
is of almoft matchlefs intereft, it becomes a duty, and

it is one in the execution of which, whatever are
.my powers, I cannot be fparing. With the fa&s
which I have defcribed on record, I afk, is there 2
confiftency allied to fhame which can fpeak of ¢ la-
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& This occurrence was in an early period of the
Vaecine pradice, when thofe who firft inoculated for
the Cow-Pock, did not know the charaéleristic symp-
toms of the eruption from experience.””’ Let me paufe
to enquire, why they did not know it? Dr. P, or
any other inoculator, at this eera, is bereft of all ex-
cufe for ignorance, after it had been mentioned by
Dr. Jenner, in his Enquiry, in the moft unequivocal .
terms, and afterwards infifted on by him i different
public and private communications, that eruptions
formed no part of pure Vaccina. Inftead of pro-
fiing by this information, we find Dr. P. in Fe-
bruary 1800, exhibiting a vain difplay of reafoning,
to prove, that the Vaccina was little better than Va-
riola.  Dr. P. difdains to accept the knowledge dif-
penfed by Dr. J. and now affails him for -not having
promulgated more. A fingular effe® of inconfift-
ency, and obliquity of view! Dr.-P. continues—

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

The acconnt here afforded will be flill better illufe
trated by a letter from the Rev. Mr. Ferryman to
Dr. Jenner:— ,

Petworth, Sune 14, 1800.
% Dear Sir,—Nothing could be more unfortus
nate than the introdu&ion of the Cow-Pox at Pet-
worth, nothing more happy than the conclufion of
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the bufinefs. The firft matter, which, at my requeft,
you were fo obliging as to fend to Lord Egremont,
did not fucceed in communicating the difeafe. A
_few weeks after, fome other matter was fent from
Brighton, the {tock of which came from Dr. Pearfon,
of Leicefter-Square, London.
¢ Fourteen patients were inoculated with this mat-
ter. It excited fuch a fever, and fuch a number of
eruptions, that I did not hefitate to fay decidedly, the
difeafe was not the Cow-Pox, but the Small-Pox.—
As foon as this unlucky bufinefs was got rid of, fome
Cow-Pox matter arrived from you, but ameng the
affrighted inhabitants, it was with difficulty that Lord
Egremont could find one willing to be inoculated.
At laft, however, his Lordfhip fucceeded, the matter
took effeé, and in the courfe of a few months be-
tween 4 and 500 ,were inoculated, without a fingle
cafe, of puftules, of danger, of difficulty, or alarm.”

I will reft on thefe fadts, in the confident convii-
ion, that no reader of common intelligence will mif-
take theirapplication. They afford a means perfeéily
adequate to judge of the beneficial agency of Dr. P.
at this epoch of Vaccine Inoculation. They are
events which would not have been revived, from
their fortunate oblivion, for the mere fake of impu-
ting error; but on the ground of thefe very pro-
ceedings, (would I could only fay nugatory) and of
the period of the introdu&ion of the Vaccina into
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London, a monftrous and invidious pretenfion has
been raifed. It is that, which if admitted, would re-
duce to infignificance the deferts of the difcoverer,
and would place laurels on the brow of Dr. Pearfon
for a fervice, in which I can trace nothing but unfuc-
cefsful and prefumptive competition.

The protefts againft Dr. Jenner, and the confe-
quent requifitions in his own favour, are thus col-
le&tively {tated by Dr. Pearfon, page 159 :—

¢ That the falts communicated to the public, by
the petitioner (Dr. J.) in June 1798, would not
have been alone fufficient to inftru@ or teach the
practice of Vaccine Inoculation.” .

“ The convincing evidences, with a good part of
the medical public, were obtained by other practi-
tioners fubfequently in 1798 and 1799.”

¢¢ Suppofing other practitioners had not ftirred to
mnveftigate the fubjeét, what would be the probable
ftate of it at the prefent time?”” page 161.

The two firft pofitions, and the concluding query,
certainly demand a feparate, and in my opinion, may
receive a facile reply.  The firft I totally and direétly
refufe aflent to j and I will alfo add, that I efteem it
to be one of the moft unfupported aflertions, which
cver was fported npon public credulity, I affirm ge-
nerally, that. Dr. Jenuer’s Enquiry did contain all
that was fufficient for the fuccefsful and corredt
praéice of Vaccine Inoculation; and that it had not
enly the pofitive merit of including nearly all that
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Dr. Pearfon cavils with feverity at Dr. Jenner’s
comparifon between the afpeé& of the local Vario-
lous and Vaccine difeafes.  His critcifms direétly in-
finuate, and are framed to convey a meaning, that
Dr. Jenner had inferred, the difeafes were of iden-
tical appearance. 1 think that there is a generic fimi-
larity fufficient to vindicate Dr. Jenner’s comparifon,
which is by no means a {tri& one. He fays, ¢ A/-
most the only variation which follows, confifts in the
puftulous fluids continuing limpid nearly to the time
of its total difappearance.”” The term almost, to
candid interpretation, is inclufive of other differences,
and the diftin&ion between limpid and purulent fluid
is incomparably one of the moft eflential of the local
chara&eriftics. But what was Dr. ].’s extent iof
probable intention at this time. One queftion is as
ftated by Dr. P. Were thefe fa&s fufficient to teach
the praftice of Vaccine Inoculation? 1 affirm, they
were completely and adequately fo; and that nume-
rous inoculations, ‘with uniformity of fuccefsful re-
fult, were actually made on their plan, whillt the
affeéted improvements and boafted praétices of Dr.
P. were overwhelming the canfe with blunder and
difgrace! )

In aflerting the fufficiency of Dr. J.’s experiments,
in order to their {uccefsful and certain repetition, I
do not wifh to infer, that nothing could poffibly be
added. It were to alcribe to any individual, how-
ever pre-eminent his powers, fomething exceeding
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the moft fortunate difpenfation of human talent; to
fay, that he anticipated all fucceediug capacity. I
confider myfelf to have proved, that Dr. Jenner’s
communications were ample, original, and efficient.
That the firft cultivation of this negleéted foil, and
its increafed fertility, have been equally the refult of
his perfevering talents ; and that his soi-disant fups
porters, fo far from contributing an iota of value,
did, at one period, abfolutely retard the fuccefsful
march of his opinions. In confirmation of this, I
have quoted Dr. P.’s acknowledgements. The ad-
ditions which Dr. P. made to Dr. J.’s fund of infor-
mation, fhould have been of . the higheft import, to
have conftituted even a balance to the drawbacks he
has created. And what are thefe aflerted contri-
butions? In Dr. P.’s {tatement, they are the more
accurate delineation of the characters of the Vac-
cine and Variolous puftules; the refuration of cer-
tain opinions, concerning the fufeeptibility of Vac-
cina after Small-Pox ; and the effective diflemination
of Vaccine Inoculation.

Of the two latter claims I fhall hereafter fpeak.
The firft is conneéted with my difeuflion of the pofi-
tion of Dr. P.’s, which conftitutes the prefent divifion
of the fubje&. I fhall be found here widely diffen-
ting from Dr. P.’s eftimate of his auxiliary aid. He
afferts to -have given a nicer delcription of the cha-
racters of the Vaccine and Variolous Pultules. Let
it be remembered, that it is not the abftra& value
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of this pretence which is to be confidered, but the
ufe ro which it is attempred to be applied. It mighe
be granted that Dr. P. had pointed out minute dif-
ferences, without the fmallelt yielding on the fide of
Dr. J. of their import or confideration, in the ge-
neral obje®. Dr. Jenner had previoufly defined the
principal charaéteriftic local appearances with per-
fpicuity and correétnefs ; and he had formed thofe
grand conclufions on which the entire principles
and praftice are founded. The afhftant who fup-
plies with fuel the boiler of a {team-engine, or he
who affords a material to the execution of the de-
figns of the archite®, may as well claim the parti-
cipation of mechanical or architeétural fkill, as the
contributor of a trivial addition to the obfervations
of Dr. J. can poflefs to a portion of his fame.

" Inlefs than a year fucceeding his firft publication,
Dr. Jenner gave to the public his ¢ Further Obfer-
vations ;*” and in thefe he fupplies the fingle defici-
ency (as it refers to practice) in his Enquiry, by
dire&ting praitioners to the ufe of recent Vaccine
Virus; and he f{upports his opinion by analogy
with Variolous matter. Now whether this analogy
be jult in equal extent, is not the point of inveftiga-
tion; but it exemplifies the opinion which Dr. J.
has conftantly held, on the neceflity of employing
early Virus., Now in the argument on this quef-
tion, as coupled with the adequacy of Dr. J.’s firft
inftructions, Dr. P, is certainly in a dilemma, of
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which he may avail himfelf as he pleafes of either
fide. 1If, as Dr. P. in coincidence with Dr. Wood-
ville at prefent affirms, the period of taking Vac-
cine Virus is entirely unimportant, then Dr. Jenner’s
firlt inftrutions could not be defeftive, from the
omiflion of a rule which is nugatory ; otherwife Drs.
P. and W. are in error, by affirming, that Virus of
any duration is equally efficacious; and Dr. J. has
fupplied the nécaffar}' knowledge. 1 fhall hereafter
endeavour to fhew, that the latter opinion is not
only founded in truth, but that its obfervance con-
flitutes the moft momentous rule in the conduét of
Vaccine Inoculation.

