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seemed to her worth noticing. In short, when Dr. Hughes
sets out in the fourth week to discover why the babies are
weaned she has the main answer already in her possession. It
is because she cannot start to investigate until the fourth week.
-I am, etc.,

York. F. CHARLOTJE NAISH.

Teaching Occupational Medicine
SIR,-In your account of the International Congress on Indus-

trial Medicine (Sept. 25, p. 613) I have been wrongly quoted
as saying that what was needed in teaching [occupational medi-
cine] was fewer general principles and more detail. I did, in
fact, suggest the exact opposite-that is, more general principles
and less detail. Occupational medicine is now being practised
in a variety of occupational groups, not only in factories and
mines, but in commercial and transport undertakings, catering
estabiishments, and even universities. Courses must therefore
be designed to equip men and women for the practice of pre-
ventive medicine among these different occupational groups.
It seems that this can only be done by teaching general prin-
ciples. An elementary knowledge of such subjects as statistical
methods, recording and analysis of morbidity, the influence of
working environment on physical and mental health, the place-
ment of the sick and disabled, are of far more value to the
future industrial medical officer than a detailed knowledge of
industrial health legislation, to which reference can be made
when necessary, or of the toxicology of a hundred and one
metals and chemical compounds which many I.M.O.'s will
never see. If these courses are designed to teach the principles
of preventive medieine it will be possible to have many lec-
tures, visits, and demonstrations common to both D.P.H. and
D.I.H. courses, and thus give teachers more time for research
and the preparation of better lectures and less chance of
becoming hacks.-I am, etc.,
Manchester. RICHARD SCHILLING.

Artificial Insemination
SIR,-My attention has been drawn to the letter from the

Secretary of the Medical Defence Union in your issue of Sept.
11 (p. 530). Mr. Justice Vaisey is of course precluded by his
judicial office from writing to the Press, but I have no reason
to doubt that he would agree with the comment that I feel
ob'iged to make.

I am surprised that the Secretary of the Medical Defence
Union should take the view that a document "specially pre-
pared and issued by the Medical Defence Union for the guid-
ance of medical practitioners" should only be criticized with
preliminary notice. I can assure him that there was no con-
fusion in our minds between the Union's memorandum and the
article in the British Medical Journal to which he refers.

It remains, in my view, true to describe as "superficial " a
document which does not refer to the grave risk, approximating
to a certainty, that one or other or both of the spouses will
make a false declaration of parentage and incur liability to
penal servitude. It is, in my view, " grossly misleading " to
circulate for use a form such as the first of those annexed to
the memorandum, containing, dressed up in quasi-legal verbiage,
an assurance which no one properly alive to what he was
doing could either give or accept. This point is expressly made
on page 40 of the Commission's Report, and I do not under-
stand Dr. Forbes' statement that no indication is given of the
reason for our description of the memnorandum.-I am, etc.,
Magdalene College. Cambridge. HENRY WILLINK.

POINTS FROM LETTERS
Artificial Insemination
We publish below points from a number of replies to Dr. Norman

Haire's letter (Sept. 25, p. 621).
Dr. S. J. G. SPENCER (Oxford) writes: The basic distinction, which

Dr. Haire seems to have mnissed, lies between ecclesiastical laws on
the one hand, like the obligations to receive Holy Communion
regularly and fast during Lent, which a Church can rightly enjoin
only upon its flock, as Dr. Haire correctly implies, and, on the other
hand, ethical precepts which a Church submits as a body of experi-
ence -in moral principles to the moral conscience of all men, its

members and its non-members, for their universal acceptance and
adoption. It believes such universal ethical precepts to include laws
derived intrinsically from the nature given by God to man. For
instance, it considers the prohibitions against murder and theft to
be derived from man's natural right to life and property; British
criminal legislation has of course already embraced these two pro-
hibitions. Now, it is manifest that if a Church impugns all or some
facets of artificial insemination, whether rightly or wrongly, it does
so not because they offend against its esoteric rules but because they
break laws which, in its estimation, are derived inexorably from man's
nature and are therefore universally applicable; such laws as the
need to abstain from onanism and to procreate only through one's
spouse. Such a Church must therefore inevitably submit to the moral
conscience of mankind the necessity for the universal outlawing of
these contrary practices by all possible means, including that of
criminal legislation.

