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refident in that new metropolis. It is more valu-
able, as the information i1s fent to me by the
dotor without any knowledge of the previous
communication I had been furnithed with from
Bofton.

After” mentioning my ¢ Obfervations on the
Cow-Pock,” he obferves, ¢ The Prefident of the
United States has been very inftrumental in pro-
pagating this ufeful knowledge in various parts of
this country, and gave fome of the matter to
Lirrre TurtLE, the celebrated Indian Chief,
who commanded at the defeat of our general St.
Clair. By a letter from the Interpreter, the In-
dians among the Miamis had inoculated tkree bun-
dred ; and as they were arriving from all quarters to
be inoculated when he wrote, ¢ he thought that
as many more would receive the matter before the
Jetter could arrive here.” I am in hopes that this
difeafe will no longer be among the enemies of
thefe poor people. The LirtLe TurTLE is not
only one of their greateft warriors, but one of the
moft polifhed and refined, as well as acute, of
the Indians: indeed he is confidered as a great
orator. I took a very exten{ive vocabulary from
him of the Miamis language for the Prefident;
who had had one rtaken by Monfieur Volney
before; but I did not find that Monfieur Volney’s
would be generally underftood when I fpoke it.
This might proceed from his making ufe of the
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ject, it appears to be incontrovertible, that the
irregularity purfued in carrying on the trade has
brought it into its prefent forlorn fituation; and
nothing but the greateft calamity that could have
befallen the natives, faved the traders from deftruc-
tion: this was the fmall-pox, which fpread its
deftrutive and defolating power as the fire con-
fumes the dry grafs of the field. The fatal in-
fection fpread around with a painful rapidity
which no flight could efcape, and with a fatal
effet that nothing could refift. It deftroyed
with its peftilential breath whole families and
tribes; and the horrid fcene prefented to thofe
who had the melancholy and afliéting opportunity
of beholding it, a combination of the dead, the
dying, and fuch as, to avoid the fate of their
friends around them, prepared to difappoint the
plague of its prey, by terminating their own ex-
iftence.

¢ The habits and lives of thefe devoted people,
which provided not to day for the wants of to-
morrow, muft have heightened the pains of fuch
an affli¢tion, by leaving them, not only without
remedy, but even without alleviation. Nought
was left them but to fubmit in agony and de-
{pair.

¢« To aggravate the pi€ure, if aggravation were
poffible, may be added, the putrid carcaffes
which the wolves, with a furious voracity, dragged
: ¢2 forth
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phyfician, by denying him the merit of the dif-
covery of vaccine inoculation, and confequently
unworthy of parliamentary reward, although they
afterwards reluctantly admit 1t; but why reward
him for a thing of #o great ingenuity, and with-
out claim to invention ¢ This ftrange inconfiftency
they thus explain: « With refpeét to the exag-
« gerated panegyric on Dr. Jenner, we muft
¢ again repeat, that it was no difcovery; it was
““ at leaft mo difcovery which be could claim ;
““ g faft well known among milkmen (not among
¢ Reviewers). He tried under his own eye, and
_ ¢ publithed, the experience of others (what others )
¢ as well as of himfelf. In reality be only ex-
“ tended what was before confined; for 1F it were
“ known by milking infected cows, it was no
great ftretch of thought to communicate it
“ under the fkin (why had it then never been
““ done ?); 1r in one cafe it prevented the {mall-
POX, no great ingenuity was requifite to perceive
¢ that it moft probably would do fo in the other.
“ We mean not to deprefs the merit of Dr. Jen-
“ ner (what then do you mean?) nor the ad-
vantages of the cow-pock. He merits much
¢ praife*, and the reward he has obtained for the

(11

€

* The fame Revicwers afterwards intimate (p. 197}, that
he was as much entitled to parliamentary reward for writing
the natural hiftory of the cuckoo as for this great dilcovery of
vaccine inoculation! See Seét. Il. p. 2g,

“ pro-
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¢« promulgation of the faét—and, if his friends
¢ pleafe, for the application of his knowledge,
to the fpecific purpofe of his guarding againft
<« a dangerous dileafe. 'We admit the whole im-
< portance of the object; but why his claim to
< the praife of imvention? (to whom then is it
“duet)”
Critical Review, vol. XXXVI. p. 103.
[The words enclofed in parenthefis are not in
the original. |

L1

To imitate the Reviewers in their hypothetical
irs, I will beg leave 1o add fome other 1¥s, as pro-
per companions and expletives: Ir the firft
man, whofe foot made an impreflion on the fand,
had made an indution, which was fo natural, ot
taking the impreflions from other fubftances; and
1¥ thefe impreflions had been taken, and conveyed
on paper, or linen; then the art of printing had
not been a fecret for upwards of five thoufand
years. ¢

However boldly the charge againft Dr. Jenner .
i1s denounced, I will venture to conclude that
every practitioner in Europe will view with con-
tempt, infinuations equally unwarrantable and un-
becoming. ' ,

In June 1798, Dr. Jenner firlt publithed his
¢ Inquiry into the Cow-pock.” It was then, and
for two years afierwards, fo little underftood by

the
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To call this a dilcovery, is a mockery, and abufe
of words.” _