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

I think grave difcuflion much more appropriate
to fubjects of philofophical and ferious intereft than
levity or irony. Yet the term ¢ convincing evi-
dences,” is calculated almoft irrefiftibly to provoke a
fportive comment.  The words appear extremely
equivocal. In the fenfe which Dr. P. undoubtedly
annexes to them, they feem to me fomewhat of a
¢ lucus a non lucendp,” after the hiftory we have
traced of the proceedings in 1799 and 1800. If
Dr. P. will accept my interpretation of what I deem
the due import of thefe convincing evidences, we thall
be no longer at iffue, and I will allow them the fulleft
force.. To myfelf it appears moft confpicuoufly,
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that in more than one light they are ¢ convinciag
evidences.”” They had nearly convinced thofe, who
Jooked up to them as authority, that the Vaccina was
an unprofitable commutation for Smail-Pox ; and they
are very convincing of the empire which vanity or
felf-intereft may held over the human mind, in blind-
ing its judgment, and averting its decifions from the
influence of candour and truth.
It wonld be fuperfluous to fay more on the fub-
ject of that monitrous creation, the Varislo-Vaccina,
or of its birth, propagation, and exrinétion. I have
endeavoured flightly to trace the effeds of its exifts
ence, and it forms the largeft portion of the tranfs
adtions of that period, during which Dr. P. fays,
that himfelf and others fupported the tender ins
fancy of that babe, which, they affure us, muft other-
wife have perithed unknown and immaturely.
Another claim to valuable fervice is founded by
Dr. P. on his having clearly afcertained the effe@ of
cafual Cow-Pox in preventing Small-Pox, ¢ by a
large body of moil refpeétable evidence;” and he
adds, < this fa& was known, long before Dr. J.’s
book appeared,” Examination, p. 12. Dr. P. is,
I think, a lile unneceflarily eager in informing us,
that Dr. J.”s annunciation was not new; but he dees
not manifelt the fame ready alacrity in fpeaking of
the fecondary import of his own efforts. Dr. P. in
the work called an ¢ Enquiry, &c.”” publifhed foon
after Dr Jenner’s, and poflefling a rather suspicious
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 similarity of title, certainly gave many additional in-
ftances of the powers of Cow-Pox. But do thefe
increafed number of cafes atteft the faét one jot more
conclufively, thanthe eleven, minutelyrecorded by Dr.
Jenner, exclufive of eight reported by Mr. H. Jenner.
Dr. J. was at this time adducing only a fufficient
number of examples to illuftrate the truthof a ge-
nerally-received tradition. Had he wifhed to accu-
mulate evidence, he could have aseafily done it as Dr,
P. I cannot conceive, that the general belief of the
fa@ could have been facilitated by a body of cafes,
ten times as numerous as Dr, P.’s.  Thofe reported
by Dr. Jenner are alfo much more circumftantial;
and however proper in itfelf a multiplication of proof
may have been, I repeat, that Dr. J.’s cafes were
completely capable of exciting belief ; and that he
might, with {tri& propriety, have exclaimed to Dr.
P. ““nontali auxilio,”’ &c.

‘Dr. P.’s query, of what the probable {tate of Vac-
cina would be at the prefent time, if other pradi-
tioners had not ftirred to inveftigate it, is in a
great meafure, replied to by the confiderations which
neccflarily flow from the fa&s I have ftated. Ifit
ftand confefled (and this ¥ have proved to be the
cale by Dr. P. himfelf) that Vaccina was at one
time, and that when it moft required collateral fup-
port, difparaged by his efforts and experiments, it
would puzzle the profoundeft cafuift to reconcile
Dr. P.’s pretenfions, Towards the formation of a
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full anfwer to the query, we have in fome meafure
{cen what has been the probable fum of extenfion
and public favour, in which the Vaccina is indebted
to Dr. P.; but we ~mu{’t look further forsaiat has
been acually effe®ed by Dr. Jenner, and thofe
who profecuted their practices by his lights alone.
We may alfo reafonably conjefture how much more
might have been effefted, had not the juft and
fimple direttions of the difcoverer been thwarted
and obfcured by the circumftances I have fo fully
dwelt on.

It is certainly the moft decided proof of the ge-
neral {fenfe entertained concerning the complete and
ample fufficiency of the inftruétions afforded by Dr.
Jenner, that the whole of Europe, as well as all the
other parts of the globe to which his difcovery has
extended, regard him as the fole fource and origin.
of information. In every treatife on the fubjet,
which has appeared in foreign parts,* his autharitf
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* See the publications on Vaccina by Drs. de Carro, and Carena,
of Vienna ; by Moreau, of Paris ; and Macdonald, of Hamburgh.
I cannot find in any of thefe, who regarded the firit {ources of in-
formation concerning Vaccina, any cogrizance of Dr. Pearion’s
authority. The praditioners of diftant countries are not likely to
partake of thofe local partialities in Dr. Jenner’s favour, to which -
Dr. Pearfon would infinuate, all his reputation is owing. Dr.
Pearfon, as the oftenfible head of the Vaccine-Pock Inftitution, has,
no doubt, been a channel for the communication of Vaccine matter,
Would that he had even executed this subsidiary agency with fkill,
with fuecefs, or with due fidelity. The latter virtue would have
faved himfelf from imputation, and the caufe from injury. In the
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T might quote this general opinion, in contravention
of Dr. PJ’s  convincing evidences,”” and hjs hardy
affertions.  The hiftorical documents in my mind
fhew incontrovertibly, that not only the difcovery,
but the fuccefsful promulgation of the pra&ice, has
emanated from Dr. J.; and altho’ the tafk is nearly
that of fuperfluity of proof, yer, in' anfwering the
claims of Dr. P. I muft employ them.

“In refpeét to that diftinguithed furgeon and anato-
mift Mr. Cline, it muft firlt be recorded that he in-
oculated, with matter{fent him by Dr. Jenuer, beforé
Dr. P. or any perfon in London, had performed a
fingle inoculation. Mr. Cline gave early and pub-
lie teftimony of its fuccefs ; and' it is no extravagant:
{tretch of conclufion, that Mr. C.’s experimént muft
have been of fome weight in the fcale of public opi-
nion. Mr. Cline’s cafe was one of pure and re-
gular Vaccina.

Dr. Jenner’s ¢ Further Obfervartions,’” publithed
il 1799, and his ¢ Continuation of Faéts and Ob-
fervations,” publifhed in 1800, contan much and
original matter, concerning natural Cow-Pox, its
laws, and the caufes of apparent exception o its or-
dinary effeéts. 'Thefe alfo include accounts of the
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mylelf, and I fent him Dr. Jenner’s opinion, that fuch was the caufe.
The Vaccina was thereby regenerated. In every circumitance of
the Trans-Atlantic proceeding Dr.P.1s,in his opinionsand in his af~
fertions, at war with fa¢t and with correénefs. Dr. Haygarth i1s
my evidence of the tranfmiffion of virus to Amierica throngh his
hands, before Dr, Waterhoufe had been otherwife in pofleflion ofit.
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Dr. Thornton, at Lord Lonfdale’s, 1000 perfons.

Mr. John Ring has inoculated upwards of 1200
perfons.

The evidences of Drs. Sir W. Farquhar, Blanc,
Sims, Lettfom, Baillie, &c.; and of Meflrs. Cline,
Griffiths, Addingron, &c. furgeons; all confider
- Dr. Jenner as the /ule author of Vaccine Inocula-
tion, and its confequent adoption and extenfion. By
none of thefe gentlemen are the diret or collateral
fervices of Dr. Pearfon once named or hinted at.

I have fo far adduced, whether fuccefsfully or
not is for the public decifion, the reafons and the
falts which appear to me irrefiftibly to contravene
the pretenfions of Dr. P. to any important fhare in
the fupport of the beneficial difcovery. I would
willing {top at the refutation of this claim. But if
my conclufions are admitted, it muft neceflarily fol-
low, that Dr. P’s aflumptions are not merely ground-
lefs, but that if his ingenuity had been direted to
the perplexing and deteriorating this inveftigation,
- he could not more amply have fucceeded. ~Againft
the hiftory which has been delineated, I wifh the
{fubftance of Dr. P.’s claims not to be forgotten, as
they were detailed in his evidence before the Com-
mittee, viz. *“ That although Dr. Jenner firlt {fet on
foot the Vaccine Inoculation, it was eftablifhed by
the extenfive pradice of other perfons, to-wit, Dr.
Woodville and himfelf.”” I will, with the moft per-
fe&t confidence, abide by what I conceive muft be
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the inevitable judgment concerning this arrogant
pretenfion in the minds of thofe who are capable of
the flighteft examination.

