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House op Representatives, April 12, 1862.

Ordered, That the accompanying article on the Cattle Dis-
ease, &c., written by Winthrop W. Chenery, of Belmont, and
published in the “ Massachusetts Ploughman,” of March 29, be
printed for the information of the House.

W. S. ROBINSON, Clerk.
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Messrs. Editors:—ln the “ Boston Cultivator” of February
22,1862,1 noticed a report of a discussion before the Legislative
Agricultural Society, of the previous Monday evening, upon the
subject of Farm Buildings, wherein it is said that one of the
late “ Cattle Commissioners ” took occasion to remark that “it
has even been stated lately, in the ‘ Ploughman,’ that Mr.
Chenery has come to the conclusion that the Pleuro-Pneumonia
among his cattle was caused by his tight barn. As he, Dr.
Loring, was one of the Commissioners appointed in reference
to this disease, he wished to say a ivord in his own defence.
He proceeded to read from the report of the testimony of Mr.
Chenery before a committee of the legislature, in 1859-60, in
which the importation and contagiousness of the disease were
fully admitted.”

My attention has also been called to a letter by the same
commissioner (Dr. George B. Loring) published in the “ Essex
Banner” of February 7, 1862, in which the remarks, above
referred to, as having been published in the “ Ploughman,” are
quoted thus; “But we are now confirmed in the opinions
heretofore expressed by us, for Mr. Chenery told us, last week,
that he had no doubt the fever £mong his cattle was caused by
their being confined closely in his very tight barn. His agents,
also, who had the care of his cattle, stated to us explicitly that
the want of free air was the sole cause of the fever.” He then
proceeds to say that “ It seems to me [him] hardly possible
that Mr. Chenery could have expressed himself quite so strongly
as this, although I have no doubt the editor of the ‘ Plough-
man’ so understood him,” and quotes a portion of the testimony
referred to above.

In the concluding portion of his letter he says :
“ They [the

commissioners] have always felt that the liberal remuneration
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which he [Chenery] received from the State, for the cattle
which it was thought necessary to destroy, in order to remove
all possibility of the spread of the disease, was properly bestowed
upon him, as a remuneration for the anxiety which he received
lest the malady should extend again beyond his premises, and
the readiness with which he resigned his cattle

,
the diseased and

the healthy, in order to prevent such a catastrophe.”
I make no comments, at present, upon the sentence last

quoted. Every one cognizant of the facts in the case will
understand the purpose for which it was penned, and appreciate
and execrate the spirit which prompted it.

But, Mr. Editor, with regard to my “ change of mind” in
relation to the cause of the disease among the cattle on my farm
at Belmont. lam happy in being able to say that you did not
misunderstand me. I did express to you my convictions that
the sole cause of said disease was to be found in the fact that a
large number of animals were confined in a comparatively small
space, practically, ivithout any ventilation whatever.

And I would here state, without fear of contradiction, that
all the farmers in the town of Belmont coincide with me in
opinion upon the subject, notwithstanding they have been char-
acterized as “ fools ” by ,some of the late commissioners, for
maintaining such views; albeit in the community at large, it is
believed the farmers of Belmont and vicinity still enjoy
an enviable reputation for intelligence and skill in their
profession.

That the late commissioners should deem it necessary to say
something in “ defence ” of their course is not surprising, but
it is not easy to account for the infatuation that could lead one
of their number, in any manner, to call public attention to an
examination of the evidence given before the joint committee
of the legislature at the extra session during the cattle panic of
1860. An analysis of that evidence, together with the subse-
quent reports of the “ Cattle Commissioners ” and the “ Board
of Medical Examiners,” will demonstrate that, whatever may
have been the character of the cattle disease, no law upon the
subject would have been enacted by that legislature, had the
testimony before the committee been confined to facts within
the actual knowledge of the witnesses, instead of “ hearsay
evidence” founded upon reports and rumors current in a panic-
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stricken community, and the opinions of individuals supposed
to have had superior opportunities for judging of the character
of the disease.

