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iion-visualization of the gall bladder at oral
cholecystography are well known. In such
cases examination of the patient's film may
reveal a faintly outlined common bile duct
or intrahepatic ducts. This provides useful
information per se. It indicates (1) that the
contrast medium has been taken by the
patient; (2) that the medium has been ab-
sorbed and excreted by the liver; and (3) the
presence of gall-bladder disease.

In 47 consecutive patients with non-
visualization of the gall bladder and
visualization of the bile ducts after a single
dose of 3 0 g of iopanoic acid operation
revealed disease of the gall bladder with
calculi in every case, and in addition almost
50%b of the patients had calculi in the bile
ducts. This is similar to the experience
reported by Melnick and Lo Curcio.' Since
the use of operative cholangiography is now
routine (or should be routine) at cholecystec-
tomy I believe that intravenous cholangio-
graphy in such patients is no longer neces-
sary, and in view of the potential hazards of
both oral and intravenous studies of the
biliary tract the numbers of these investiga-
tions should be kept to a minimum. So-
called double-dose cholecystography in my
experience and in the experience of others
seldom provides additional information to
that available from the single-dose chole-
cystogram provided the bile ducts are shown.
Tomography may provide visualization of
the bile ducts in such cases when conven-
tional radiography fails to reveal the biliary
tract.2 If the bile ducts are not seen after a
single-dose cholecystogram, then more valu-
able information is obtained from intra-
venous cholangiography.-I am, etc.,

JAMES MCNULTY
Jerviq Street Hospital,
Dublin

1 Melnick, G. S., and Lo Curcio, S. B., Radiology,
1973, 108. 513.

2 Muiahed, Z., Evans, J. A., and Whalen, J. P.,
Radiology, 1974. 112, 1.

Who Says Was it a Drug?

SIR,-I am not usually inclined to challenge
a decision made in favour of a prescribing
practitioner but the circumstances reported
by your legal oorrespondent (23 November,
p. 477) under the above heading are so
astonishing as to overcome my normal
reluctance.

In this case (Optimax) the referees decided that
the Cadbury's drinking chocolate moiety of nearly
50% was not a drug. The Divisional Court de-
cided to quash their decision. Unlike your legal
correspondent, I do not find the relevant regula-
tions either obscure or complex. Regulation 16(7)
states that "if any substance which was not a drug
was an ingredient in a preparation of which the
other ingredients were drugs, the.amount to be
recovered shall be the price of that substance
[calculated in the manner set forth in the drug
tariff] together with half the amount of the dis-
pensing fee." This not merely "contemplates" that
there "may" be occasions when it is proper for the
referees to look at the substance not only as a whole
but also at the constituent parts-it indicates that
they are at liberty to do so. Nowhere in the regula-
tions is this liberty limited, certainly not because
the preparation is marketed as a trade entity. On
the contrary, regulation 16(5) states "their pro-
cedure shall be such as they may determine." One
might possibly go even further and say that the
referees are obliged to consider the constituent
parts, since by failing to do so they would also be
failing to afford the Secretary of State the oppor-
tunity to recover money to which he is entitled,
which is the purpose of this regulation.
For three of Her MajesWs judges to pronounce

in effect that the regulation does not mean what it

says, that when a preparation is referred to the
referees as a whole they may not consider its
constituent parts, that they do not understand what
the regulation is aimed at or that it is merely a
legacy of the 1930s is nothing short of astounding.
If this decision stands the way is now open for any
enterprising firm to find itself an alcohol soluble
form of digoxin, put it up in whisky, and call it
"Cordimax," of which 20 ml will give the exact
therapeutic equivalent of 0-25 mg of digoxin. Any
practitioner prescribing Cordimax for a patient
requiring digoxin could be confident that whatever
a local medical committee decided the referees
would be obliged to decide that it was a drug. This
is precisely the sort of thing regulation 16(7) is
designed to prevent.

