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I would advise young medical officers going out to join
the Indian Medical Service not to purchase more clothes
and boots than is absolutely necessary, as most articles of
wear are clheaper in India than at lhome at present. I have
recently retuirned from India, a-nd regret not coming home
with a replete wardrobe.-I am, etc.,

P. HEHIR,
London, March 7h. Major-General I.M.S.

THE TERRITORIAL FORCE.
SIR,-I am in entire agreement with " Hard Hit" in his

puDgent criticism of the Territorial Medical Service. Dr.
Buttar either takes things lying down or has not been a
T.M.O. During the recent war I started as captain, saw
four years nine months' service and was demobilized, still
in the same rank, all for 5s. a day less than the conscripts.
I am told that I cannot resign, but I mean to resign at
the first opportunity and lhave done with suclh niggardly
treatment, and I shall advise all my friends not to join the
T.F. until patriotism is not counted for evil.

I am, a specialist in a particular region of the
human an'atomy, but was I given a special job? Oh,
dear no. For the greater part of my service I was doing
work which any. clerk could lhave done. Was this the
case with the A.M.S.? Oh, dear no. A great many of
tlhe London men were made major-generals with corre-
sponding emoluments, honours, and titles. Was any
Territorial M.O. made a major-general ? I think not. At
any rate, I was not. I was only one of the poor fools who'
joined up twelve years ago. But " Hard Hit " and I both
look to the British Medical Association to secure for us
our arrears of pay,-I am, ete.,
March 8h.' CONSULTING SURGEON.
*** So far as we can ascertain eight temporary colonels

were promoted to be major-general, and one colonel of the
Medical Service of the Territorial Force Reserve, Major.
General Sir R. H. Luce, K.C.M.G., C.B.

THE END OF THE WAR.
SIR,-Judging by the article onl the " Notification Fee

and the End of the War " in your issue of tthe 6th instant,
you appear to be ignorant of the fact that the termination
of tlle war lhas been fixed by Order in Council as occurring
on January l0tlh, 1920; at least, it was so announced in the
press. I presume, therefore, thiat the medical practi-
tioner's fee for notification of a case of infectious disease
will revert to 2s. 6d. from that date.-I am, etc.,
Attleborough, March 7th. G. S. KEELING.

* Our correspondent is mistaken. The Order in
Council dated February 9th, 1920, and published in the
London Gazette of the following day, declares January
10th, 1920, to be the date of the termination of war with
Germatny, and not that of the termination of the present
war. We quote the last two paragraphs of the Order so
that there may be no doubt about the matter:

"OA-nd whereas treaties of peace with other belligerents not
having yet been ratifled, it is desirable to declare the date
which is to be treated as the date of the termination of war
with Germany before declaring the date which is to be treated
as the date of the termination of the present war:
"Now, therefore, His Majesty, by and with the advice of His

Privy Council, is pleased to order, and it is hereby ordered,
that the said tenth day of January shall be treated as the date
of the termination of war between His Majesty and Germany.'

EPIDEMIC DISEASES IN MAURITIUS.
SIR,-Your -reviewer in criticizing (February 28th) my

book on tthe Epidcemics of Mauritius fiads fault with the
statement that the Phiebotomus papata8ii is the carrier
of dengue fever, and refers me to the recent work by
Clelland and others in Australia who say that the Stego-
myiz fasciata is the carrier of that fever. Long before
Clelland, Bancroft (of Australia) had accused the stegomyia,
but both Daniels (Tropical Medicine and Hygiene,
Part III, p. 130) and Manson (Tropical Diseases, p. 254)
consider -the experimental evidence inadequate, whilst
llrumpt (PrIci8 de parasitologie, p. 449) makes a distinct
statement, whichumay be translated as follows:
The Phl-ebotomuts p(rpatasii transmits into man the pappataci

fever, usually called dengue fever.
The researches of Doerr, Franz, and Taussig have shown

that the phlebotomus after biting a patient with dengue fever

can transmit the disease eight days after. They are the inter-
mediary host of this affection.
The virus of dengue is transmitted by the phlebotomus, and

also, according to Graham of Beyrouth and Ashburn and Craig:
of the Philippines, by certain mosquitos.