On the condu& of thofe who have mmcd to fap
the foundation, or to blaft the produés, of Dr. Jen-
ner’s merit, however wide might be the field which
it prefents to the eye of the moral critic, and how-
ever keen the indignation which it excites, 1 am not
difpofed to enlarge. There is a grofinefs in fome
fpecies of vice which renders its example innocuous ;
and there is a palpable injuftice in the atracks on
Dr. Jenner, which difarms their force. It is of in-
calculably more confequence in my opinion, to en-
deavour at the confutation of fome pathological
errors, which, in conjun&ion with the firft and beft
opinions -on the fubjec, I affirm to be moft impor-
tant and detrimental.

The progrefs of moral and phyfical error is feldom
fiugle, and thofe who have fo a&ively undermined
Dr. ].%s claims to difcovery, will be found to have
affailed with equal perverfity the moft effential of
his opinions. It is in this department of the fubje&
that I principally feel a hope of corretting pernicious
mifreprefentation. Great as is the infult to Dr.
Jenner’s character, it is trivial, when compared with
the influence of falfe do&rines on this very inte-
relting pratice. Had thefe not been propagated, I
fhould have felt no inducement which would have
led to the execution of the tafk I am attempting.
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Of all the points or principles in the praice of
Vaccine Inoculation, it is agreed by common con-
fenr, that the age and period of the Virus is the
moft important. I fay it is agreed, becaufe it is a
queftion, which on all fides has received the great-
eft notice and difcuflion of any particular in the in-
veftigation, On this fact the opinion of Dr. Jenner
has been uniform, and we fhall hereafter {ee that it
is fupported by refpectable, numerous, and uncon-
neéted authorities. If it be erroneous, ifs only effet
can be to deprive us of the employment of Vaccine Virus,
when it might anfwer our purpofe. But if, on the
other fuppofition, Dr. J.’s idea be corre&, then the
opimion of Dr. P. as feconded by Dr. Woodville,
leads to the moff dangerous and defiruclive confe-
quences.

I muft here ftate the contrafted and diametrically
oppofed opinions to which I refer. Dr. Jenner’s
rule is to employ Vaccina Virus at fome period be-
tween she sth and gth day, or before the areola is
formed. Dr. Pearfon and Dr. Woodville infift there
is no difference in the Vaccina produced by Vaccine
Virus, taken at any period of the duration of the
veficle, provided it continues limpid. Dr, P’s opi-
nion is confefledly founded on that of Dr. Wood-
ville, from whom he has inferted a letter expreflive
of it. In this Dr. W. fays, I can declare that I
have very frequently inoculated with Vaccine Mat-
. ter, taken on the 8th, gth, 1oth, and 11th day after
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thefe authorities we are to bend and to ftoop fot
the folution of our diffichlties, and that we are to
look up for information to a f{ource which in one
material inftance has led us egregioufly aftray? I
hope Dr. Pearfon will furnifh us with morej ¢ con-
vincing evidences,”” before he requires the furren-
der of our powers of obfervation to the polluted
fhrine of his authorites.

In the general denunciation of every opinion
which concurs with Dr. Jenner’s, 1 find myfelf
honoured with Dr, Pearfon’s fevereft ftricture—Note
to page 121 of his Examination. At his imputation
of prejudice or perfonal intereft, I am not furprifed ; -
and I may perhaps obferve with equal iruth, that I
am not much wounded. Obfervers of human
altions have afferted, that we are molft prone to
transfer the confcious motives of our own minds to
account for the conduét of others. I do not know
an example which, in my opinion, more clearly illuf-
trates the remark, or to which the retort of the
argument may be more clofely applied, than to Dr.
P.’s own. In Dr. P.’s obfervations on ¢ perfons
without pretenfions from a ftudious life, and who
have had but little experience,” 1 muft, from the
general context, conceive mylelf to be included.
On the value of experience, it is hardly ne-
ceflary here to enter into ‘a difcufion. © It
has been, from time immemorial, the ftalking-
horfe in the pretenfions of thofe principally te
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with any relation to the juftice or erroneoufnefs of
my ideas. In detailing fome of the faéts on which
my aflertion was founded, I am neceflarily led into
the developement of inftances, which at one time 1
fhould have much regretted to expofe. They would
have afforded a pretext ro inveterate enemies of
Vaccine Inoculation, which would have been more
operative than their real force would have juftified.
That =ra is,” however, palt; and in the great
aggregare of falts in favour of Vaccine Inoculation,
even the confequences of avoidable error in its
procefs will be loft and abforbed.

It cannot be too often or too ftrongly repeated,
that in the decifion of this point confifts the truth or
the falthood of a pra&ical rule, and which, if it can
be proved to exift as believed by Dr. Jenner, and
many other obfervers, muft, if ated againft, not
merely fubvert all the imputed advantages o.
the Vaccina, but entail an enormous train of evil.
1 will firlt refer to the cafes which occurred at Clap-
ham, in the year 18c0; and I cannot prefume either
to explain or to comment on them, after the very per-
{picuous and mafterly account afforded of the tranf-
attion in the ¢ ComparativeView of Opinions of Drs.
Jenner and Woodville,” Dr. P. ingenioufly gloffes
over this occurrence, by faying that ¢ fome unfortu-
nate cafes of inoculated Vaccina occurred, which were
imputed by the medical gentlemen who inveftigated
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them to the latenefs of the period at which the in-
. ferted matter was taken.”

Let Dr. P. bring forward fomething beyond infi-
nuation to difprove the conclufions of thefe invefti-
gators. He has not given one fa&t, which on a fair

* comparifon with the phenomina ftated in the narra-
tive alluded to, will iuvalidate the obvions and cer-
tain inference, that they were fuch as could enly
arife from the ufe of Virus taken at a late period.
Dr. P. obferves in a note, p. 101, that ““no contrary
evidence has fince been .given from experience.”
‘What contrary evidence could be neceffary, in addi-
tion to the correct and faithful narration given by
the author of the ¢ Comparative View > That the
inferences made were founded in the jufteft deduc-
tions, may even be negatively inferred, by obferving
that no fuch occurrence, orany thing analogous, has
ever exifted in confequence of the ufg of early Virus.
Does Dr. P. confider the deleterious tendency of
the do&rines, which mere oppofition to the opinions
of Dr. Jenner has led him to propagate, and for

~ the refiltance of which every advocate of Dr, J.’s
dotrine is overwhelmed with bhis illiberal imputa-
tions. The pefition which has included me in this
anathema, I will here repeat, and fortunately I am
not deftitute of circumftantial proof in its fupport;
viz. “That Cow-Pock Virus at a late period is
capable of producing morbid and phagad@nic ulce-
ration, confiderable eryfipelatous inflammation, and
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@ irain of effecls wholly diffimilar to thofe of pure.and
recently-formed Virus.”

In proof of the former part of this opinion, I can
merely give my perfonal and  decided fuffrage, ‘that
in much experience (amounting in the whole to more
than 1ooo inoculations of my own) I have feen re-
peatedly phagadeenic and cruitaceous ulcers, and the
moft extenfive inflammations, enfue from the vfe of
Virus taken at a late period, when 1 was not fuffici-
ently informed of the importance of ufing it more
recent. I alfo affirm, that on infpection of a num-
ber of the inoculated patients of others, exceeding
in aggregate thofe-of my own, I have never feen a
local or generalaffeCtion which cotifiderably exceeded
the ordinary and general mildnefs of the inoculated
Vaccina, when Virus of an early period was em-
ployed. The credibility of a man’s evidence mufk
reft on his perfonal reputation, when it is unfup-
ported by additional proof. In refpet to the effééts
which I preferred to deferibe by the appellation -of
of being ¢ wholly diffimilar to thofe of pure and re-
cently-formed Virus,”” 1 poflefs fubftantiated evidence
which is beyond'Dr, Pearfon’s controverfion, and
faéts which are unaffailable by his fophiftry. The
poflcflion of thefe inftances alone would have led
me to make the communication which has fo of-
fended Dr. P. On thefe I ground an opinion, that
at a certain but mdefinite age of the Vaccine Puftule,
a modification of vital aftion of the pait, or a change
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of chemical conftitution of its contained fluid, occurs,
which alters its a&tion on the human body, fo as to
render it capable of exciting a local effe&t effentially
different, and even of appearing in the {yftem in &
eonftitutional and fecondary form of ulceration. Of
fuch inftances, 1 fhail relaté two.