Reasons satisfactory to myself have certainly led to a change
of opinion on my part in relation to the origin of the disease in
question, but it is difficult to understand why my conclusion
in the matter should render it necessary for the commissioners
to attempt a “ defence ” of their course, and it is therefore
presumed that some ulterior view prompted them to bring me
again before the public.

But I don’t know as it is politic or needful that any
“ defence ” should be offered on my part for this change of
mind. Wiser men than myself have been known in the light
of reason to give up old and erroneous opinions and form new
and correct ones. Still, it may be well to glance at some of the
reasons, which in the first place led to the belief that the
disease was of an entirely local character; the circumstances
under which I was led for a time to give up that belief, and
the developments which have more recently confirmed my
original impressions.

In order to a proper understanding of the matter, I will
endeavor to describe the place in which the disease occurred.
The premises consisted of a room, located in the basement of
my farm barn, fifty feet square and eight feet in height. The
walls on the north and a portion of the east and west sides,
composed of brick, and the remainder of boards with joints
battoned ; on the south, east and west sides were glass windows;
on the north side a door opening into the vegetable cellar; in
the roof a skylight. A stairway led to the hay barn above,
another to the manure cellar below, both closed by doors.

The manure cellar, which was eight feet deep, extended
under the whole room. In the above described premises,
during the winter and spring of 1859, were confined about
forty head of cattle, arranged on three sides with their heads
toward the centre, and within that centre another square with
their heads pointed in the opposite direction—thus bringing the
animals face to face. In the manure cellar beneath, there was
at the time probably from fifty to one hundred cords of manure,
with from ten to twenty hogs at work upon it.

Such, in brief, was the state of affairs at my farm, when the
importation offour cows arrived from Holland, in May, 1859. Two
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of those cows were so bruised and mutilated on the voyage as to
render it necessary to take them to the farm in wagons. They
were not put into the cow stable at all; one was killed and the
other died in about a week after arrival, and they were buried
without having been submitted to a post mortem examination,
as there was no question but what the effects of the voyage alone
caused their death. I have never had any doubt upon that
point. When, befoi'e the legislative committee in 1860, I was
asked whether the veterinary surgeon, who attended these two
cows, gave me an opinion as to the disease at that time, my
answer was, “ He did not give the opinion that it was a conta-
gious disease at that time. The opinion at that time was, that
the death of the two cows was caused by ill treatment on the
passage; ” and again, when asked if that was the doctor’s
opinion, I answered, “ It was his opinion, and my opinion, and
is still my opinion. I don’t think they had the disease at all;
they showed no symptoms of it.”

The remaining two animals of this importation were compar-
atively but little bruised; one was a cow seven years old, and
the other a two year old heifer. They were put into the cow
stable before described. The old cow became sick, and died
in about five weeks after arrival, and the heifer was slaughtered
by order of the commissioners nearly two years afterwards.

In August, September and October of 1859, several of the
animals confined in the room referred to above, sickened and
died, and of course it was a question of considerable interest to
the farmers in the neighborhood, as well as to myself, to know
the cause, and the matter was freely discussed. The general
opinion was, most certainly, that the “ tight barn ” was the
cause. lam not aware of any one, at that time, having even
suggested the probability of its having been imported; some
suggested that it might be “catching,” and the attending
surgeon said he thought it might be the “ epizootic pleuro-
pneumonia,” such as had once occurred in the herd of the late
Hon. Daniel Webster, at Marshfield.

I therefore resolved, as a precautionary measure, to “ allow
none of the cattle to leave the farm, nor no new ones to come
upon the premises.” About the last of November, however,
Drs. Saunders and Wood, both eminent veterinary surgeons of
Boston, heard of the sickness in my herd, requested permission
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to visit the farm and examine the cattle. I accordingly met
them there by appointment, and a post mortem examination
was made of an animal slaughtered for the purpose. The sick
cattle were inspected, and the premises carefully examined.

The result of the investigation was that Dr. Saunders give it
as his unqualified opinion that the disease was not of a conta-
gious character, but that it was caused solely by the poisonous
gases generated in the cow-house, in consequence of the want
of proper ventilation. Dr. Wood, I understood, coincided with
Dr. Saunders, but Dr. Thayer, (who was present at subsequent
meetings,) seemed to have a different opinion.