In Menmoranda of Medical Diseases in the War Areas
(Edition 1919, p. 199) it is stated that ".dengue, undulant
fever, etc., may be mistaken for phlebotomus fever "; and
again (p. 48) that "the differential diaunosis between
dengue and phlebotomus fever is not always easy, as both
may assume atypical forms. Indeed, there are not wanting
those whlo botlh in India and in Macedonia declare the two
diseases to be identical. It must be admitted that the
arguments adduced are very powerful, so mulch so tlat't we
are led to. ask if the same disease may be transmitted by
totally different insect vectors." Finally, Manson (pp. 324
and 326) draws attention to the possibility of mistaking
three days' fever, seven days' fever, undulant fever,
dengue, etc., for one anotlher. Of course, I agree with the
reviewer, the species' names should have been written in
small letters. It was a lapsus.-I am, etc.,
London, W., March Ist. D. E. ANDERSON.

DRUNKENNESS IN MURDER CASES.
THE House of Lords on Friday last delivered their reserved
judgement in the Beard case which was argued towards
the end of November and which raised points of consider-
able interest and importance.
Beard had been sentenced to death for the murder of a

girl of 13 whom he had ravished and accidentally suffocatd
by placing his hand over her mouth, his object being to
prevent her calling for help.
His defence had been that he was drunk, and on that

ground his counsel had pleaded that the verdict should be
one of mEnslaughter. Mr. Justice Bailhache, in leaving the
case to the jury, had directed them that this defence could
only prevail it as the result of his condition the prisoner
did not know what he was doing or did not know that
what he was doing was wrong. The jury, however, re-
turned a verdict of murder and there was an appeal to the
Court of Criminal Appeal.

It should perhaps be explained that a criminal intent
or, as it is decribed in legal language, mens rea is of the
essence of every crime, and this being so a lunatic is
obviously incapable of committing a crime and the test
which at law has long been accepted as determining the
question as to a man's mental condition is that which Mr.
Justice Bailhache applied when he summed up the case
of Beard to the jury.
Now there had been a case in 1909-Meade's case-in

which the defence of drunkenness to a charge of murder
had been considered by the Court of Criminal Appeal. In
that case the prisoner had, whilst drunk, so brutally
ill-treated a woman that she died, and on his appeal
against the sentence of death which was passed upon him
the Court of Criminal Appeal pointed out that a inan is
taken to intend the natural consequences of his acts, but
that in the case of a man who is drunk this might be
rebutted by showing that his mind was so affected by the
drink he had taken that he was incapable of kcnowing that
what he was doing was dangerous. " If this is proved the
presumption that he [Meade] intended to do grievous
bodily harm is rebutted."
Here again it is necessary to explain, because of its

bearing upon the view which the House of Lords took of
the decision in Meade's case, that there are many critnes
in English law in which an intention to do a speciflc act
forms an essential element of the crime. A man charged
with the murder of a woman uponwhom he has performed
an abortion cannot successfully plead that he did not
intend to kill her. According to English law everyone is
presumed to have intended the natural consequences of
his actions.
But there are many crimes in which there is an element

of what may be called a specific intention. Wounding
with intent to kill is one, attempted suicide is another.
As Chief Justice Jervis once said, " If the prisoner was so
drunk as not to know what she was about how can you
say that she intended to destroy herself?"
Beard's case came before the Court of Criminal Appeal Onathat court, considering itself bound by its own previous decision

in Meaade's case, held that Mr. Justice BAilhache had dealt with
the case in his summing up to the jury as one of insanity, amtd
that the defence of drunkenness had not been properly left to
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the jurv, and reduced the verdict to one of manslaughter, and
from this decision the Crown appealed to the H:ouse of Lords.
In that House the Lord Chancellor pointed out that according

to the law of England as it prevailed until early in the
nineteenth century, voluntary drunkenness was never an
excuse for criminal misconduct ; and indeed the classic
authorities had broadly asserted that voluntary drunkenness
must be considered rather as an aggravation than a defence,
and referred to a case reported-in 1562, in which it was said:
If a person that is drunk kills anotber, this shall be felony, and he

shall be hanged for it, and yet he did it through ignorance, for when
he was drunk he had no understanding nor memory; but inasmuch as
that ignorance was occasioned by his own act and folly, and he might
have avoided it, he shall not be privileged therefor.
The Lord Chancellor then reviewed the cases on the point,

remarking that the old rigid rule of the nineteenith century
appeared gradually to have been relaxed, from which he drew
three conclusions:

