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notes the substantial benefit many children
with moderate to severe chronic asthma
derive from the use of steroid aerosols. How-
ever, it fails to emphasize the important
place that regular use of bronchodilators has
in management.

It is inferred that if adequate control of
asthma is not achieved with regular pro-
phylactic disodium cromoglycate and
bronchodilator therapy given early in the
course of any acute wheezing attack steroid
therapy in one form or another should be
used. As about 05 % of children have
chronic airways obstruction as a result of
asthma' 2 and this is often inadequately con-
trolled with regular disodium cromoglycate
and intermittent bronchodilators, steroids
appear to be recommended for a large num-
ber of children. This is despite the well-
known complications of oral corticosteroids
and the lack of information of the long-term
effects of topical steroids on the human lung.

In fact many children with moderate
chronic asthma whose airways obstruction
persists despite regular disodium cromo-
glycate and intermittent bronchodilator
therapy will be adequately controlled with
regular bronchodilator therapy. The effec-
tiveness of regular oral theophylline in full
therapeutic dosage is now well documented.3
While the value of combining one of the
newer 3-adrenergic stimulators either orally
or by inhalation with regular theophylline is
not proved, we have used this combination
for many years and have achieved very
adequate control in a substantial number of
children with rmoderate to severe chronic
asthma without any apparent side effects.4
Orciprenaline or salbutamol by inhalation
using a hand nebulizer driven by small air
compressor pump as described in detail else-
where5 is particularly valuable both for the
control of persisting airways obstruction and
for the rapid relief of acute exacerbations.

Certainly no child should be started on
corticosteroids, either by inhalation or orally,
until it has been clearly demonstrated that
the combination of regular disodium cromo-
glycate, oral theophylline, and orciprenaline
or salbutamol by inhalation has failed to give
adequate control. The criteria for control
outlined in your article are adequate, but in
older children objective evidence from pul-
monary function testing is also of consider-
able importance. Some parents of children
with chronic asthma fail to appreciate the
severity of the condition and may report that
their child is normal whereas he has sub-
stantial persisting airways obstruction. Con-
versely there are a small number of children,
usually from disturbed backgrounds, who on
reporting by parents seem to be having a
great deal of trouble with their asthma, but
this is not supported by objective data. There
is a substantial risk of undertreating the
former group and overtreating the latter if
history alone is the guide to therapy.-I am,
etc.,

PETER D. PHELAN
Department of Thoracic Medicine,
Royal Children's Hospital,
Melbourne
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Motor Insurance and Ischaemic Heart
Disease

SIR,-Some interesting points have been
raised by Dr. G. J. Rockley (22 March, p.
679) concerning the underwriting of motor
insurance where the medical condition of the
policy-holder is relevant.
Motor insurance contracts are governed by

the principle of utmost good faith-that is
to say that there is a requirement on the
part of the policy-holder to notify his in-
surer of any fact which would materially
alter the risk. This would include any
change in health affecting the ability to
drive advised to the patient by his doctor.
Insurers would always expect a doctor to
advise a patient on the extent and nature of
his future activities relative to his medical
condition, whether his advice is sought
specifically or not. It remains as a matter
for the patient's own conscience and com-
mon sense as to whether he accepts or rejects
the doctor's advice. In the case of illness or
some form of disability insurers must defer
to the opinion of a registered medical practi-
tioner on the question of the policy-holder's
ability and suitability to drive.

In these circumstances it is vital for a
patient to understand and appreciate the fact
that if he fails to advise his insurers of a
change in his medical condition then he
would certainly run the risk of having a
claim for damage to property (including
damage to his own car) repudiated. In so far
as personal injury claims are concerned the
Road Traffic Act deals with this situation-
particularly section 148.
When an insurer requires a report from

a doctor concerning fitness to drive, it is
normally expected that the report will come
from the patient's general practitioner, and
it would be assumed that the G.P. would be
in possession of all facts concerning the case.
In the case of ischaemic heart disease, where
fitness to drive may improve over the
months after clinical recovery, a certificate
of fitness to drive would be required by the
insurers from the patient's doctor stating that
the condition had improved to the extent
where driving a vehicle would not be ab-
normally hazardous. Equally, the insurers
would be expected to be notified of any
decline in the patient's condition which
would affect fitness to drive. Insurers require
only an affirmative opinion from a medical
practitioner regarding the patient's ability to
drive. The extent to which a doctor feels it
necessary to examine a patient and to con-
sult with specialists, etc., is entirely a matter
of opinion for the doctor in individual cases.
It follows from this that the fee which a
doctor charges a patient for such a pro-
fessional opinion would reflect the amount
of work, time, and consultation necessary for
him to produce such an opinion.

