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reported from the University Clinic of Freiburg is of
unusual interest.2 A man known to have had a mild
attack of hepatitis, for which he was in hospital for only
four days, was found 17 years later to be dying from a
primary carcinoma of the liver complicating a post-
necrotic type of cirrhosis. For 10 years before his death
he had been a regular blood donor and had given blood
to 95 patients. Of the 53 patients traced 8 had definitely
developed jaundice after receiving blood from this
donor. Since these affected patients covered a span of
10 years, it is apparent that a persistent, or at least
intermittent, viraemia had lasted for all that time. It
is, of course, impossible to draw any firm conclusion
from this single case, but it shows that chronic infection
by the hepatitis virus does occur and must consequently
be seriously considered as a cause of chronic hepatic
disease.

MARGARINE MYSTERY

In August, 1960, an explosive epidemic of an erythema-
multiforme-like illness affecting some tens of thousands
of people followed the introduction in Holland of
margarine containing a new emulsifier.' The epidemic
ceased within a few weeks of all supplies of the
margarine being withdrawn. Some investigators2
obtained a positive skin test with the material, and also
stated that they had produced an analogous eruption in
pigs. A causal relationship between the illness and the
margarine seemed clear, especially as the introduction
of a similar margarine into West Germany in 1958 had
been followed by an epidemic illness called Blaschen-
krankheit (vesicular disease).3 Much publicity resulted
from the use of press, radio, and television for an
announcement by the director of public health within a
few days of a pilot inquiry in Rotterdam which showed
that all of forty affected persons had eaten the new
margarine.

Medical opinion on the epidemic has not been free of
controversy. J. W. H. Mali and his colleagues4 called it
a ninth-day erythema and claimed to have demonstrated
antibodies to a so-called " MA adduct," a by-product
of the emulsifier ME-18. R. D. G. P. Simons5 in
Amsterdam has submitted a spirited argument that the
coincidence of the illness with the introduction of the
margarine was entirely fortuitous. His claim is that the
epidemic was erythema multiforme, a condition known
to have a seasonal peak in the autumn, and " the weather
in August, 1960 was unusually autumnal." He quotes
evidence for and against the margarine hypothesis, and
concludes that the case is not proven.
Much circumstantial evidence undoubtedly implicates

the emulsifier in the margarine, but some facts remain
unexplained. A small number of patients were given
the margarine again after recovery; not a single one
developed a recurrence. Large numbers of people in the

Dutch Antilles and in Surinam ate the same new type
margarine, but no cases were encountered in these
countries-a surprising finding when the incidence in
Holland was estimated to be 5 to 10% in those exposed.
The papular eruption produced in pigs is not very con-
vincing against the absence of ill-effects in one hundred
blonde women volunteers who consumed 35 lb. (16 kg.)
of the suspect margarine.5 It is to be hoped that
research will be pursued into this problem, and that a
more definite answer will be obtained, especially since
the Dutch Ministry of Health has more recently
announced that the disease could not be explained on
the basis of a direct or indirect toxic effect of either
the margarine or the emulsifier. Before any action can
be recommended to avoid a similar occurrence in the
future it is imperative to know more of the relationship,
if any, between the margarine and the epidemic illness.
The formula of the emulsifier is known, but little has
been said of the toxicity-test programme to which it was
submitted before its use in margarine. As with many
other food additives and drugs, yet closer scrutiny and
more stringent testing may be justified. The price of
freedom from toxic reactions is eternal vigilance.

1 See Brit. med. J., 1960, 2, 744.
2 Huisman, J., Douglas, H. M. J., Burema, L., and Hermans, E. H., Ned.
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UNIVERSITY SALARIES

The Treasury grant to the University Grants Committee
for the payment of the salaries of university teachers has
been increased by 10%. The actual sum is £3Om. The
Association of University Teachers, having recently put
in a claim for increases up to 30%, has protested about
the smallness of the new award. The University Grants
Committee will recommend how the additional money
will be distributed. Last April a 3% increase was
allocated entirely towards improving the pay of junior
grades of staff. The Council of the B.M.A. was so
disturbed by the niggardly policy of the Treasury that it
issued a statement' earlier this year drawing attention
to the fact that " members of the Association teaching
in universities are still substantially underpaid compared
with their colleagues in other branches of medical
practice." It remains to be seen how medical teachers
will benefit from the new award, but whatever new
scales are announced they are unlikely to approach what
the B.M.A. thinks should be paid.
The Government has also decided to refer the question

of academic salaries to the National Incomes Com-
mission. This has also irritated the Association of
University Teachers, since, as its executive secretary2
has said, " The first we knew of this reference of
remuneration to N.I.C. was from the press. The
Government had never bothered to tell us and that is
what we regard as lacking in normal courtesy." So far
as the salaries of university teachers are concerned the
Government appears to be lacking not only in normal
courtesy but also in normal prudence-that is, if they
want to staff the universities with teachers of first-rate
calibre.

1 Brit. med. J., 1962, 1, 931.
2 The Times, December 31, 1962.
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