First, that insanity, whether produc-ed by drtunkenness or not,
afforded a defence. He pointed out that the insanie could not
be convicted of crime, but on a verdict of insanity were ordered
to be detained during His Majesty's pleasure. If actual
insanity in fact supervened as the result of alcoholic excess it
furnished as good an aniswer to a criminal charge as insanity
induced by aniy other causer; he quwoted Mr. Justice Stephen,
who said, in deciding a case in 1881:
Drunkenness is one thing, and the diseases to which drunkenness

leads are different things. and if a man by drunkenness brings on a
state of disease which causes such a degree of madness, even for a
timiie, as would have relieved him from responsibility if it had been
caused in aniy other way, then he would not be criminally responsible
In mjiy opinion in such a case the man is a miadman and is to betreated
as sueli. although his madness is only temporary.... If you think
there was a distinct disease caused by drinking, but differing from
drunkenness, and that by reason thereof he did not know that the act
was wrong you will find a verdict of not guilty on the ground of
insanity.

Secondcly, that in cases where a specific intention formed an
essential elemeint of the crime, evidence of drunkenness which
rendered the accused incapable of forming that intention
should be talkeni into consideration, in order to determine
whether he had the intention or not; and

Thirdly, that evidence of drunkeniness, falling short of a
proved incapacity in the accused to form an intention neces-
sary to constitute the crime, and merely establishing that his
mind was affected by drink so that he more readily gave way
to some violent passion, did not rebut the presumption that a
man intended the natural consequences of his acts.
He then came to Mleade's case and, after referring to the

facts of that case and to the judgernent, pointed out that the
crime charged in that case was that death arose from violence
done with intent to do grievous bodily harm, so that it was
necessary-to prove the particular intention. In the case under
consideration, on the other hand, the death arose from a
violent act done in fartherance of what was in itself a crime of
violence. Drunkenniess could be no defence unless it could be
established that Beard at the time of committing the rape was
so drunk that he was incapable of forming the intent to commit
it, which was not the fact and, mamifestly, having regard to the
evidence, could not be contended. He then dealt with the way
in which Mr. Justice Bailbache had left the case to the jury
aind remarked that the judge's direction was one applicable
only to a plea of insanity which had of course never been
raised. The summing up was, in fact, unduly favourable to the
prisoner, and he was not prepared to say that the jury was
disabled from reaching a true conclusion upon the matters
which required decision. He doubted whether there was any
sufficient evidence that the prisoner was in the only relevant
sense drunki at alL There was certainly no evidence that he
was too drunk to form the intention of committing rape, and it
was proved that death was caused by an act of violence done in
furtherance of the felony of rape. This was, by the law of
'England, murder, and the appeal should be allowed and the
conviction of murder restored.
In this conclusion the other lords concurred.
It is right to add that although the conviction of murder

has now been restored, the House of Lords intimated at
the close of the argument in November that whatever
their decision the death sentence would not be carried out.

A VENEREAL "-PROFESSOR" SENTENCED.
IN the Glasgow High Court of Justiciary, on February 24th,
before Lord Salvesen, A. S. Eastburn was charged with haviing
contravened the Venereal Diseases Act, 1917, by treating men
for venereal diseases, he not being a duly qualified medical
practitioner. The indictment contained twelve counts. His
Lordship upheld objections raised against six of the counts, by
counsel for the defence, and a plea of Ilot guilty was raised in
the other six counts. The counts dismissed were for "offering'"
to treat which was held not to come within the Act.
Lord Salvesen explained to the jury that the question waswhiether in each of the six cases in vhich evidence would be

tendered the men were treated for venereal diseases by the
accused; that used not to be anu offence in common law, but it
was so now for an unqualified man to treat such diseases. The
qulestion was whether the accused treated for venlereal disease
ench of the six persons and prescribed for them, and also if he
dlid- so. for reward. The amounts paid for treatment by one
witness were read from the accused's ledger produced in court.

