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THE SMITH OPERATION. 

To the Ediior of 
" The Indian Medical Gazette." 

Silt,?In your November number you publish a 
" special 

article" entitled " The Vexed Question of the Smith Opera- 
tion" and say 

" 
we here reprint two articles on this subject 

which have recently appeared and to continue our strict im- 

partiality on the subject we give views of both sides.' You 

proceed to republish a letter of an intensely hostile and 

personal nature which appeared in the Ophthalmic lleccrd of 
June 1911. Do you call this recent? This letter is of no 
scientific importance. Von do not republish my reply to this 
letter from the same Journal of April 1912. Is this wh it you 
call strict impartiality? This letter was part of the Kilkelly 
Smith controversy, what in your special article is made to 

represent the other side of the question is the republication 
of an article which has no bearing on the above mentioned 
letter nor 011 the Killcelly Smith controversy. You then 
finish by saying that 

" Those interested in the subject will 
doubtless have read the very interesting review by Major 
Elliot, 1.M.S., in the Ophthalmoscope of September 1911 on 
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Dr. Derrick Vail's little book. Thei'e again you do not 

tell your readers that the 
" little book " was not a little book, 

but the reprint of an article published in the Lancet clinic of 
Cincinnati, not purchasable in the market, but only to be had 
from the writer as a favour. It is unusual, I think, to review 
anything which your readers cannot purchase. You do not 

refer your readers to Dr. Vail's and my replies to that review 
which appeared in the Ophthalmoscope in the current year- 
Major Elliot's review and replies are composed for the most 

part of intensely hostile and personal criticism of me apart 
from the merits and demerits of the operation with due 
deference. I would invite your attention to the fact that 
what appears on this subject is divisable into two issues?on 
the one hand myself personally whether friendly or hostile? 
on the other hand, the scientific aspects of this operation. 
These two issues are mixed up and confused by the opponents 
of this operation of what interest to science are my personal 
doings ! (They might be of interest, if the writers were 

honoring me by writing a posthumous biography) 
I think it would be in the interests of the Indian Medical 

Gazette if the articles and letters copied from other journals 
were confined to the scientific and practical side of intracap- 
sular extraction. 

Yours truly, 
H. SMITH, 

Lieut.-Col., I.M.S. 
Ajiritsak. 

[The proof was long in hand and at time of its printing the 
reply of Lt.-Ool. Smith had not been seen. Moreover we 
also published a still longer article laudatory of Lt.-Col. 
Smith's work. In this matter we still say that we have 
only one desire, viz., to! lay before our readers an impar- 
tial account of the views of ophthalmic surgeons on this 
interesting and important subject.?Ed.] 


