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Ona] disease, manifesting itself locally, just as

R Ch as Small-pox, measles, and scarlet fever are,
fa:racteﬂling themselves on the cutaneous sur-
€.

Gorrespoudence.
~ 14
THE EFFECT OF SMOKING.

SIR To the Editor of the CANADA LANCET.

)~

Your va

eacheg meluable: Journal for February has just

» and I have pleasure in complimenting
its “on 1ts improved appearance. In glancing over
Lontents,” T was attracted by your article on
a effect of smoking,” and having been a smoker
rsc Iewﬂ' of the “ weed ” for the past thirty.five

» 1 felt Personally as well as professionally in-
geheral' I do.n(')t wish in any way to advocate i.ts
LSt use, as it is, at Jeast, an unpleasant habit,
V:: e_xC.ess.iVe use, or rather abuse, I believe to
the .0 \jurious, and am prepared to admit that
thig :)se 's as widespread as civilization, but I
Tesy 30y use it in moderation thhout' any evil
ve ’t;“hér mentally, morally, or physically. I
tize) oec! 1ts effects on myself, by quitting it en-
di eren: lfltervals: of a year and l.ongef', at three
1 ave times, with an eﬂ”ef:t S0 sllght, if any, that
feel; Dot been able to notice any difference in my

the ng,s' My limited experience, however, is not
factli;:mt I wish to bring out prominently, but the

Use t, n my .opinion, writers who oppose the
ha«bit oobaCCO (if it have any), generally assail the
Juse % ° Str.Ongly,qftex} dwarﬁng greater evils by un-
ot g Parisons with it,and while your article does

rectly do so, pardon me for saying I think it
8 5 1}: Implication, from the quotations you use
edigo.  '08ly. Having for some time wiclded an
of g Cusg‘"ll, Tam quite aware of the disadvantage
Pape, . . "8 any subject with an editor in his own
Simp,) ’aut aSmy object is not discussion, being
D]acing €sire -to c?ntribute my mite to assist in
y belon se Subject in the grfi.de to wh.lch it proper-
SPace o I tll?ught you might possibly give me
of 4y, un a0 article, written on the unpopular side

Popular subject,

is th S&“Ote from Dr. Paddock, “In no instance
the chilg of the father more strikingly visited upon
Noy ;. % than the sin of tobacco smoking.”

s . . . .
Not thig begging the question? because it

would be highly proper first to prove that smoking
per se, is a sin at all. In an excellent 6ompend of
theology I find sin to be defined as Any want of
conformity to, or violation of the law of God.”
Taking this definition then as a standard of judg-
ment, and I cannot think of a better, I must em-
phatically deny that smoking /s a sin, and [ certain-
ly do not see any evidence of moral obliquity, in
the smoke from my cigar, which occasionally ob-
scures the page on which I am writing, nor do I
think the quotation any nearer to the truth, physi-
ologically than morally, as I purpose showing in
another part of this paper. Mr. Solly says, “I
know of no single vice which does so much harm
as smoking. I suspect smoking tobacco to be one
of the causes of that increase,” (of paralysis). The
first part is similar to that which I have just criti-
cised ; the latter part can scarcely be said to be a
model of strong reasoning or proof, as his only
conclusion is, “ 7 suspect” it to be “one of the
causes.” Dr. Munroe says, Cancerous sores of
the lips, syphilitic affections of the throat and lips,

are results only met with but too fre-
quently,” from the use of tobacco; I presume by its
connection. I find I am quite behind the age, as
I was of opinion, until a few minutes ago, that the
disease cancer was an aggregation, or deposit, and
development of a certain cell, known as cancer cell,
origin of which is unknown, except as here.
ditary, and that syphilis was a specific poison
in the system obtained either hereditarily, or by
actual contact with a person infected. Am I now
to believe that the use or abuse of tobacco will
create either or both of these specific causes ? If
such faith shall be required of me, I shall need more
proof than the #pse dixit of Dr. Munroe, else I fear
I will still retain the old theories.

Your allusion to John Lizar’s work I entirely
endorse, and regard as exeellent many of his state-
ments, and admire his style of writing ; yet I think
the work was intended to be 2 Popular treatise,
not suficiently exact to be considered 2 strictly
scientific work, as a careful perusal will, I think,
convince anyone that many of his conclusions must
be taken cum grano salis, as a few excerpta will
prove. (I use Lindsay & Blakiston’s reprint
from the 8th Edinburgh edition, 187 3) On page
17 he says, “We have thus in tobacco two poisons,
rather a remarkable fact in organic chemistry, when
we find, generally, only one.” Did he forget opium,




