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THE EMPLOYMENT OF UNQUALIFIED ASSISTANTS.
SIR,-My attention has been called to two letters in the

Standard of the 6th, on the question of the employment of
unqualified assistants by medical men. As I have availed
myself of the services of these gentlemen (and many of them
have been gentlemen) uninterruptedly, since 1869, and have
kept a list of their names and a brief note of their capabilities
and worth, my opinion on this subject may have a value. On
reference to the record I find in these 24 years 24 men
have employed by me at my dispensary. Some of them were
advanced students and partially qualified, and were allowed
occasionally to stop a gap in my temporary absence, or even
to conduct a perfectly normal labour; this was undoubtedly
advantageous to themselves, as well as convenient to me, for
on my subsequent visit I often took them with me and ex-
plained the case to them.
Seven of these unqualified men have since become duly

registered practitioners (and most likely several others, did I
have time to search a recent Medical -Directory); some of
them too I know are in good practice, L.R.C.P.'s as well as
M.R.G.S., and much respected in their neighbourhood. Some
have left medicine, seeking other more promising means of
livelihood more suited to their means and talents; but in
the interests of several who are still hoping to become quali-
fied and of slender means, I sympathise with the feelings and
opinions of Mr. Herbert Oldfield, as mentioned in his letter
to the Standard, and I think some middle way might be
found whereby the services of these men, who have already
devoted several years to the attaining of medical knowledge,
might be retained without injury to the public, and continue
to be a great convenience to the general practitioner.
In reply the letter of "A Patient," without more minute par-

ticulars I am sceptical as to the permanent injury that could
have resulted from any action of a competent although un-
qualified assistant through the hour's delay of the arrival of
the principal. No doubt the alleged injury (if any) might
admit of some different explanation. I can only add,
after my long experience, I have never had cause (with
one exception) to regret the occasional visit of my un-
qualified assistants, for they invariably have known when
they might usefully and with acceptance give a placebo, and
safely prescribe a harmless medicine, or when the most effi-
cient service he could render was to seek the aid of one of my
medical friends, which they could always procure more suc-
cessfully and more promptly than the patient or anyone else
in my house.-I am, etc.,
Hammersmith, April 8th. FREDERICE H. ALDERSON M.D.
P.S.-I always advertised for a dispenser used to tie duties

of a surgery (and to stop a gap in the temporary absence of
the principal I consider one), but never to visit afterwards, or
to take charge of a case.
The exception was a case in which the patient afterwards had

some spurious signs of possible puerperal fever; I found that
unknown to me the assistant had been dissecting. Recovery
was good, but delayed. I have of course since never allowed
any student dissecting to go near a lying-in patient.
Surely most of these capable but unqualified assistants are

more fit, for they are under the eye of a master, to attend on
an emergency a normal labour than the ignorant and often
officious midwife, whose illegal practice it appears must not
be interfered with, and in whose interest healthy legislation
is stopped and prevented.

SANITARY INSPECTORS UNDER THE PUBLIC HEALTH
(LONDON) ACT, 1891.

SIR,-The communication from Professor W. H. Corfield in
the BRITISH MEDICAL JOURNAL of April 8th indicates very
clearly that, so.far as he is concerned, this matter has merely
a personal bearing. At the conclusion of his letter he asserts,
in somewhat strong language, that feelings of disgust with
the action of this Institute in its opposition to the application
of the Sanitary Institute for a Royal Charter have induced
him to resign his honorary fellowship of this Institute. It is
evident that in the excited condition under which Dr. Cor-
field wrote, he overlooked the fact that he was notan honorary
Fellow of the Institute subsequent to the date of the altera-
tion of our articles of association, which had the effect of
rendering him eligible for the position of an ordinary Fellow,
and which he has not availed himself of.

It is quite unnecessary, however, to follow further the per-
sonal strain of Dr. Corfield's letter, but at once we may say
that the Council of this Institute has not only no animus
towards Dr. Corfield, or any other of the gentlemen who are
actively engaged with him in the working of the Sanitary
Institute, but, on the contrary, they fully recognise what has
been done by them in the organisation of courses of lectures,
etc., and the stimulus which has thus been given to many to
direct their attention to the subject, and it is to be hoped
that there will be no abatement of the efforts of the Sanitary
Institute in this direction.
The matter, however, under consideration, is one of far

greater importance than appears to have been realised by Dr.
Corfield. The Local Government Board have intimated to the
Sanitary Institute their opinion that a conjoint board should
be formed for the examination of sanitary inspectors; this
action has been confirmed by the Conference of Sanitary
Authorities held at the Mansion House in February last, and
the only point remaining practically for consideration would
appear to be the constitution of the examining board.
Strong complaint is made by Dr. Corfield that this Institute

is desirous of nominating the medical examiners of such a
board. The answer to this is that at the present moment
there are only two bodies in England holding examinations
for sanitary inspectors, namely, the Sanitary Institute and
the British Institute of Public Health, and the Local Govern-
ment Board have only recognised these two bodies. The
proposition made by this Institute to the Local Government
Board was that, as we were essentially a medical body, we
should nominate the medical examiners; but in the event, as
is foreshadowed, of the Incorporated Society of Medical
Officers of Health being desirous of representation on such a
board, no objection will be raised by this Institute, nor any
obstacle imposed to their assisting in the nomination of
medical examiners.
We would add, in conclusion, that the only object this

Institute desires is to see the training and examination of
sanitary inspectors properly provided for, in view of the im-
portance of their duties and the obligation imposed by statute
upon the metropolitan sanitary authorities, which will doubt-
less soon be extended to the provinces, to appoint only men
who possess a certificate of competency.-We are, etc.,

FRANCIS J. ALLAN, M.D., D.P.H., a
Medical Officer of Health for the Strand District; Honorary

C. A. JAMES., M.R.C.S., D.P.H.f Secretaries.
The'British Institute of Public Health,

20, Hanover Square, W., April 11th.

CASUALTY PATIENTS AT ST. BARTHOLOMEW'S
SIR,-Having answered two of the points in your article of

March 25th, I am satisfied. My contention is that the
"casualty patients" at St. Bartholomew's, being there, are
efficiently treated. As to whether the majority of these
patients should be there, or not, is a grave question.-I am,
etc.,
Reading, April 8th. G. H. R. HOLDEN, M.D.Cantab.
*** Dr. Holden's present letter on the treatment of sur-

gical casualty patients at St. Bartholomew's assumes rather
more as to the efficiency of the treatment than we should be
inclined to admit as proved. All that his former letter showed
was, as we said, " that a reasonable time is given to the treat-
ment of the cases, and that arrangements are made for pre-
serving the continuity of the treatment." But we pointed
out, at the same time, that the treatment is entirely in the
hands of house-surgeons and dressers, with no efficient
supervision. We have no right to say, and do not say, that
the treatment of the surgical patients by these young gentle-
men is the "farce " which Dr. Bridges's article showed was
the case formerly with the medical casualty patients, because
a reasonable time seems to be allowed for it, and arrange-
ments made for ensuring continuity. But it is only reason-
able to add that the public has not the same guarantee for the
efficiency of treatment which is carried on by officers con-
stantly changing, none of them possessed of any experience,
and the majority of them students, which it has in the case
of persons treated by the permanent staff of the hospital, and
we make bold to add that, in our opinion, no such practice
ought to be permitted. A hospital ought only to admit
patients whom its permanent staff can treat. The " casual-
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