The views expressed by Dr. Saunders, seemed to me just and
reasonable, and I became convinced that he was right. I
accordingly caused the sick animals to be removed to a distant
building, and the stable to be thoroughly cleaned, and well
ventilated. I then returned that part of my herd that had not
been sick, and such as had been sick but were then rapidily
improving, to the stable, and from that lime to the present there
has been no new case of sickness there.

This, then, was my condition in the beginning of the year
1860. I had buried nearly half of my herd, and submitted to
the loss, without asking the sympathy or intervention of the
legislature, and had settled down with the comforting reflection
that “ all was not lost.” I had still the most valuable of my
animals left to me, and I had, experimentally, acquired a
knowledge of the fact that in order to keep them alive and in
health, it was absolutely necessary that they should be supplied
with pure air as well as with good food and pure water.

But now, (in February, I860,) came the “ pleuro-pneu-
monia ” panic, commencing in North Brookfield, and rapidly
spreading over almost the whole country. It is not necessary
to mention in detail all the rumors that were at that time
current in the community upon the subject, it will suffice to
say that it was reported, and believed, that the four cows
imported from Holland had arrived at my farm sick with a
contagious disease called “ pleuro-pneumonia,” that nearly the
whole of my herd had taken the disease ; that the three calves
sold to Mr. Stoddard and taken to North Brookfield had infected
a large number of cattle there, and had themselves died of
the “ pleuro-pneumonia, ” that one ox, or one yoke of oxen,
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by working a short time in a “ big team ” of forty-four or
forty-six oxen, had imparted the disease to every one of the
forty-four or forty-six oxen, and thereby infected eleven differ-
ent herds ; that a yoke of oxen belonging to me, having been
sent to Lexington for a load of hay, had given the disease to
three cows standing in the barn while the hay was being loaded,
and that two heifers from this herd, having been driven to New
Hampshire in a drove of one hundred and fifty head of cattle,
had spread the disease extensively in that State ; fifteen animals
having been slaughtered by one of the Massachusetts experts
and found “ rotten with the disease that a calf dropped by
one of the cows at Lexington, had been slaughtered and found
to have the disease, taken congenitally ; that a cow sold by me
and taken to South Malden, had become sick with“the disease ”

seven months after leaving my barn.
Various other similar reports and rumors mightbe mentioned,

but those enumerated above, having subsequently been con-
firmed by positive evidence before the joint committee of the
legislature, at the extra session in June, 1860, undoubtedly
led to the enactment of the law for extirpating the cattle
disease, as they had previously led me to believe myself the
medium through which the disease had been imported, and
disseminated in this country.

The evidence offered before said committee to sustain these
reports and rumors, was as follows:—(1.) In relation to the
three calves which were taken from my farm to Brookfield, I
was asked “ How many of them have died ?

” my answer was,
“ I understand they are all dead ; but I don’t know the fact of
my own knowledge.” Unquestionably the committee under-
stood by that answer, that the three calves had died from the
effects of the disease, under consideration, and not by the
axe of the commissioners. That was certainly my impression
at the time, although, as stated, I had no actual knowledge of
the calves after they left my farm.

(2.) And with regard to the “ big team,” Mr. Commissioner
Walker testified “ under oath” that a yoke of cattle belonging
to a Mr. Doane were “ lent to go to a moving of a building
from Oakham to North Brookfield. They were put in with
twenty-two yoke of cattle and employed a day and a half. It
has proved since that the whole of these cattle took the contagion.
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They belonged to eleven different herds. Of course, they
carried it into eleven different herds, and each of these herds
formed a new focus from which the disease spread.”

Mr. Commissioner Loring also testified in relation to the
Doane ox. “It was understood and known that he had
imparted the disease to twenty-three yoke of oxen in the
team.”

