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CORRESPONDENCE.
THE GENERAL MEDICAL COUNCIL ELECTION.

SIR,-The article on the above subject in the BRITISH MEDI-
CAL JOURNAL of October 4th demands the serious considera-
tion of the profession: it points that " the principle of direct
representation has been on its trial, and has not altogether
fulfilled the expectations which had been formed of its value."
This is too true. In the incident under consideration we
have a gentleman of admitted talent who for years has advo-
cated not alone improved medical education, but reform in
the profession and in the Council itself, who, since his elec-
tion as a " direct representative," has by his ability, earnest-
ness, and perseverance effected much in these directions, and
this notwithstanding strenuous opposition on the part of
some members of the Council, now finds his re-election to a
seat on the General Medical Council opposed on the sole
grounds that he is not a " general practitioner."
The general practitioners form, no doubt, the most numerous

-of the various divisions into which the medical profession
may be divided, but does that fact in any way justify the rule
which it is now attempted to establish-that only one
engaged in general practice is the best and fittest person to
be elected as their representative ? It seems to me that such
a theory is calculated to do irreparable injury, not to the~General Medical Council alone, but to the whole profession
-also.

It is necessary to recall for what purposes the General
Medical Council was established. I am old enough to re-
member the agitation which preceded its creation, and the
reasons brought forward for this step. It was alleged with
truth that medical education was altogether of too low a
standard ; that as a consequence the public weal was
endangered; and that some central authority was needed to
supervise medical education, and to enforce as far as possible
uniformity in the standard required by the various licensing
bodies, and that without this improvement was impossible.

This was the first and chief argument put forwards by the
advocates of the movement, and this was the only one which
was universally admitted by the public as really valid. The
Act was passed making improved medical education and uni-
formity of the standard of education the basis and primary
object of the Act. To these two objects which were deemed
-essential for the protection of the public, were added the
power to expel from the profession, by erasure of the name of
the offenders from the Medical Regeister, those who were
proved guilty of " infamous conduct" in a professional point
of view.
These, and these only, were the objects held in view by the

Parliamentary leaders by whom the Act was brought forward.
No doubt some other matters were added, such as the power
to publish a British Pharmacopaeia, etc., but these were alto-
gether secondary to the former, and all attempts to include
powers which could be used to advance the interests of the
members of the profession, individually or collectively, were
-rejected without mercy, and no changes in the principles of
the Act have since been introduced.

Such being the Bill and such the intention of its pro-.moters, it is difficult to understand why the members of the
-General Medical Council, who are elected by the profession
at large, should necessarily be chosen from amongst the
Tanks of the general practitioners. It is impossible to sup-
pose that they must necessarily be the fittest to judge what
steps are the best suited to bring about uniformity in the
standard of the examinations held by the various licensing
bodies and to see that the standard of medical education be
raised. Nor can they pretend to be better fitted to decide
whether or not a member of the profession has been guilty of
" infamous conduct " in a professional point of view, than
such a gentleman as Sir Victor Horsley; and the very fact
that the accused in the great majority of cases come from the
tanks of the general practitioners rather tends to disqualify
them as judges, inasmuch as they might not be altogether
free from prejudice in certain cases.

I am unable to say what reasons may be advanced to sup-
port the practice now advocated by a section of the general
practitioners; but this I am sure of, that a very consider-
able number of them hope to convert the General Medical

Council to the view that their duty is to " protect the profes-
sion," thereby understanding the protection of individual
members in their many and often real grievances.
Much as I sympathize with them in the many injustices

they are subject to, there is no hope that the General Medical
Council as now constituted, nor as possibly modified in the
future, will ever be able to "protect the profession." At
present the Council has no power to do so, and any applica-
tion to Parliament, made with the view of obtaining such,
will only make matters worse. Remember what occurred in
the recent Birmingham case, when the medical officer of one
of these "medical aid societies" was convicted of unpro-
fessional conduct by permitting himself to be advertised.
The Council were successful, and the practitioner in question
resigned his appointment; but the Council has been in con-
sequence stigmatized by an eminent statesman as nothing
better than a trades-union society. What would be the
result of an appeal to Parliament for increased powers to
enable the "Council to protect the profession' P In my
opinion, it would only lead to the withdrawal of such limited
powers as the Council at present possesses.

I trust that that great and worthy body of men known as
" general practitioners" will not be induced to embark in so
foolish, if not fatal, a course as to elect persons as their repre-
sentatives with the view of endeavouring to have the General
Medical Council revolutionized, which could only be done by
an Act of Parliament, and which no Government could be
induced to support. Such men may attract some by their
endless verbosity leading to no practical results. What they
should do is to choose gentlemen who will endeavour to raise
their profession in public estimation, and this can only be
done by improved education, more especially preliminary
education, in which so many medical students are sadly
deficient.-I am, etc.,
October 4th. AN OLD PRACTITIONER.

SIR,-May I be allow-ed a word of criticism on a remarkable
sentence in Mr. Joseph Smith's letter of thanks to his sup-
porters which seems to me to raise a very important question ?
" I had the whole medical press against me, including the
BRITISH MEDICAL JOURNAL, which, I maintain, should have re-
mained neutral." (The italics are mine.) This sentence is hard
on Mr. Brown and the General Practitioner. But what concerns
me more is Mr. Smith's wish to tie the hand of the Editor
of the BRITISH MEDICAL JOURNAL. I am disappointed
at such a feeling in Mr. Smith, and venture to hope that it
does not express his permanent opinion. The freedom of the
press is perhaps exaggerated, but it is certainly one of the
glories of England, and it will be a bad day for the medical
profession if the medical press has its freedom limited.
So long as editors are fair and above board, so long as they
display courage, interest, and full information, and a faculty
of leading, with complete independence of persons and
cliques, so long should they be independent and much praised
for their independence. It will be another blow at the in-
fluence of the British Medical Association, in addition to that
involved in the wooden and mechanical system of representa-
tion lately introduced at the instance of less than a hundred
of its members, if its JOURNAL is to be silenced in discussing
the claims of candidates for direct representation. Such a
change, I need not say, will be still more injurious to direct
representation itself, which must come to grief if it and all its
would-be representatives cannot bear the fullest discussion.
-I am, etc.,
Highbury Place, N., Oct. 8th. JAMES GREY GLOVER.

SOIL AND INFECTION.
SR,-A careful perusal of the paper by Major Firth and

Major Horrocks in the BRmsH MEDICAL JOURNAL of September
27th seems to me to show that the practice of burying exereta
in the earth-the practice pursued for countless ages-is
abundantly justified, and, if carried out with care and atten-
tion to detail, is practically safe.
The first twenty-one experiments with soil all point to the

fact that the bacilli undergo no growth of any kind, and that
they lose their vitality within three months as a maximum.
The fourteenth experiment shows that there is no upward
growth, even through so little as i in. of covering earth
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