Will the Secretary of State now be obliged
to take this case to the House of Lords
before we all find ourselves offered the
opportunity of providing our N.H.S. patients
with their drugs in chocolate bars, brandy,
or any acceptable food or drink form that
does not alter their therapeutic value? Your
legal correspondent thinks there may still be
trouble when the non-drug element is a non-
essential ingredient of the preparation as a
whole. Not if this decision stands-for that
is the precise position of 50% Cadbury's
drinking chocolate in Optimax.-I am, etc.,

A. A. LEWIS
London W.9

Confidentiality of Medical Records

SIR,-Referring to the B.M.A.'s view on
the inadvisibility of forwarding hospital
letters and reports to insurance companies
(23 November, p. 481), it is stated: "It
should be remembered that hospital and
consultants' reports are confidential in
nature." In the matter of hospitals forward-
ing medical records to the Department of
Health and Social Security I feel it should
also be the case that general practitioners'
letters to consultants are also confidential in
nature.
When I was telephoned by the solicitor

of a regional hospital board to ask if I would
discuss a patient's condition, the patient
evidenitly having claimed against a hospital
for an injury, I naturally said that I was
unable to discuss any patient with a third
party unless the patient asked me to do so.
You may imagine my dismay when a letter
I had written to a consultant to ask his
advice about this patient was quoted back
to me by the regional board's solicitor.

I tried to think of ways of stopping this
leak in confidentiality. I realized that not
only are the hospital records the property
of the D.H.S.S. but so also are all our
records. In fact, it is written into our im-
possible contract that records shall be kept
on D.H.S.S. forms, which of course remiain
the property of that department and are not,
as I used to think, confidential to the doctor.
If not a probability it is a future possibility
that other Government departments can have
access to patients' "confidential" records by
an agreement with the D.H.S.S.-even
possibly nationalized industries. I have
visions of a new class of unemployable young
people growing up in the future because
severe stress at some stage has labelled them
"unstable personality" or febrile convulsions
in childhood have resulted in a "'possible
epileptic" label. I only hope this is extremist
thinking on my part.-I am, etc.,

DAVI R. H. ADDENBROOKE
Droitwich

SIR,-In a debate in the House of Lords on
20 November Lord Wells-Pestell, Govern-
ment spokesman, stated that hospital social
work records are the property of the local
authority.' The records in question are kept
in relation to the social workers' functions
under the N.H.S. Acts and not local
government. They hold medical information
and may not involve the local authority in
any way or they may concern patients living
in another local authority area altogether.
Surely, then, they should be the property
of the area health authority?

Health service social workers have never
been written into N.H.S. statutes but their
duties have always been a part of Health
Service functions. There is nothing in the
1973 Act to suggest that these have changed,
but in order to effect their transfer to local
authorities they were described (clause 18(4)
(a)) as being wholly or mainly employed in
local authority functions. Mrs. Barbara
Castle has since written that this description
was made only to effect the transfer. In
counsel's opinion the clause is invalid, but
the Secretary of State has not chosen to
take legal guidance on this point.

Clause 12(2) is also of questionable legal
validity. It requires health authorities to
obtain from local authorities the support of
social workers employed on local government
functions to help them carry out their
functions under the Health Service Acts.
There will be occasions when such support
will be required, but these need not involve
N.H.S. social workers appointed before
April 1974 to help carry out health func-
tions; nor staff appointed after 1 April who
are mainly employed in clinical social work
not connected with the 1970 Local Govern-
ment Act.
The operation of clauses 18(4Xa) and

12(2) has caused widespread disruption of
existing services and it is essential that their
validity should be determined as a matter of
urgency. Social workers in charge of health
authority units must know who has the
legal right to decide access to the records
under their custody and control. More than
that, the N.H.S. must decide whether it
needs social work support outside matters
which stand referred to local authority social
service committees. If existing legislation
does not provide for what is needed the Act
should be amended to ensure that it does.
-I am, etc.,

FREDA CLARKE
Chairman,

Health Service Social Workers Group

Barnet, Herts

1 Hansard, House of Lords, 20 November 1974,
col. 1061.

Urethral Strictures in Women with Cystitis

SIR,-During the past five years we have
developed a method for assessing the
presence of possible urethral abnormalities
in women with recurrent cystitis. The
uretha is normally at an angle of 180 to
the v-ertical plane and in micturition there
is a steady stream. We found that a propor-
tion of women complained also of dribbling,
spraying micturition, and this group, which
contained the patients with recurrent
cystitis, was assessed.
The practice is situated in a village hall
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