(3.) In relation to the calf slaughtered at Lexington, (the
“ focus” from which the disease spread through New Hamp-
shire,} Dr. Loring testified thus ; “We were very particular to
have the calf killed by a butcher in the usual way, in order
that it might be thoroughly bled, as some question has arisen
in regard to what is the condition of the lungs growing out of
imperfect bleeding. The lungs presented the usual appearances
found in recent cases of the disease, so far as the experience of
the Commissioners goes. There wore upon the external surface
numerous dark livid spots. These when cut into were found
to extend into the substance of the lung, from a line perhaps
to an eighth of an inch. In the substance of the lung, espe-
cially in the lower lobe, we found portions of lung about as
large as a walnut, which were, to a certain extent, broken
down, or disintegrated. There were dark livid spots of hepiti-
zation upon it, and so easily broken that the substance came all
to pieces in the attempt to scrape off the blood with a knife.
It was very evidently, to use a common term, on the verge of
rottenness.”

In answer to the question, “ do you think the calf had this
disease?” (pleuro-pneumonia,) he says, “Ido.” And again,
“ In regard to this calf, I think she might have taken the
disease congenitally—that, in the mother.”

To a question as to “ the extent of territory over which those
thousand head which the Commissioners have ascertained to
have been exposed, :” Dr. Loring answered, “ I think there are
about ten or twelve miles square in the centre of the county
of Worcester, in and about North Brookfield, in which the
geographical limit can be ascertained definitely. Outside of
that there are narrower bounds.”

It was also in evidence that a cow sent from Brookfield to
Peperell, passing through Holden and Lancaster had imparted
the disease to animals in each of those towns.
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In fact, the evidence (?) came so strong that even Dr.
Saunders, evidently against his own better judgment, was
constrained to say, in answer to the question, “ Upon the whole,
from what you saw, and from what you have learned, what
opinion have you formed in regard to the contagiousness of the
disease ?” “ Well, I did not think at that time (January, I860,)
that it was contagious. I considered it a disease more of loca-
tion than any thing else.” ****“! thought it was a
disease caused by the cattle being kept in a close place, breath-
ing impure air—a large number of cattle in a small space.
But since that I have come to the conclusion that it must be a
contagious disease, from the reports I have read ,

andfrom the
reports made by medical men.'" It will be remarked that it was
not his own observation, but the reports of others, that led him
to this conclusion ; indeed, I have reason to believe that he is
now fully convinced that his original opinion was correct.

But now let us refer to the report of the “ Board of Medical
Examiners,” appointed in accordance with the law, to examine-
into the disease, and presented to the legislature of 1860-61 ;

and we shall find all the evidence above stated, substantially
refuted. And (1.) in relation to the three calves that went
from Belmont to North Brookfield, we find that one of those
calves died at the barn of Mr. Curtis Stoddard, but that “ the
evidence of the communication of the disease to Curtis Stod-
dard’s herd is inconclusive. * * This calf was not examined.
The two other Chenery calves, after Curtis Stoddard’s auction,
went to Roland F. Doane’s, and were there killed by the com-
missioners and examined. These two calves never showed
before death any particular symptoms of disease.” Here is the
record of the post mortem examination of the bull calf made by
the commissioners’ experts; “Right lung; general appearance
healthy, but on close examination, distinctly marked spots of
exudation were discovered in several places ; mucous membrane
of trachea injected; left lung in a similar condition. The disease
was regarded by the surgeons as in the progressive stage.”

The comment of the board of medical examiners upon this
record is as follows: “ The evidence here does not seem conclu-
sive of disease—morbid appearances are not distinctly described.
This animal left Mr. Chenery’s diseased herd in June, 1859,
and was examined in April, 1860. If contagious, it would

2
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probably have been in its advanced, not its early stage. Still
this is not quite certain. It might have taken the disease later,
from some newly diseased animal in Roland F. Doane’s herd.”