In November 1799, I inoculated the child of a
patient belonging to the Bath City Difpenfary, of the
name of Spering. I employed at this period of my
practice (notwithftanding the verbal injun&ions of
Dr. Jenner) Virus of all periods, and this child was
inoculated with Virus froma very advanced Puftule.
The local affeétion was regular, but the furround-
- ing inflammation intenfe, and the fcab after fepa-
rating left a cruftaceous fore which continued in a
{tate of ulceration. A month after I was defired by
Mr. White, apothecary to the Diipenfary, to vific
the child; I found her covered on the nates, thighs,
and belly, with puftules which had a near refem-
blance to the fpurious Vaccine Puftule. I fay #he
Spurious Puftule, and will explain my idea by a
future definition with which Dr. P. may grapple if
he pleafes. The cafe interefted me fo much, that
I requefted Dr. Parry of this city to fee it, know-
ing his attention to this fubje& ; and the child was
allo vifited by Dr. Crawford; they both concurred
m having never feen a fimilar cafe of eruption, and
believed it to depend on the Vaccina. To alcertain
this connexion, Mr, H. Jenner, {urgeon, inoculated
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a child with the fluid taken from one of the puftular
fores, and produced a fpurious Vaccine Puftule. I
muft add, that the inoculated part was unhealed for
feveral weeks, and that the child got well in the
event.

Another cafe, which in my opinion incontro-
vertibly fupports the opinion that I have laid
down, occurred at Briftol in the beginning of
1801. The appearances had excited fome prejudices

againft the Vaccina, and [ was requefted by the Rev.
G. Jenner and Mr. H. Jenner to fee it. It was the
infant of Mr. Morris, woollen-draper ; I do not
know the name of the medical gentleman who
had inoculated it, but I was informed the inocula-
tion had been done fome weeks before. 1 found the
infant had feveral puftular eruptions on the body,
clofely relembling the Vaccina inits advanced ftages,
Thefe had exilted ever fince the inoculation. Suf-
pe&ing the caufe of thefe to be fuch as had pro-
duced the preceding cafe, my queries to the mother
were in the following form.

Q. Was this child inoculated with dried matter,
or with freth matter from another perfon ?

A. With matter from another perfon.

Q. What was the colour of the part from which
the matter was taken? J

A. It was quite brown, almoft black, and the
child was inoculated twice from the fame perfon, at
the diftance of 2 or 3 days.
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think he could no where have looked for lefs con-
firmation; nay, for a diverfity of opinion more
dire&ly adverfe. I have already refifted his claim
to the fupply of America with this new difeafe, which
was ranked amongft the obligations under which it
lay to his foftering aid. T alfo hinted thar the hiftory
of Vaccination in America was peculiarly counter to
his doétrines. My authorities follow :—Dr. Water
houfe, of Cambridge Univerfity, near Bofton, to
whom I firlt fent Vaccine Virus, informed me by
private communication, that it had loft ‘the powers
which it had exhibited, when he began to inoculate;
and he lamented very ftrongly its degeneracy of
effet. There is, however, a more regular and un-
deniable record of Dr. Waterhoufe’s opinions in
the American Medical Repofitory, val. v. No. 4.
Dr. W. here gives many cafes in detail, where the
Vaccina had loft its chara&er from the ufe of Virus
taken ar too late a period. Dr. W. fays alfo, that
many perfons took Small-Pox after Inoculation with
this Virus ; and that on attention to the inftruétions
fent out again by Dr. Jenner, the Vaccina was re-
ftored to its priftine charadter and efficacy. To
the whole of this hiftory I am a pai*t}r, as it was
one wherein I was originally concerned between
Dr. Waterhoufe and Dr. Jenner. Inthe fame nums
ber of the American Medical Repofitory. we find
that Dr. Spence, of Dumfries, Virginia, concurs
in fimilar conclufions concerning the incertitude and
E
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degree of rednefs around the bafe, which was never--
thelefs eafily diftinguifhed from Cow-Pox.” Mr.
Bryce’s obfervations here coincide moft exaétly
with my own. A rapid progrefs of inflammation
ceafing before the due period, or an excefs of in-
flammation and undue extent of puftule terminating
in protraéted ulceration, have been the events in
many cafes, where I have witnefled the application
of Vaccine Virus taken at a late period of its dura-
tion. 1 wifh to know, if Dr. Pearfon will apply to
Mr. Bryce and to Dr. Waterhoufe his defeription
of ¢ partifans of perfonal interefts, and whofe rea-
fons become warped by fuch interefts ;” if he fhould,
I fhall not be furprifed at the defe& of juflice or
decency. If this or any other queftion of patho-
logy were to be decided by the number and charatter
of its evidences, it is manifeft where the weight
would attach. We find Dr. Blane, the Rev. Mr.
Jenner, Dr. Croft, Dr. Thornton, and others, defi-
nitively and explicitly aflerting, that the moft com-
mon caufe of failure was owing to the employment
of Virus at a late age. Againft the concurrent opi-
nion of thefe men, fome of them poflefling extenfive
and experimental knowledge of the fubjeét, and in
direét oppolition to the confiftent and uniform fenti-
ments of Dr. Jenner, we have the converfe aflertions
of Drs. Pearfon and Woodville. To the aflertions
of the latter, however I may deem them trr'uncﬂus-,
and at jflue with general experience, I look with
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fome deference ; and although T may foto clo differ
from them, I beg leave to difelaim all reflexion on the
motives of their author. But my convition of their
truth or incorre@nefs is another confideration ; and
I confefs, they are fo repugnant to general authority,
and to connefted opinions, which in extent demand
more than an equal claim to belief, that I muft infift
on their total want of force, and on their praétical
injurioufnefs.

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

From the expreflions of Dr. Woodville, one might
{fuppofe that it occurred at any time indifferently be-
tween the 7th and 12th days. Further, Dr. Wood-
ville fays, “Dr. B. and Mr. K. are of opinion, that
what they call fpurious cafes of Cow-Pox, have
arifen from the ufing of matier taken at too late a
period of the puftule, which may equally happen in
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inoculating for the Small-Pox with Virus taken at an
improper period of maturation.”

Now, I join in opinion with the laft part of
this citation, and with the laft part only, which is,
that this faid {purious Puftule may equally happen
(or is as likely to happen) in inoculating for the
Small-Pox as for the Cow-Pox, with Virus taken
at an improper period of maturation; becaufe I
am convinced, by numerous experiments in Variolous
Inoculation, that it never does happen. Aflertions
of this kind, and fo authoritatively announced from
characters of experience, have great apparent weight.
But it is not by refpe& to name or pretenfion, that
queftions of fact in {cience are to be decided. On
thisas on every branch of the fubjeét, or on queftions
in clofe analogy with it, the opinions of Dr. Wood-
ville and Dr. Pearfon happen to be arrayed in anti-
thetical contraft to thofe of the majority of others.
If Dr. Woodville be right, the gentlemen whofe
authorities I muft quote, are not merely in error, but
have coined falfehoods. In the 4th volume of the
Memoirs of the Medical Society,of London, Mr.
Kite relates the hiftory of three children inoculated
with Variolous matter from a fingle and late Puftule.
A fhort time after they caught the difeafe in the
natural way. Dr. Jenner, in his ¢ Fyrther Obfer-
vations,” relates fome accurately-detailed inftances,
on the authority of Mr. Earle, furgeon, of Framp.
ton-upon-Severn, This gentleman inoculated five
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perfons with Variolous matter taken from a late
ftage of the Puftule ; and of thefe five, fouy after-
wards had the Small-Pox in the natural way. The
inflammation and fuppuration of the arms were as
~ confiderable, or more fo than common ; and in one
there was an ulcer which caft off large floughs.
Eruptions appeared about the gth day, which died
off fooner than ufual. Mr. Trye, furgeon to the
Gloucefter Infirmary, has given fome inftances of
peculiar effects of Variolous matter, taken at a late
period of the Varielous Puftule, when exficcation
had taken place. Ten children were inoculated with
this matter ; and in the decline of the difeafe, two
had eryfipelas about the incifions; another had
abfcefles in the cellular fubftance ; and five or fix
of the reft, ablcefles in the axille, Befides the
cafes above quoted, Mr. Earle inoculated three
children with matter procured by amother perfon.
The arms inflamed ; fever and eruption appeared,
~ but difappeared in two days. Thefe he inoculated
again with matter in its perfect ftate, and they re-
ceived the infection of Small-Pox.