Dr. G. L. RUSSELL (London, W.1) writes: Dr. Norman Haire
describes the recommendation of the Archbishop of Canterbury's
Commission on Artificial Insemination that "early consideration
should be given to the framing of legislation to make the practice a
criminal offence" as "monstrous impertinence." And he makes
lavish use of the terms " totalitarian . . . Nazi, Fascist, Communist "
to support his thesis. I entirely agree with him that it would be
intolerable if the Church should attempt to legislate for those who do
not belong to it; but no one proposes this. What is proposed is that
those who have not only the power but the duty to legislate-that
is, Parliament-should exercise that power, and perform that duty,
in a matter which this Commission believed to concern all citizens,
not only members of the Church. Dr. Haire seems to have forgotten,
in his indignation against totalitarianism, that democracy is " govern-
ment by discussion "-a continuous public debate to which every
citizen, and every group, has the right to contribute.

Dr. F. S. SINKER (Leamington Spa) writes: It is the duty of the
Church to proclaim, among other things, the Christian ethic, not
solely to its own practising adherents but to society as a whole,
" whether they will hear or whether they will forbear." That is part
of its witness. It knows, and has good reason to know, that medical
procedures undertaken without any reference to moral and spiritual
values are not fully competent, nor are their long-term results condu-
cive to a genuine and lasting rehabilitation of the patient. In the
recent statement " Medicine and the Church," approved ahd pub-
lished by the B.M.A. Council, occurs this passage: " Moral aspects
in the cause, treatment, and prevention of disease cannot be over-
looked, and in this field also it is desirable that there should be
fuller co-operation. Medicine and the Church working together
should encourage a dynamic philosophy of health which would enable
every citizen to find a way of life based on moral principle and on
a sound knowledge of the factors which promote health and well-
being." Here is a clear recognition of the value of any effort
officially inspired by the Church to give guidance in those aspects
of moral behaviour with which medicine may be concerned, but
upon which medicine as such is not competent to express an opinion.
There are many of us who regard the annotation on " Artificial
Insemination " (Sept. 11, p. 523) as a most able and fair summary of
the value of the report of the Archbishop's Commission, and a
well-deserved tribute to its distinguished members. " This Report
is bound to stand," as the writer says, " for a long time to come
as an outstandingly able summary of this complicated question."

Dr. CLAUD C. M. WATSON (Edinburgh) writes: I agree with Dr.
Norman Haire in that it would be preposterous to make artificial
insemination a criminal offence. On the other hand, I think he
condemns the Church rather too harshly. . . . I noticed one sugges-
tion in the Commission's Report that I think ought to be strongly
challenged, and that was that A.I.D. was " adulterous." Surely the
essence of adultery is that illicit sexual intercourse must occur. Not
by any stretch of imagination could artificial insemination be regarded
as such. My personal opinion is that if a husband has been
found to be permanently sterile it is rather hard to prohibit the wife
from having a child of her own if, as many such wives are, she is
desperately keen to have one.

Dr. J. HOUSTON PORTER (London, W.2) writes: The extraordinary
letter of Dr. Norman Haire makes such exaggerated and extravagant
accusations against " the Churches " that few of its thinking men
and women to whom he refers will be misled by it. . . To suggest
that the much vilified Churches, all of which are deeply deploring
their present loss of membership and influence, could or ever would
exercise totalitarian tyranny over the community at large is merely
ridiculous. The Archbishop's recommendation which has provoked
such an explosive reaction from Dr. Haire is simply that consideration
should be given to the framing of legislation, not by Convocation or
any ecclesiastical body, but by the people's representatives ith the
House of Commons.
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