The records of the post mortem examination, by the same
experts, of the third Chenery calf, reads thus :

“ In the poste-
rior lobe of the right lung was a large spot of emphysema, a
portion of the lung carnified. Over the whole posterior lobe a
mottled appearance, showing traces of chronic disease. The
under surface of the lung was very much discolored. Found
exuadation into the parenchyma and air cells. The connecting
tissue of the lung thickened as in other cases. The left lung in
the same general condition.” The comment of the board of
medical examiners upon this record is as follows: “ This animal
may have had the disease, but the description is so vague that
it is not quite certain that ‘ carnified,’ ‘ mottled,’ ‘ discolored,’
‘ exudation into air cells,’ do not mean the same thing, viz.: a
want of free emptying of the blood vessels, or in common lan-
guage, settling of the blood in the lungs , which is not a disease.
Emphysema is no part of pleuro-pneumonia. It exists in many
otherwise well lungs. The cellular tissue in cattle is much
thicker in health than in man.”

(2.) In relation to the “big team” the medical examiners
say: “The evidence fails to convince us that a single ox took
the disease while in the ‘ big team.’ There is not a single well
described case of disease among all those oxen, except such as
were, or had been in diseased herds, or had some other con-
nection with diseased animals than in that team. The medical
board have examined four of those animals post mortem, and
found them entirely sound, though some of them were ‘ pro-
nounced’ diseased while living. Another was killed for beef
reported well. The same board have examined post mortem,
seventeen other animals exposed directly and indirectly, to oxen
in the ‘ big team,’ and many had been £ pronounced’ diseased,
but every one was sound.”

(3.) In relation to the Lexington cows and calf, the board
of examiners say: “We think the evidence that Mr. Chenery’s
oxen gave the disease in East Lexington, and that it passed from
that place to New Hampshire, is defective in several particulars.
First, Mr. Chenery’s oxen had been well ever since the Novem-
ber previous. Second, the records of the post mortem made at
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Lexington before the extra session do not describe the disease.
Third, we do not, since the panic, hear of any disease in
New Hampshire, where it was said to have been carried by
some young cattle from Mr. Wellington’s barn. Fourth, it is
quite uncertain whether the young animals that went to New
Hampshire were in the barn with the Chenery oxen at all.
Fifth, three cows most exposed were killed July 10th, examined
by Doctor Martin and found well.” They proceed to say:
“ We are not convinced merely because an animal has been
‘ pronounced ’ diseased by any medical gentleman, or because
they said they found certain things, unless the things mentioned
were accurately and carefully described. And we fear it
would have been very unfortunate for the Commonwealth to
have acted much farther on such evidence as the following
cases will show.”

The disease, as reported by the commissioners’ experts, in
eight different herds is then given, and the board of examiners
continue thus: “In these eight herds, therefore, left un-
slaughtered, there are alive and well now, one hundred and
ninety-five head. In every herd was found an animal reported
diseased, as will be seen by the records quoted verbatim.

“ There were from twenty to thirty herds slaughtered, an
animal in each having previously been killed and pronounced
diseased, by the medical and veterinary gentlemen employed
at the time. The appearances, according to the records, were
of the same general character as those found in the eight herds
left unslaughtered.

“ So far, therefore, as the post mortem appearances are con-
cerned, we have good reason to suppose that if the twenty to
thirty herds, containing more than four hundred head of cattle,

had been spared, they would all have been alive and well now ;

for we have already seen, that other herds, equally suspicious,
never showed any sign of disease.”

With reference to the cow that was said to have carried the
disease from Brookfied to Holden, Lancaster, and Pepperell,
the board of medical examiners say: “ The evidence fails to
convince us that this herd [W. S. Woodis’] had the disease.”

UOP ooimoo if* o /. irl ti nf linxm Ilm rl loooon I lift* * * “Of course, if the herd did not have the disease the
Pepperell cow did not have it.” They might have added,
also, that if the Pepperell cow did not have the disease, of
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course, neither the Holden or Lancaster cattle took it from her,
and no “ focus for the spread of the disease ” was formed in
either of those three towns.

The board of examiners refrain from making any allusion
to the case of the cow taken from my herd to South Malden,
and which, according to the evidence before the committee,
became sick nearly seven months afterwards. She was slaugh-
tered in about eleven months. In reference to the animals
killed in my herd, after describing the morbid appearances pre-
sented post mortem, they say, “none of these were characteristic
of any particular disease, and appeared to be the result of
some degenerative process.”