Now, will Dr. Woodville affirm that thefe cir-
cumitantially detailed faéts are undeferving of recep-
tion or attention? Or will Dr. Pearfon employ fo
forced a conclufion, as to fay concerning thefe what
he has already faid of the effefts of degenerated
Vaccine Virus, viz. that its anomalous effeéts were
owing to the idiofyncrafy of the individual? The



[ .8 ]

medical critic will here weigh fa& againft fact, and
will comr bine the probabilities arifing from the very
obvious analogies here illuftrated. At any rate, if
the comparifon of the Vaccine and Variolous fluids,
when of advanced ages, does not apply in ftri&
fimilarity, yet the dotrine, as it applies to Vaccine
Viras, is {till unrefuted, and is fupported by opi-
nions and by fa&ts which are more than equal in
force and in extent to the oppoling ones.

The term Spurious Cow-Pox has afforded to Dr.
Pearfon a copious theme of criticilm, both verbal
and pathological. The quibbling objections of the
fpecial pleader, or the fplenetic minutenefs of an
invidious commentator, are here more obfervable
than the liberal remarks of a man of {cience. Dr. P.
fays, *¢the terms Spurious Cow-Pox, to my concep-
tion, either convey an erroneous notion, or have no
definitive meaning ; for I am unable to perceive thar
they mean any thing but a particular and fpecific
difeafe, or elfe they mean any local affeétion what-
ever produced by inoculating animal marter, or
other fubftances, or by the mere pun&ure.” Dr.
P. purfues this opinion at fome length, and con-
cludes by imputing incorrefinefs and abfurdity to
the term; whether for the fake of exhibiting philo-
logical fkill, or for the purpofe of deteéting error,
is not entirely clear. 1If there fubfift a local affec-
tion uniform and definable, refembling Cow Pox in
fome of its charaéters, though diffimilar in others;
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{fucceeds the application of late Virus, but is capable
of being produced occafionally by Virus of any age.
To what purpofe does Dr. P. except to this deferip-
“tive appellation, and endeavour to fubftitute a cir-
cuitous and unfatisfaétory definition. He muft, or
at leaft he ought to, know the occafional exiftence of
this deviation ; and if fo, he might have fupplied
fome term which he deemed more literally corret.
Dr. Jenner has defined a Spurious Cow-Pock,
which he confiders as another idiopathic difeafe of
the Cow. By communication with fome praéiti-
oners of Veterinarian Medicine, 1 believe that fuch
a difeafe f{ubfilts, and that it has fome diagnoftic
marks which diftinguifh it from real Cow-Pox.- The
fubject merits farther inveftigation; but it is not
relevant to the queftion of the occurrence and phe-
nomena of the Spurious Vaccina. In the defcription
of this, I have no fear of animadverfion from the
impartial obferver. Dr. Jenner, in {peaking of Spu-
rious Cow-Pox, had recourle to it to account for the
inftances of Small-Pox following natural Cow-Pox.
He did not apply this ftrictly to the Spurious Vac-
cina; and whenever the term is ufed in reference
to this, it is clearly meant to refer to a definite and
regular, though incomplete cffe&, produced by the
inoculation of Vaccine Virus. In his comments on
the name and the meaning of this affection, Dr. P.
has merely continued the general features and ex-
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intimate knowledge of his fingular and almoft un-
paralleled talents m phylfiological and pathological
refearch, I am confident it is from no deficiency of
accuracy or of ingenuity, that his experiments have '
exhibited refults differing from thofe which I fhall
quote. I may be excufed in taking an opportunity
of affording here the tribute of perfonal efteem, and
of profeflional admiration which I feel towards the
Profeflor of the Veterinary College. In general
anatomical {cience, and in rare originality of genius,
he has, in my opinion, few competitors; and they
are applied with all the force of powerful judgment
to the obje&ts of his art., In the cultivation of
thefe he has in a very fhort period made advances
which would hardly be credible, except from the
flowelt refults of lengthened experience. But to re-
vert to the faubject; it was certainly incumbent-on
Dr. P. when treating on this fubje&, not to have
fupprefled fa&s in favour of Dr. J.’s hypothefis,
which were known before the time he wrote.
Would a reader of Dr. P.’s work believe that ex-
periments the moft decifive, in eftablifhment of Dr.
J.’s opinion of the origin of Cow-Pox in Greafe,
had been made and promulgated? If Dr, P. refufed
affent to their conclufivenefs, he might have favoured
us with his reafons; but in jultice to his own repu-
tation for information, he fhould not have pafled
them  fub filentio :”” with the policy or impolicy of
making known {fuch a faét in refpeét to public opi-
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nion, the philofophic inveftigator has nothing to do.
He is to be the regifterof truth. For the information
of thofe who might otherwife draw their only inftruc-
tion from Dr. P.’s work, I will introduce the known
evidence, both probable and dire&, on this part of
the fubjet. Dr. P. confiders this opinion ¢ as im-
matcrial whether it be true or not, with refpect to
the pradtice of Vaccine Inoculation :”” So do I'think;
but in other relations, and efpecially as no poflible
fa& in pathology can be unworthy of our know-
ledge, I deem it by no means immaterial. Dr. P.
has efteemed it fufliciently material to indace him
to communicate garbled and incomplete information
onit. He obferves, page 133, *the author (Dr. J.)
gives no proof by inoculating either the Cow or
the human fubje® with the matter of Greafe.
Even the circumflantial evidence offered, I am of
opinivn, was fo little fatisfactory, &c.” To minds
of different perceptions the fame objeéts will ap-
pear differently, and to mine this circumftantial evi-
dence carried with it a high degree of probability;
a probability which by fucceeding proof has attained
to certainty, and which is the beft comment on the
accuracy of Dr. J.’s early conjefture. Does not
Dr. P. know perfeétly that Mr. Tanner, a veterinary
furgeon, has inoculated the Cow from the Greafe of
the Horfe, with the cffe® of producing Cow-Pox.
Mr. Tanner’s account is inferted in an excellent
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Pamphlet,* publifhed about two years fince, with
the contents of which it is peculiarly improbable
Dr. P. thould be unacquainted.

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

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

— .

* Comparative View of Opinions, &c.—1800.

1 Experiments by Dr. Loy.—i18o1.
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invidious controverfy, unequivocally and finally ef-
tablithed. It is at this very conclufion that he is
affailed on every point by thofe, who, on account of
the dangers into which fhey plunged the infantile
exiftence of his dilcovery, fhould be the moft eager
to offer him themagnanimous tribute of candid praife.

Amidfk the imputed errors of Dr. Jenner’s, which
Dr. P. claims the merit of redreffing, is Dr. J.’s
propofition ¢ that thofe who have had the Small-
Pox, are commonly again and again fufceptible of
Cow-Pox.”” Dr. Jenner has fince qualified this opi-
nion, by admitting that they are only fufceptible
once of the conftitutional effeét of Cow-Pox, and
afterwards of its local operation only. Dr. P,
in order to affix as much as poflible importance to
this part of the laws of Cow-Pox, affirms that ¢ the
clamour againft the propofal of the new Inoculation
was partly on account of the apprehienfions, that
perfons who had already gone through the Small-
Pox, would be in a worfe ftate of focicty by the m-
trodu&tion of a new infe&tion.” Iow fuch a fear
could for a fingle moment exift, or if exifting, why
it muft not immediately have been quathed by the
obvious demonitration that the Cow-Pox was not
contagious by contact or effluvia, I am at a lofs to
comprehend.  The error, if fuch, and if done away
by Dr. P. would be, in my opinion, no high acquifi_
tion to his merits in the fervice, or the credit of the

Vide Appendix.
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Cow-Pox; but I am not inclined to grant, that the
error of fuch is expofed by Dr. P.’s reafoning or
his experiments.

Againft the feven experiments of Dr. Pearfon,
on perfons who had undergone the Small-Pox, (the
firft with dried martter, of which the effeét is notori-
oufly uncertain) I will oppofe Mr. Fewlter’s as a
‘pofitive fa&, which fhould have more weight than
many negative ones. 1 will alfo adduce the general
tradition where the Cow-Pox has exifted, and which
is difperfed through the obfervations of many en-
quirers, that the local Cow-Pox may occur again
and again. In page 138, Dr. P. obferves with re-
fpe& to this opinion, that * the apparent and almoft
mathematical demontftration of the impoffibility of
its being true has been attempted to be fhewn.”
In page 68, to which we are referred for this de-
monftration, we are told, I do not mean to offer
this demonflration as infallible like mathemati-
cal.”” Either the demonftration approaches to ma-
thematical certainty, or it does not; and after we
are told by Dr. P. that it is almoft *“ mathematical
demonftration ;> we then find he does not offer it
at all as fuch. His chain of reafoning on the fub-
ject is built on a poftulate, viz. if the variolous
poifon deftroys the fufceptibility of the conftitution
to the future agency of the Vaccine poifon.” Thefe
are the grounds on which Dr. P. pretends to the
correction of what he calls an error of great im-
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port, and of mifchievous operation in Dr. Jenner’s
~ firft communications. For the revifion of this fup-
pofed error, Dr. P. alfo makes a confpicuous item
in the general deby of the Vaccina to his fupport:
If I may propofe my own conclufions on this point,
it is that we are not in pofleflion of a fufficient num-
ber of experimental fa&s to decide it conclufively,
but that I think the weight of evidence and of opi-
nion is in fupport of the affirmative fuppofition.
In the fulfilment of this tafk, which I felt impofed
on me by my intereft in the caufe which conftitutes
its fubje&, by private as well as public refpe@ for
calumniated genius, and by my wifh to defend opi-
nions of my own, I have not propofed an analytical
furvey of Dr. P.’s entire fentiments. As I have no
reafon to indulge an expe&ation that his own zeal-
ous endeavours, or thofe of his re-echoing critics,
will ceafe to affail the invulnerable fortrefs of Dr. J.’s
reputation ; I doubt not but fome other and fome
more capable hand will fupply my defe& of plan.
I have aimed, in a principal degree, to exprefs my’
fenfe of what I efteem important errors of patholo-
gical doétrine; and by demonftrating their tendency,
to difprove the claims, which even under their ex-
iftence have been formed for the entire annihilation
of juft defert.