Because they have a duty- placed upon
them to provide insurance cover for the
motoring public insurers feel that they must
satisfy themselves at all times regarding the
level of fitness of a driver, and it is to this
end that it is necessary for them to require
their policy-holders to seek medical advice.
In many cases, while insurers are prepared
to provide insurance cover they may wish-
and indeed they have the right-to impose
special terms and to charge higher than
normal premiums.
With regard to the certificate of ability to

drive mentioned in Dr. Rockley's letter, may
I say that this certificate, which is couched

in the affirmative form, has been the subject
of discussion and agreement between insurers
and the B.M.A.-I am, etc.,

R. C. W. BARDELL
Secretary General,

British Insurance Association

London E.C.4

Prophylaxis of Postoperative Deep Vein
Thrombosis

SIR,-We are obliged to Mr. F. S. A. Doran
(24 May, p. 442). He has done as much as
anyone else to popularize electrical calf
muscle stimulation for the prevention of
postoperative deep vein thrombosis. We also
thank Mr. J. A. Lewis (5 July, p. 41) for
pointing out the superiority of random
number tables (which we now use). The
method of randomization in the published
trial (22 March, p. 649) based on the month
of birth of the patient produced an un-
fortunate excess of patients in the control
group. This made the figures clumsily un-
even but it can surely not be claimed that it
was anything but strictly random or that the
method of prophylaxis used was determined
by our preference and not purely by chance.
Mr. Doran's labour in calculating x2 of

the stimulator group against the heparin
group has been largely wasted. He has added
together laparotomies for benign disease,
laparotomies for malignant disease, and
operations on the bladder and prostate and
has produced a x2 of 4-924-favouring
heparin with a probability of over 95%. If
he had taken laparotomies for benign disease
alone and compared the two groups he
would have found a x2 of 0-875 (no sig-
nificant advantage of heparin over the
stimulator). In the laparotomies for malignant
disease on the other hand x2 is 13-298 and
the chance that heparin is no better than
electrical stimulation is less than one in 1000.
He makes another statistical mistake twice.

First, in comparing major deep vein throm-
bosis (D.V.T.) between the two groups. The
total number of cases of major D.V.T. in
the stimulator group was five and in the
heparin group one. Add these together and
divide by two and the total expected number
is three. No statistician is prepared to apply
the x2 test (or indeed any other test) when
the expected number is less than four.
Similarly, four haemorrhages in the heparin
group against none in the stimulator group
gives an expected number of two and, again,
cannot be analysed statistically. To put it
another way, if you toss a penny four times
there is a strong possibility that it will come
down heads on each occasion.
Twenty-two patients were withdrawn from the

trial. There were four deaths, two in the stimulator
group, one in the control group, and one in the
heparin group. Their details are as follows:
(1) Stimulator. A man of 80 died two days after
laparotomy, suture of a caecal perforation, and
transverse colostomy for an obstructing carcinoma
of sigmoid colon. Overwhelming sepsis. No
necropsy. (2) Stimulator. A man of 76 died two
days after gastrectomy, splenectomy, and trans-
verse colectomy for advanced carcinoma of the
stomach. Superior mesenteric artery occlusion. No
necropsy. (3) Control. A woman of 71 died three
days after gastrectomy and transverse colectomy
for gastric reticulosis. Cardiac and respiratory
failure. No necropsy. (4) Heparin. A man of 74
died four days after right hemicolectomy for a
perforated carcinoma of the caecum. Uraemia and
bronchopneumonia. Necropsy showed no pul-
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