There is one cux’iosity incorporated into the report of the
“ commissioners for extirpating the cattle disease ” which
should not be overlooked. It is termed a chart or diagram,
and they say: “It is intended to show the connection of every
case with the original infection; and to exhibit not only every
well defined instance of disease, but also those cases where
animals were so far implicated by exposure, as to make them,
in the opinion of the surgeons, dangerous, and lucre therefore
condemned and destroyed.'''’

This chart is presented in theform of a large tree. “ Pleuro-
pneumonia” the root, Chenery the trunk, and the branches
containing over one hundred names of persons owning herds of
cattle represented to have been condemned and destroyed.

The “ Board of Medical Examiners” in their report, say:
“ Inasmuch as no instance of severe disease or a single death
has occurred outside of some eight or ten herds, we are irre-
sistibly forced to the conclusion that the disease was limited
to these herds.”

Again, in reference to exposure to the“ big team.” “ Twenty-
two animals have been killed in North Brookfield that had been
directly or indirectly exposed to the ‘ big team,’ as was sup-
posed, and every one carefully examined, without a trace of
disease, old or recent, being discovered. Thirteen of these
were examined and pronounced badly diseased, condemned,
prized, and paidfor before the extra session, and were retained
to see what would be their fate.”

Again: “ A very large number of other herds were reported
as diseased by medical gentlemen in charge. Some were said



1862.] 13HOUSE—No. 283.

to be in the 4 incipient stage,’ others in the 4 acute stage,’ others
in the 4 chronic stage,’ many 4 with thickening of the investing
membrane,’ more with 4 hypertrophy,’ and 4 emphysema,’ and
4 red hepatization,’—but what idea it was intended to convey by
these terms it has been impossible for us to form an opinion.
But as it was so frequently found, we are forced to conclude
that it was something belonging to healthy animals of the bovine
race.”

Did time and space permit, I might continue these quotations;
but enough, I trust, has been said to show the foundation of
the most important evidence given before the joint committee
of the legislature in 1860, and which led to the passage of the
law of extermination.

In order to show the effect of such evidence, I quote a
passage from the report of the medical commission appointed
by the New Jersey State Agricultural Society to visit this State
in reference to the disease. They say: 44 Your commission
cannot be expected to enumerate all the facts that have come
to their knowledge, and led them to believe the disease immi-
nently contagious; but cannot refrain from stating one, that
carried conviction to the minds of the common people where
it occurred, of the contagious character of the disease, without
asking men of science their opinion. A pair of cattle in North
Brookfield, in working condition, from an infected herd, were
put into a team of twenty-three yoke, and were thus employed
a day and a half in moving a building, the cattle composing
this large team belonging to thirteen owners; when the work
was done and the team discharged, the disease was carried into
thirteen different herds—every animal exposed to the diseased
yoke taking the infection, and carrying the disease to their
respective herds.”

This fact, considered by the New Jersey Medical Commission
of such special importance that they could not refrain from
stating it, and which 44 carried conviction to the minds of the
common people,” it will be perceived, was no fact at all, not
having even the shadow of a foundation to rest upon.

Having, as I trust, shown that the most important reports,
rumors, and testimony, on which my belief of the importation,
and contagious character of the disease was for a time based,
could not stand the test of examination, I will state some
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additional facts which have come to my knowledge since the
cattle panic, and which corroborate my opinion that the disease
was not imported, but was engendered in my stable. I refer to
cases of cattle disease which have heretofore occurred in various
parts of New England, the manifestations of which present a
complete parallel to that which occurred in ray own herd.

A gentleman in the town of Lexington, a few years ago built
a very tight barn, without proper ventilation, in which he kept
his cattle during the night, and turned them into the yard
during the day. He lost nearly the whole of his cattle by a
disease, as described to me, exactly resembling that which
occurred on my premises. About the same time, a farmer in
the adjoining town of Lincoln lost about half his herd in a
similar manner. There had been no imported cattle in either
of these herds.