After a feries of reafoning, which to my perufal
has feemed fo diffufe, fo defultory, and fo disjoined, -
as to produce fome fenfations of fatigue in the col-

F
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lation of its fcattered parts, we are at laft prefented
(page 159) with a fummary of Dr. P.’s. opinionsi;
that is, with a formal indiétment of Dr. Jenner. It
is, here that we arrive at the extent of Dr. P.’s
accufations, and that we perceive the genuine colour
of his meaning. In former paflages of Dr. P.’s ex-
atminatiﬁn, we might fometimes have caught a reluc-
tant, an affumed, or an extorted admiffion towards
Dr. Jenner. Some decency of oftenfible candour
was_preferved, and the full allowance of detraétion
was_ diminifhed by fome barren fcraps of praife.
But in the. propofitions which include the amount of.
Dr, P’s arguments, cvery iota of credit or of  allow-
ance to Dr. Ji is excluded. I had no doubt, from
the interpretation which the very firft pages of Dr,.
Pi’s. book, carried with them to my underflanding,.
that however, he might “ bave damned with. faint,
praife” in the outfet, yer that its progrels. would:
refcind the affeted tribute,

As Dr. P. advances, we fee lefs. and lefs. of thc.
q;._za_llﬁ:d admiflions which he fét out with granting ;.
and at laft. he appears more, in the charaéter of a.
forenfick advocate againft a culprit, than as a criti-
cal inveftigator, Had his hired occupation been
to, impeach ‘Dr, Ji for impofition in a fcheme to
fwindle fociety out of their health, he could not.
more faithfully have laboured in the tafk of inculpa-
tion. Any fpecific reply to the propofitions of Dr. Pu
is anticipated by. the preceding parts of - thefe obfer-
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vations; at lealt I hope it is anticipated in that de-
gree, to which alone I conceive it can be deemed
incumbent on the warmelt vindicator of oppofite
opinions to notice them. To Dr. P.’s repeated
affirmations, that the Vaccina would at this hour
have been unknown in' pra&ice, but for his fubfi
diary aid, I cannot refufe a little more attention.
The temerity of this challenge to all thofe who
know better, aftonifhes me, Of the bottomlefs con-
fidence of Dr. P.’s declarations, we have already
feen a fpecimen in his introduction of Mr. Nafh’s
pofthumous manufcripts. His affertions concern-
ing the dependence of the Vaccina on his foftering
care are equally unfounded and gratuitous; and it
would be a fufficient acquittal, if Dr. P. were to
ftand excufed of conduét calculated or at leaft di-
rectly tending to its extinétion. The information of
its difcoverer had placed the fubje& in the faireft
path of profecution, and we bhave adtually feen,
from the depofitions before the Committee of the
Houfe of Commons,. that it has been the parent
{ftock of the moft fuccefsful and extenfive multiplica-
tions. In Great-Britain and Ireland, in the different
countries of Europe, down to the Italian States, even
in the fouthern fhores of the Mediteranian, and
in the whole Continent of America, it has been propa-
gated in fome exclufively, and in all principally, by
Dr. Jenner’s opinions and communications, From
the primary experiments of Dr. Jenner in 1798, a
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continued feries of practices have been inftitured,
which exift to the prefent day. The martter firfk
diffufed by him is ftill exifting through the medium
of thoufands ; and the refults of its application have
been uncontaminated by erroneous praétices, or by
theories invented for their jultification. Dr. P. has
given at fome length the proceedings between him-
felf and the inoculations in France. He has alle
claimed the reputation of introducing the Vaccina,
through the means of Mr. Keate, into the army and
navy. Let it all be granted, and what is the
“ honour due?” Subordinate agency, and [ubfidiary
affiftance—undoubtedly landable in itelf and ufeful
in its effes, but of which the motives, as far as we
can perceive them, are not entitled to the meriis of
pure or difinterefted zeal. Had thefe proceedings
been carried on with {fome confideration of, or refe-
rence to, the juflt part which the difcoverer had a
right moft confpicuoufly to take in them, we might
have attributed to Dr. P. the moft independert and
the moft deferving intentions. But, conneted as
thefe tranfa&ions are with the oblivion even of Dr.
Jenner’s name, with an indecent contempt of his
participation, and with an affectation of original au-
thority, I think they are on the whole deferving of
“far different appellations. = At any rate the fervices
are fuch as Dr. Jenner could and would have pre-
ferably executed. If Dr. Pearfon’s agency or his
new opinions in Vaccine Inoculation were looked up
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to by the Navy as leading and important, how comes
it that no public atention has been given him?
Whilft the Phyfician of the Fleet, and the Surgeons
of the Navy, have awarded a fplendid memorial of
their fentiments to Dr. Jenner. It is not merely from
the Committee of the Houfe of Commons, thatDr. P,
is defpoiled of fecondary honour. Here it is that we
penetrate a little into the poflible fources of Dr. P.’s
{tudious efforts towards the fubverfion of Dr. J.’s
claims to originality, to [cientific correétnefs, and
to honourable reward. The laborious inveftigations,
~ and the arduous efforts of Dr. P. to this end, indi-
cate no weak or common motive. I verily believe, -
and from a comparifon of Dr. P.’s condu&, his
writings, and his evidence, I think every impartial
obferver of human nature would concur with me in
the conclufion, that had the petition of Dr. J. to the
Committee of the Houfe of Commons included a
portion of requifition in favour of Dr. P.; or had
Dr. P. himfelf been permitted to ufurp the claim
entirely, we fhould have heard nothing of inocu-
lations previous to Dr. Jenner’s, or of his patholo-
gical deficiencies.

The Committee of the Houfe of Commons, and
the Honourable Houfe itfelf have adjudicated Dr. J.’s
claims in a way which, whether or not it may be
proportionate to the fenfe which the moft ardent
friends of him and his difcovery entertain, is never-
thelefs demonttrative of their convittion. I cannot
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but confider Dr.. P.’s conltruétion of the nature of
this court of decifion as a libel on its funéions,
They are appointed by the Houfe of Commons te
report on the whole cafe of a peutioner. That, in
the bufinefs of our prelent confideration, this duty
was executed with vigorous impartiality, and with
induftrious and enquiring zeal, no obferver of their
minutes can deny. Evidence both pofitive and ne-
gative was fcrutinifed with penetrating afliduicy.
The nature of the fa&ts were fuch as to lie within
the fphere of unprofeflional capacity. It was, as
before the Committee, merely a queftion of the
force of teftimony, and the probability of fa&. The
very condu& of the Committee is a refutation of
Dr. P.’s obfervation ; but the approver of their ge-
neral decifion is not compelled to fupport Dr. Jenner
on the grounds of their Report. If they thought
right to regard Dr. J. only as ¢ the difcoverer of the
Vaccine Inoculation of one human 'fubje& from ano-
ther,” I do not arraign their limitation, but I do not
therefore acquiefce in it. ~To me it is irrefragably
certain, that Dr. J. is the only proved and authenti-
cated pratifer of Vaccine Inoculation ; that he was
an original, independent, and unaflited experimen-
ter in it, and as fuch has appeared to the world.
I have alfo, I truft, made out that he alone has ade-
- quarely and efficiently informed fociety of the means
of pradtifing his difcovery; that his merits have been
greatly tranfcendent, and his corre@nefs unimpeach-
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able. The Committee of the Houfe of Commons,
and the Houfe itfelf, have, in my opinion, done well
in deciding on the high utility of Vaccine Inoculation.
Much as I revere the delerts of Dr. Jenner, 1eftcem
the force and the influence of the Commitree’s Re-
port as a paramount confideration to any perfonal
one; had the perfonal part been more amply allot-
ted, my gratification would have been unalloyed.
I muft exprefs a hope, that the fame Houfe which has
voted approbation and reward to Dr. Jenner’s dif-
covery, will purfue the principle which this refolu,
tion involves; and that they will prevent, by law,
the murderous diffufion of a difeafe which daily
thins the inhabitants of the country over which they
legiflate and prefide. In fo doing they will become
the guardians of that moft eflentially conftituent part
of the public welfare—public health. _

Were 1 again to endeavour to illuftrate my fenfe
of the obligation which the Vaccina exifts under to-
wards Dr. P. Ithink that the form of a mercantile
account would afford a tolerably perfpicuous method
of ftatement and ¢lucidation, as thus:

VacctNA Debtor to Dr. Prarson.
For writing a Book on the fubje&, when its Au-
thor had faid enough before.
For circulating the Vaccina where it might have
gone by any other means. ‘






k7% ]

mentally important in the praftice of Vaccine Ino-
culation, have concurred with an anxious defire to
proclaim my fenfe of the injuftice inflited on its
author. Should my arguments or my faéts have
any fhare in the direction to right opinions concern-
ing the one, as the welfare of numbers are in this
refpect dependent on our correétnefs, I fhall rejoice
in their feebleft influence, even more than in a fuc-
cefsful defence of the perfon whom I confider as one
of the firft and greateft benefactors of his fpecies.