A greater mockery of candour, or abufe of phi-
lofophical induction, never dilgraced a literary
performance; and a more ungrateful attempt to
detra®t from the merit due to a great difcovery,
never aftuated an envious hearr. In a previous
fentence the fame Reviewers declare them-ﬁ:l;’cs,
“ the beft friends of the caufe;” but if this be
the ftandard of their friendfhip what muft be the
bitternefs of their enmity ! Dr. Jenner has uniform-
ly admitted, that ¢¢ when perfons had been infected
by milking a cow with thefe peculiar eruptions, they
were incapable of receiving the fmall-pox.” After
- thus folemnly announcing what every body knew,
the Reviewers, prefuming upon having hereby gained
fome proud pre-eminence, vauntingly afk, ¢ Where
¢ then is the diftin&tion? > If they had deigned.
to have perufed Dr. Jenner’s publications on the
fubject, or the Repart of the Committee on his
petition, they might have acquired the moft de-
eifive and fatisfactory anfwer ; but, as I have had
repeated occafions to notice their want of recol-
letion as well as their inaccuracy in quotation,
I will refrefh their memory with an extract from
both my performances. Hints, vol. IIl. p. 3.
Obfervations, p. 3. ¢ Although the cow-pock
had long fince been found by incidental expe-
rience a fecurity againft the fmall-pox, it had

never
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In confequence of this recommendation to Nurfes
and attendants on fever-patients, I fent to thefe
Reviewers, not only an epiftolary addrefs, (Sect. L.
p. 9.) but likewife inferted in my * Hints defigned
“ to promote Beneficence, Temperance, and Me-
“¢ dical Science,” the following animadverfion :

¢« Dr. Haygarth, in the inveftigation of the Rules
of Prevention, feems as folicitous to avoid every
fuperfluous reftriction, as to include all ufeful re-
gulations; and, from the numerous facts he has
adduced, it is indubitably proved, that neither
fumigations, nor wine, bark or brandy, are ne-
ceffary ; and medical vifitors, or others, could
not conveniently carry wine, bark, and brandy,
in their pockets; and were nurfes and attendants
to drink brandy as often as they perceive a bad
tafte in the mouth and throat, they would rarely
be fober. The ufe of {pirituous liquors fhould not
be recommended to ecither fex; the habit is already
too predominant. Howard, who drank nothing
but milk and water, would not have given this
advice.” Vol. L p. 279.

From this oppofition to literary defpotifm I ra-
ther expected, than deprecated, vengeance; and I
have certainly, if this were courted, been amply
gratified: but, in rewrn for perfonalities, and
farcaftic infults, I fhall avoid all inveétive, and
adopt a language becoming that refpeét which I
flill entertain for this learned body.

When
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When the advice to drink brandy is given to
Nuifes by the Reviewers, I prefume that they do
not mean to confine this exhilarating liquor to this
refpectable tribe of old women only, becaufe they
acknowledge themfelves addifted to the fame
potations ; although, I imagine, no author, how-
ever infulted by them, ever claffed them with
old women. Hence, it may be candidly inferred,
that, when they introduce their own bibulous -
difpofition on vifiting fever-patients, they meant
to exhibit themfelves as graduate doctors. In Lon-
don, every apothecary can determine, from the
number of prefcriptions he compounds, the extent.
of profeflional vifits; and it is not afcribing too great
a proportion of practice to a phylfician in ordinary
employment to admit his viliting eight fever-
patients a day, which allows him to claim as many
table fpoonfuls of brandy, or four ounces in weight,
belides the benefit of previoully wathing the
mouth and throat with the fame antifeptic fluid,
by way of preparing the organs of tafte for the
true relifh and enjoyment of the genuine Coniac.
But to a medical Reviewer, whofe profeflional
range and experience muft exceed thofe of an
ordinary phyfician, it would be a reflection
vpon his dignity to affign lefs than double the
number of fever-patieats, which would of courfe
entitle him to fixteen table-fpoonfuls of brandy,

D 3 belides
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~againt its utility; not only Freedom, but Religiori
muft be difcarded the world. Indeed, the induc-
tion againft Inftitutions in London, in conle-
quence of the guillotine in France, and of fla-
very in the Indies, appears fo foreign and inap-
plicable, that, as the Reviewers have ftated it, it
rather perplexes than convinces. Perhaps, by
placing the arguments in the form of fyllogilm,
they may appear more lucid, thus:

¢ The French profefled to promote the natu-
ral rights of humanity, and of liberty or freedom;
but the French cruelly guillotined the people,
and enflaved the Negroes in the Indies: Therefore,
to promote the natural rights of humanity and
of liberty, is impolitic and wicked.”” Thus fur-
ther elucidated by the fame mode of argumenta-
tion:

¢ The profeflors of the Chriftian Religion
taught univerfal benevolence, or charity; but pro-
feflors of Chriftianity have perfecuted and cruelly
put to death more people’ in Europe, than now
dwell upon it: Therefore, to teach Chriflianity,
and univerfal benevolence, is impolitic and
wicked.”

My ¢ Hints on Beneficence, Temperance, and
<« Medical Science,” embraced the hiftories of
moft of the principal Charities eftablithed in the
Metropolis ; and, in commenting on my publica~

tion, we find an inveétive againft Benevolence
13




