A farmer in the State of Vermont, as I have been informed,
lost about fifty head of cattle in one season, by a disease of the
same description. A gentleman in the town of Pawtuxet, R. L,
about seven years ago, built a very nice, tight barn, in which he
kept a herd of about one hundred cows. During the winter
he warmed the barn to seventy degrees, with stoves placed
there for the purpose. The result was what might reasonably
have been anticipated—during the following spring he lost
twenty-three head of cattle by a disease generated in his hot,
“ tight barn.” The principal difference between his method of
producing disease and my own, seems to have been, that he
used artificial heat, while I depended solely upon animal heat
to bi’ing about the same result.

One more fact of itself ought to convince every one, not
wholly given up to prejudice in the matter, that the disease
at my farm was not imported. On the 27th of April, 1859,
I sold six head of young cattle from the room, heretofore de-
scribed, where the disease occurred. These animals were
driven from the farm more than three weeks before the impor-
tation of cattle from Holland arrived there, and yet I have
recently been informed, by the very best authority in the
matter, that a part of those cattle died, presenting the same
symptoms while sick, and the same appearances on post mortem
examination, as those that died on my premises.
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Of course it cannot be maintained that these animals took
the disease from the Dutch cows three weeks in advance of
their arrival, and it would therefore seem that it must be
admitted that the disease was there before the Dutch cows
were, and if so, I submit, that under all the circumstances, it
is fair to presume that it was generated there.

In relation to the propriety or necessity of exterminating my
herd, I have to say that the last case of death, resulting from
the disease, upon my farm, occurred January Bth, 1860. In
June, 1860, Dr. 0. Martin testified before the legislative com-
mittee as follows: “If we could place a healthy animal in
there, [Chenery’s herd] and it should remain so, it would show
that the propagating period had passed, and it would be ridicu-
lous and absurd to kill them.”

Dr. Martin was subsequently appointed chairman of the
“ Board of Medical Examiners,” and that board did cause four
healthy animals to be put into my herd in order to see if they
would “ take ” the disease, They did not “ take ” any disease,
but did, under our good care and feed, “ take ” on flesh rap-
idly. They were killed and examined, post mortem, and found
entirely free from disease. According to the testimony of Dr.
Martin, therefore, it would appear to be “ ridiculous and absurd”
to kill that portion of my herd which had been submitted to
this test, and yet we find, by the report of the commissioners,
that the board of examiners sent a communication to that
board “ expressing their opinion that there was no safety to the
public except by the extermination of Mr. Chenory’s herd.”
Mr. Chenery’s herd was accordingly exterminated. Every one
can form his own opinion as to whether Dr. Martin was right
in saying such a course was “ ridiculous and absurd,” or
whether the “ Essex Banner” was wrong in characterizing such
action as a “ most ridiculous and disgraceful farce.”

I think, Mr. Editor, that enough has been said to justify my
“ change of mind ” in relation to the cause of the disease among
my cattle, and I hope that what has been said may induce those
interested in the matter to examine the carefully reported evi-
dence given before the committee of the legislature, to which
I have alluded, and compare that evidence with the report of
the “ Board of Medical Examiners.” The investigation will
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show how the cattle panic of 1860 was created, and possibly
afford some hints as to how a repetition of it may be avoided.

In conclusion I beg to avail of this occasion to correct two
errors, or omissions, in my testimony to the public and before
the legislative committee: In relation to the number of cattle
that I had lost by the disease subsequent to the date of the
arrival of the importation from Holland, on the 2Bd of May,
1859, 1 have stated the number to be twenty-seven. That was
the exact number that I had lost altogether at the farm, but
four of those died prior to the date of the arrival of that im-
portation. I inadvertently included the whole in my statement.

And in answer to the question as to the number of animals
that I had disposed of, during the same period of time, I men-
tioned the three calves that went to Brookfield, the cow that
went to Malden, and the calf that went to Somerville, but
omitted to state that I sold an ox to be slaughtered for beef.
The omission occurred to my mind soon afterward and I men-
tioned it to some parties interested, but as the animal was
known to have been killed, and purchased bp a Jew for beef,

it was thought unimportant to the case, and was therefore
allowed to pass without correction.

Respectfully yours,

WINTHROP W. CHENERY.
March 17, 1862.


