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between different firms in the efforts they make to control the
risk, for Acts and inspectors can do no more than provide a
limiting framework. The real drive for safety must come
down from the top in every individual firm. In that respect
many are beyond reproach, but in others it is only too evident
from these annual reports that conditions are deplorably lax.

Safety of Drugs
It is a truism that no effective drug is completely safe. At
least this remains a sound working rule even if it challenges
the sceptic to contradict it. But some are safer in relation
to their efficacy than others, and it is in studying the balance
of probabilities that the Dunlop Committee on Safety of
Drugs is now served by six full-time doctors, two pharma-
cists, and an administrative staff of 16.

According to its latest annual report' 1967 provided the
first occasion when the committee had to inform the Health
Ministers that a drug had been marketed without its agree-
ment. It is satisfactory to note that within a few days the
drug had been withdrawn, and that with this one exception
the committee received the co-operation of the pharma-
ceutical industry. As usual, the committee examined the
credentials of some hundreds of new preparations, though it
reports that the great majority were reformulations or mix-
tures of established drugs; 56 were in fact new. The
patents on the many drugs introduced in the 1950s are
beginning to reach the end of their 16-year span, so that the
committee draws attention to the increasingly careful watch
that will have to be kept on the quality of drugs. The fact
is that, however much governments may dislike drugs to be
branded products, the warranty of a company's name is a
more satisfactory safeguard of the public interest than any
system of external supervision can be. The Dunlop Com-
mittee itself is everywhere acknowledged to have done a fine
job and brought great benefits in the marketing of drugs.
But where quality control is concerned it is doubtful whether
any practicable system can be devised which is as thorough
as the control exercised by a good firm on each batch of its
branded product.2

But that not all firms can be relied upon is evident from
the committee's disclosure " that a number of submissions
on new drugs have been made in which the evidence from
teratogenicity tests has been inadequate or non-existent."
It is well known that such tests have serious limitations as
predictors of a drug's effect on the human foetus, but every-
one would agree with the committee that "they are not

without some value." To submit new drugs without having
carried them out shows an astonishing irresponsibility in the
wake of the thalidomide tragedy.

I Committee on Safety of Drugs, Report for the Year Ended 31

December 1967, 1968. H.M.S.O.
2 Brit. med. 7., 1968, 1, 781.

Nuffield Generosity
The industrial disputes in Britain's motor-car industry now
being inquired into by the Ministry of Labour have, by an
odd twist, a directly injurious effect on medicine. In 1943
the late Lord Nuffield handed over to trustees shareholdings
in the Nuffield organization to the value of £10 million, in
this country a uniquely generous benefaction, and over the
years the Foundation so formed has disbursed many millions
of pounds to help the advancement of medicine in countless
different ways. Now the latest report of the Nuffield Foun-
dation' has to remind us that the prosperity of the motor
industry must regulate the beneficence of the Foundation:
" Unfortunately, the manufacture of motor vehicles did not
prosper as greatly in 1966 and 1967 as in the first half of the
present decade, and the funds available to the Foundation for
grant-making have been less than in the days when more than
two million pounds were available each year."

Despite that the medical profession and through it the
country as a whole owe an incalculable debt to Lord Nuffield
for benefactions that have made possible an astonishing range
of research projects. Among grants described in the present
report the largest is one of £130,000 towards the cost of a
new building to house the Nuffield Institute for Medical
Research at Oxford. A key factor, says the report, in
deciding on this grant " was the high regard which Dr. Dawes
has won by his distinguished record as Director of the Insti-
tute for the last twenty years." Another large sum, £80,000,
has been given to the Zoological Society's Nuffield Institute
of Comparative Medicine, since the trustees have been greatly
impressed by "the world-wide reputation it has already
established." The Neonatal Research Unit at the Hammer-
smith Hospital and the General Practice Research Unit at

Guy's are also substantial beneficiaries.
Outside medicine but of direct concern to the nation's

health is the special support the Foundation has given over
the years to research in food safety. Another £122,000 is
granted for that, mainly for the continuation of work by the
British Industrial Biological Research Association. The
report sharply remarks that " The food industry itself, with
a few praiseworthy exceptions, seems not yet willing to accept
its own due share of responsibility for promotion of relevant
research." It seems odd that an industry whose products so

intimately affect man's wellbeing for good or ill can be sub-
ject to such strictures. But the freedom with which all sorts

of substances are added to foodstuffs for a variety of purposes
-some very trivial-has aroused questioning by the medical
profession on many occasions.

1 The Nuffield Foundation: Twenty-second Report, 1968. Oxford.
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