IF I have felt a wifh to endeavour at the refuta-
tion and the expofition of Dr. Pearfon’s ¢ Exami-
nation,” my inducement is, I confefs, {till greater to
animadvert on the literary fupport and the confenta-
neous feelings towards his caufe, which are exhibited
in the Medical and Chirurgical and the Critical Re-
views. The former in its number for November, and
the latter in that of O&ober laft, have inferted cri-
tiques or rather eulogiums on Dr. P.”s work. Their
coimncidence with the Doéor’s doftrines, their ac-
quiefcence in his conclufions, and their adminiftration
to his eager ambition of Vaccine reputation, is fo
zealous and fo peculiar, that I cannot burt congratu-
late him on a degree of fupport, which, I am confi-
dent, he will no where elfe enjoy. With the effeds
of enkindling the refentment of thefe direétors of the
public tafte, I am not unacquainted. As a vulgar
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fimile is moft appofite to my meaning, I muft apply
it here, and obferve that 1 fhould expett in the con-
flict with a fcavenger to be overwhelmed with his
dirt. The felf-conflituted judges of fcience and li-
terature poflefs an influence nearly unlimited over
general opinion; an influence which capacities and
qualifications the moft perfect, inwnion with the moft
incorruptible integrity, and the moft unchangeable
partiality, could alone vindicate. 1 have to learn
that thefe are the rare endowments of the Critics
with whom I do not hefitate to differ, and whofe
decifions I do not dread to appeal from. The gene-
ral advantages of public and anonymous criticifm,
as now condu@ed, would afford a theme of difcaf-
fion exceeding equally my talents and my defigh. Tt
is with the application of this formidable engine of
condemnation or of applaufe to ‘the fubje&t before
me that T have concern, and here it fhall receive the
* moft unreferved freedom of remark. ¢ Laudari a
laudato wire,” is the faireft fubje& of exulration
and the converfe of this propofition is equally a juft
theme of indifference.

The account given us by the Editors of tire Me-
dical and Chirurgical Review is made up in the
proportion of four-fifths of a tranfeript of Dr. P.’s
Examination; the remainder is an unqualified and
undeviating panegyric on Dr. Pearfon, and a trite,
feeble, and contemptible tiffuc of depreciation of Dr.
Jenner. 1 do not fay that Dr. P. has here fulfilled
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the joint eccupations of author and reviewer; but1 -
am fure thatif he had pafled {fentence on himfelf, he
~ could not have befpoken a more favourable one. The
obfervations are {o thoroughly a reflexion of his own
opinions, that we may hail the happy coincidence
berween him and his critic. For form’s fake it
might have been well to interfperfe a trivial alloy
of fittitious cenfure; and it would have been ftill bet-
ter to have given weight to maukifh adulation, by
the demonftration of fome knowledge of its fubjeét.

" A little will, T truft, be neceflary on the obferva-
tions, which however fparingly introduced amongft
the quotations from Dr. P.’s work, partake direétly
of its fpirit. It is faid, * that the particular fadts in
regard to its origin, progrefs; and full inveftigation,
are very imperfeétly known to the public at large,
and we believe even to them embers of the medical
profeflion.”” 1 will venrure to fay, that the author
is thoroughly unacquainted with the ftate of the pub-
lic mind on this topic, or after Dr. Jenner’s own
account of the origin of the Vaccine Inoculation,
after the numerous treatifes which have iflued from
the prefs on the fubjeét ; and efpecially after the
Report of the Committee of the Houfe of Commons;
he would never have committed fo improbable an
opinion. The tendency of this is however clearly
to preface the afferted expediency of Dr. P.’s Effay.

Page 237, the Reviewer obferves, ¢ That at the
time of Dr. ].’s firlt publication, he (Dr. J.) was {o
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Pock and Variolous Puftale, in their different and.
refpedive ftages, and where the two are fo well con-
tralted, that a flight infpeétion muft enable any one
to acquire an adequate knowledge of each.” i Why
it was neceflary to give Dr. P. credit for the fidelity
and beauty of his engraving, as well as for his other
claims, I cannor conceive. But to thole who have
feen fuperior delineations of this ftrikingly charac-
terifed difeafe, the account will appear as abfurd
and as taftelefs as if the admiration had beenapplied
to the vignette of a ballad, or child’s ftory book.

From the imbecile ftrictures of the Medical and
Chirurgical Review, I turn with different feelings to
the feverely perfonal and inimical comments of the
Critical. 1have for fome time followed the medical
criticifms of this publication, and can point out fome
inftances, in my opinion, néarly parallel in point of
mifreprefentation, prejudice, and injuftice.* It com-
menceciwith deprecating the {pirit of party in fcien-
tific queftions ; a prepoflefling prelude to a criticifm
which breathes throughout its moft eager {pirit.  If
the imputation of party be direéted towards the
friends of Dr. Jenner, the charge may be retorted.
¢ Mutato nomine de te fabula narratur.”” Does the
charge of party combination apply with [{riftelt pro-
bability to two or three individuals maintaining pre-
cifely the fame opinions and purfuing the fame ends;

ey = —

" * See the account of Dr. Parry’s Treatife on Angina Petoris.
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or to numerous, refpeétable, and unconnefted au-
thorities, concurring generally in fentiment, but
manifefting no combined view? That the latter de-
finition applies to the friends of Dr. Jenner, I need
fearcely explain. The Reviewer after, adverting to
the parliamentary decifion and remuneration, ob-
ferves, ““a more minute difcrimination might have
avoided a few objeftions which malice or prejudice
- may now raife. I concur with him, that after an in-
veltigation the moft ample, the moft protra&ed, and
the moft rigorous, it muft be the attribute of ma-
lice or Iﬁrej udice alone to form objeétions. The perfon
who has ever read the Report of the Committee, and
who afks for more minute inveftigation, muft poflefs
an underftanding infariable in the exa&ion of proof.

The Reviewer obferves, ¢ our remarks, however,
will only be valuable as they are fupported by faés
and arguments,”  Onno other ground would I join
iffue with him; and in fo doing, it is with«the full
freedom of remark and the perfe& equality of feel-
ing which I {hould entertain towards any other in-
dividual : He fays, it was a well-known fa& in
many counties, that when perfons had been infed@-
~'&d by milking a: cow with thefe peculiar eruptions;
they were incapable of receiving the infefion of
Small-Pox. Where then is the diftin&tion? The
conftitution can receive it from touching the fores,
and may of courfe receive it by inferting the matter
under- the fkin, To call this a difcovery, is a