Between March 1st, 1915, and September 20th, 1919, he paid
£189 in five sums. He returned for further advice to the
"professor," who asked for a fee of £265 for a new special
treatment. This sum, the witness declared, he had paid over
to the accused in full in September last; no entry for it was
found in the ledger, but a slip from a bun(lle of documents
relating to cases treated by the accuse(l and(I seize(l oni his
premises by the police contained the words £250 paid," and(
a clerk in Eastburn's employmenit, who kept the books, tol(l
the court this enitry was in the accused's haidwvritiig(. Pro-
fessor Glaister, called for the Crown, stated thiat samnp!es of the
blood of this man had lately been examilled by himliself and
two other experts, and the result showed that he was Inot free
from the disease for which he had apparently been treated.
Another witness stated that he had paid £88 in all to the
accused, and a third-a seaman from Liverpool-declared he
had paid Eastburn £66 in five sums, and was then advised by
him to undergo his ";compound treatment," which would cos6
£42. At the end of two years he still felt very ill and went into
a Liverpool hospital for free treatment. The medical evidence
was to the effect that no signs of a previous treatment suitable
to the disease could be found, but that if properly treated at the
outset the man would almost certainly have been restored to
health. Professor Glaister further stated in evidence that the
tablets supplied to witnesses for treatment were shown oil
aualysis to contain neither arsenic nor mercury, but some
vegetable substance which the analyst could not determine.
In the course of his summing up Lord Salvesen said that for

many'years the accused had been making a livelihood by the
treatment of these diseases in men; he had advertised himself
as a specialist, had given private consultations, and prescribedl
treatment to any person who paid him his fees. The jury re-
turned a unanimous verdict of guilty on three of the counts,
and by a majority on one count; by a majority in the other two
counts their verdict was "not proven." Lord Salvesen, in
passing sentence, said he entirely agreed with this very dis-
criminating verdict. It was obvious that the accused had for
profit contravened the Venereal Diseases Act, well knowing
what its provisions were and that it was- applicable to hinm.
His Lordship felt that he would not be doing his duty to societv
if he did not impose a sentence which, at all events, would be a>
deterrent. In the circumstances he could not make the penalty
less than six months' imprisonm'ent.

UNIVERSITY OF CAMBRIDGE.
DR. HENEY HEAD, F.R.S., has-been elected an honorary
Fellow of Trinity College.
At a congregation held on March 6th the following medical

degrees were conferred:
M.B.-L. G. Jacob. B.CH.-R. Stansfeld, E. V. Gostling.

UNIVERSITY OF LONDON.
WAR MEMORIAL.

A COMMITTEE, of which Lord Rosebery (Chancellor) is president
and Sir Edward Busk (Chairman of Convocationi) vice-president,
has issued an appeal for contributions to a war memorial to
members of the University of London Officers' Training Corps
who were killed or died on service. It is proposed to erect the
principal memorial in the standing camp of thje contingent at
Great Kimble, near Princes Risborough, Buckinghamshire, an(l
to arrange for the dedication of personal memorials there. It
is intended to erect a memorial in London also.
The Military Education Committee of the University has in

preparation a Roll of WVar Setvice, 1914-19, of the University of
London Officers' Training Corps. The Roll will be in three
sections, the first containing particulars of the 657 officers who
fell in the war; the second will record the honours and (dis-
tinctions gained in the war, to a number exceeding 1,600; in
the third section the names of officers will be arranged in
alphabetical order to an estimated number of 4,200. The
subscription price for orders received on or before June 30th,
1920, is £1 is., with is. extra for packing and postage. Any
profit on the publicatlon will be devoted to the NVar Memorial
Fund.
The V.C. was won by five former cadets of the contingent,

and the two survivors are among the honiorary secretaries of
the fund. The number of distinictionis gained in the war is
1,650, including V.C., 5; D.S.O. anld Bars, 54; D.S.C., 8; M.C.
and Bars, 588; D.F.C. anid Bars, 10; A.F.C., 9; Mentions inl
Dispatches, 707; Croix de Guterre (French) 27, (Belgian) 15;
Silver Medal for Military Valour (Italianl1, 5; Distinguished
Service Medal (United States), 2. In addition, a number of
former cadets served in the ranks.

Conitributions should be sent to the Honorarv Treasurer,
46, Russell Square, London, W.C.1.

UNIVERSITY COLLEGE.
F. J. Fitzmaurice Barrington, M.S., F.R.C.S., assistant

surgeon to Uniiversity College. Hospital, anid T. H. C. Stevenison,
3M.D., C.B.E., superintendent of statistics, General Register
Office, joint secretary of the Royal Statistical Society, _have
been elected Fellows of University College,-London.
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