[ 7 ]

mockery, an abufe of words.”” In this fhameful and
1lliberal denial of merit, the Reviewer outltrips even'
the opinions of his author. Dr. P. has conftantly
allowed the Vaccine Inoculation to be a difcovery,
though he has refufed, i its fullelt fenfe, to Dr. J.
the title of its difcoverer. Is it neceffary for me to.
explain, or to infilt on a truth fo obvious, as thar,
whatever pathological analogy might infer, the de-
monftration by actual experiment of the phenomena
and effets of its Inoculation, the important obferva-
tion that its properties were not leflened by tranfmif-
fion, and above all the detetion of its anomalies,
conftitute, to. all intents and purpofes, a difcovery;
a fpirit, the moft adverfe to liberal allowance could
alone conteft it. It matters not how clofe the pre-
ceding ftate of knowledge bore upon the experiment;
it had not been previoufly made, at leaft to Dr. J.%s
knowledge.  Numerous difcoveries have been
brought to the very borders of their developement,
long before they were hit on.  Molt of the facts in
chemiftry, entitled difcoveries, were preceded by
former. ones, which left barely room to advance
- without deteéting them. Had our Englifh philofo-
phers employed an envelope of fufficient fpecific
lightoefs, they would have been the difcoverers of
aéroftation. So it was with Dr. Jenner, he went
forward a fingle ftep, but this was the neceffary ad-
vance, and in it confifted {trictly and legitimately the-
fa& of difcovery.
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vious exiftence of the fa&. Will he fay, that the
fubje® was not environed with difliculties, when
Dr. J. firft dire&ted his attention to it, and that they
have not been folved by his ingenuity ? Were the
caufes of apparent denial and exception to the gene-
ral rule no impediments? But if the inveftigation,
according to this Reviewer, was fo trite and {fo un-
meritorious in the hands of him who has conducted
it with accuracy and with felicity of refult, why does
his wenal partiality attribute honour and ingenuity
to Drs. Pearfon and Woodpville, who have incontro-
vertibly erred in this fimple procefs? With the ma-
lignant fneer of ironical injuftice, the Reviewer fays,
in allufion to Dr. J.’s coming to London on his dif-
covery of Vaccine Inoculation, ¢ He might as well
have done fo on the publication of his paper on the
natural hiftory of the Cuckoo, and expe&ed a na-
tional remuneration.” It is indeed a refinement in
invidious cenfure, when a man’s own deferts are fet
up as a ftandard of his humiliation. Dr, ].’s effay
on the natural hiftory of the Cuckoo is, in the efti-
mation of naturalifts, a produ&ion of fingular inge-
nuity.  As fuch it may be excellent ; but to render
it a theme of comparifon in any kind or degree of
application to the author’s obje&s or merits in the
difcovery of the Vaccina, is the moft heterogencous of
fimilitudes ; it isa wanton effufion of critical gall. If
ever an individual was entitled to claim the attention
of the metropolis, it was Dr. Jenner. Buta ftronger
!
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A little more on the topics wherein this Reviewer
has equally held at variance fa¢ and reafoning, He
fays, ¢« It we refer to Dr. Jenner’s work and the
very few cafes there recorded, we fhall fee fome c:f'-
roneous pofitions.” It might be expeéted that thefe
erroneous pofitions would have been exemplified.
No diftin& inftances are adduced ; but we are told
in the fucceflion of the context, * We have faid
enough of the fuppofed fomes, the Horfe’s Heel,
which offers the moft difgufting image.” This s
the language of a profefled medical critic, of a pa-
thologift who fits in judgment on the«truths of opi-
nions- . This alfo is his commentary on a moft curi-
ous and important falt, deduced from ingenious fpe-
culation, and demonftrated by abfolute experiment.
Such is the information and the critical uprightnefs,
in the execution of their duty, of our cenfors.

We are afterwards told, that «if Dr. Jenner’s
admirers pleafe, we will confider him as a public be-
nefaétor, but not as a philofopher of the firft magni-
tude.” No fuch requifition has ‘been made by the
more difcreet adherents of Dr. Jenner, They have
afked for him the allowance of fortunate talent, of
phyfiological fkill, of acute ingenuity, and of laud-
able difintereftednefs. It isnot thefe which the wor-
fhippers of Dr. P. would arraign, but they would
place the offerings on their own altar ; and they are
negledful, that in the levelling of the merits of
Vaccine difcovery, they are fapping the foundations
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of the edifice which they would fain raife in honour
of the deity of their own praife.

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

The Reviewer concludes with ebferving, in allu-
fion to Drs. Pearfon and Woodville, that their la-
bours ¢ are fo important and beneficial, they have
placed a fubje& incumbered with difficulties and con-
tradictions in a point of view fo clear, forcible, and
{cientific, that they cannot fee, without a little indig-
nation, praifes and rewards ftrikingly exclufive.”
Were there a fyllable of jult foundation for thefe
aimings at defert, it would be well; but ¢ there’s
the rub.”” In lieu of the removal of difficulties
whofe exiftence I have not been able to defcry, they
have impofed thofe of their own formation, and
are afterwards irritated by the radiance of the truths
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tranfadtion, we are in pofleflion of proof amounting .
to pofitive, and that from no lefs a fource than Dr.
P.’s own authority, that the Small-Pox was the ac-
tual refult of the application of Variolous matter. I
will endeavour to make out this afirmation from Dr,
P.’s own f{tatements, and to contralt his fentiments
at the period when he was eftablithing his “ con-
vincing evidences ” of the charadter and the utility
of the Vaccina in 1800, with the opinions given in
his ¢ Examination.”” The larter are fo completely
at iffue with the former, that no ftretch of liberal in-
terpretation can reconcile them. In aletter inferted
in the Medical and Phyfical Journal, of February,
1800, Dr. P. fays, ¢ In the month of O&ober laft,
I inoculated a child with Vaccine poifon.”

¢¢ The Vaccine difeafe took place with the ufual
appearances in the inoculated part, and affected the
whole conftitution in the ordinary manner 3 but a few
eruptions broke out on the fecond or third day, -
after a [flight fever; they were however only the
large red pimples afore-mentioned, and of courfe not
at all like the Small-Pox. Mr, Keate carried matter
from this child to Brighthelmftone, where Mr. Bar-
ret inoculated two children who took the difeafe,
and from one of thefe Mr, Keate inoculated three
children. They had all the ufual fever about the
eighth day, and all had a number of eruptons. |
Matter from thefe patients was fent to Petworth,
where, Mr. Andre informs me, he inoculated with it
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+ indifference, ¢ this accident, however, furnifhed a.
delightful goflip’s ftory for thofe who chofe to re-.
prefent me and my friends as blameable, althaugh_
in truth I had no concern in the praltice, except;
furnithing a diftin& cafc of C{}W-Pﬂﬂk, to aﬁ'urd

- matter without eruption.” |

From the whole. rccntal of Dr. P.s it is mamfeft

_ that he will make any conceflion, except that the
matter furnithed by him for the Brighton inocula-
tions:was really Variolous ; and he affefts furprife .
at the imputations againft him on this account. To.
prove that fuch was the abfolute fad, we need not

- go further than his hiftory, It is now well known
that Variolous ‘eruptions over the fyltem may co-
exilt with the local and perfe@® Vaccine Puftule.

. We know alfo, that the matter of the Puftule in
thefe" circumftances produces as pure Vaccina as™ if’
the eruptions did not exift. But what was the cafe
in ‘the Brighton patients? They had the moft ablo-
lute Small-Pox ; and yet Dr. P. tells us, e afforded
¢¢ 3 diftiné& cafe of Cow-Pock to afford marter witht

‘'out eruption.” Now at this time Dr. P, “was pér-.
fefly ignorant of the poflible co-exiftence of Vario<

,"lous eruption and Vaccine Puftule; and he conceived

and infifted that the whole phenomena were Vaccine.’

A perfon of fuch opinions would probably take mat-

- ter indifferently from the local Puftule or the gtncral'

eruptions ; and he ackpowledges that his ¢ dﬂmﬁ‘l’
cafe of Cow-Pox” was an eruptive cafe. Whether
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Dr. P. took watter himfelf, or, :lﬂ'ﬂr:ﬂf;j the opportu.

~ mity, is immaterial.  From the faéts now known con-

¥
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nie ; mais les expériences de la Commiffion, quoique

.'JEEﬁéII'-”' P ¥ ! -

cerning the Vaccina as-applied 16 #is hiftory, one

of thefe inferences muft be inebntrovértible, viz. ©
"The local Puftule in Dr.:P.’s cafe of * diftin&
" Cow-Pox” was variolous; or matter:was taken

S from the Variolous Puﬂul-..s, fupnoﬁn as Dr.,

»
e

- P. did, they were Vaccine,
I hope Dr. P. will no longer impugn the rﬁbﬁvﬂ-_
OF thcyrapagatufs of this ftory as unjuft, or‘term
thﬂﬁ‘: ftriQures falfe and ridiculous, which are almed
at the clumdatmn of errors fn momcnwus, and ex.
pllcanﬂnﬁfo dlﬁngf:nuc:-us, peTE ar LR

R
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N OTE to Page 6 3 i :"_—':*;E-.

Un this fact I have the pleafure {Jf finding,- that
that the opinions of the ¢ Commiflion Medico-Chi- -
rurg:calf: inftireé 2 Milan, en_vertu des nrdrc;ém
gnuvcrnmcﬁt Ciﬁ]ﬁ%dn union withfmyown; I
mean on the queﬂmn of the fufceptibility of the Cow- g
“Pox after the Smail- Pox. “The paffage, page 137, -
is thus : ¢ Jenner affirme le contraire, et penfe quela ©

Vaccine peut fe contrafter deux fois. | Pearfon le -

conformes 4 celles de Pearfon, ne font point affex
nombreufes pour ' refuter folidement 'opinion de
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[Cruttwell, Printer, Bath.]
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