Williams states that “the advance of
medical science itself has greatly in-
creased the need for specially trained
physicians.”

This may represent the view of the
Rockefeller Institute as a standard bear-
er of modern medicine’s concept of in-
vestigation as a laboratory procedure.
Is it true? Does the future of medicine
reside in bright young men in ivory
towers or in any specialist group?

Sir James Mackenzie, writing on the
future of medicine, said: “The reason
given for the need of a body of spe-
cialists to examine one patient is that
medicine is becoming such a compli-
cated concern that one man is incapable
of understanding all its phases. This
view should at once arouse the suspi-
cion that the pursuit of medicine is
not on the right lines, for the more a
subject tends to be a science the more
it becomes simple and easy to under-
stand” (7).

This judgment by one of the most
astute practitioners of the modern era
was distilled from -a life devoted to
clinical studies. Mackenzie’s demonstra-
tion of the arrhythmias and his great
reputation as the father of modern
cardiology were incidental to his real
enthusiasm. For him, that was a total
devotion to understanding disease by
intelligent concentration on the patient.
He said: “Medicine is so distinct from
all other sciences that no one, unless
engaged for a long time in its practice,
can fully understand its peculiar fea-
tures, and the need for methods spe-
cially adapted to its pursuits” (7).

The approach to diseases as a proc-
ess affecting the whole person is begin-
ning to be recognized. It is not yet
clear that the individual man is some-
thing different from the sum of his
numberless divisions. A foundation of
trained clinical observation is necessary
to demonstrate the reactions of the
whole man to his total environment.

DoNALD MITCHELL
497 Mount Pleasant Avenue,
Westmount 6, Quebec
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Williams discusses the discovery of
insulin and the resultant breeding sur-
vival of juvenile diabetics with a state-
ment referring to Rene Dubos’ conclu-
sion about “the possibility of breeding
a race of increasingly unhealthy peo-
ple” (I). The implication here is that
the survival of undesirable traits
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through the reproductive years will
lead eventually to these traits being
ubiquitous in a given population (a
frequent statement of eugenicists).

This implication is erroneous, for
the principle of Hardy and Weinberg
states that the percentage of genes in
a large, randomly mating population re-
mains constant; that is, no one gene
can increase or decrease in percentage
unless some disturbing force either
favors or disfavors it. In the case of
diabetes, until the development of in-
sulin, the carriers of this disease were
strongly disfavored due to the high
early mortality. In the present popula-
tion, diabetics are at best only neutral
in survival with respect to nondiabetics.
It certainly has not been suggested that
there is any advantage in carrying dia-
betes. Therefore, until it can be shown
that diabetes (or any other detrimental
condition) confers a reproductive ad-
vantage, there is no basis for assuming
that the percentage of carriers will in-
crease over its present level.
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94 Years of Progress?

In the January 1872 issue of The
Lens (1, 64), a now defunct journal
of the State Microscopical Society
of Illinois, we ran across some com-
ments that seem pertinent in view of
the forthcoming AAAS meetings. S. A.
Briggs, then editor, summarized a con-
temporary account from the Scottish
Naturalist concerning the August 1871
meetings at Edinburgh of the British
Association for the Advancement of
Science. The material below was ex-
tracted by Briggs from the original,
longer article.

Is the Criticism Just?—A correspondent
of the Scottish Naturalist publishes in the
January number of that journal a critique
on the real, contrasted with the apparent,
advantages of such gatherings as a means
of advancing science, as illustrated by the
meeting at Edinburgh of the “British As-
sociation for the Advancement of Science,”
in August last.

Chief among the advantages which he
enumerates are—that “the meetings” af-
ford an admirable opportunity of becom-
ing acquainted with the personal appear-
ance, at least, of scientific or other celeb-
rities previously known only “by their
works or reputation”; that they “furnish

an admirable rendezvous for the reunion
of friends and correspondents”; that they
are “convenient for the transaction of all
sorts of business—as that between authors
and publishers”; and that they “afford a
pleasant” -and economical “means of see-
ing most favorably the chief cities of
Britain and the scenery of their vicinity.”
Among the twenty-four disadvantages
enumerated (the author mentions only ten
advantages, four of which he denominates
“questionable”) are—the character of the
papers presented, which is not adapted to
the audiences, “which consist mainly of
the general public, including a large pro-
portion of ladies”; “the excessive length
of the public addresses” and the papers
read at the sections; the season of the
year selected for the meetings, which is
highly suitable for the excursions, but
most unsuitable for lengthy in-door dis-
courses; many of the leading naturalists,
though they attend the meetings, do not
read any papers nor take any active part
in the proceedings, while others “do not
attend the meetings at all, regarding them
as mere exhibitions of talk and sham—
of egotism, superficiality, and dissipation.”
The conclusion arrived at by the critic
is that “such an organization—‘for the
promotion of science’ by its popularization
—is in thorough accordance with the spirit
of the age,” but that “as at present con-
stituted the ‘British Association’ must be
regarded as mainly a fashionable means
of social and scientific dissipation or rec-
reation”; that “it has only a quasi-scien-
tific character, its very existence depending
on popular, not on scientific, support”;
that “the real scientific work done is very
small”; and that “it could be done more
efficiently in a much quieter, less expen-
sive, and less ostentatious way.”
Davip W. Jacoss
WILLIAM N. TAVOLGA
Department of Animal Behavior,
American Museum of Natural History,
New York 10024

Memories of Wisconsin

As a native of Wisconsin and a
graduate of its university, I was
pleased to read Glass’s handsome let-
ter of apology (30 Sept.) regarding his
earlier errors in connection with the
oleomargarine controversy in 1943.
Not only did the distinguished research
team find a hospitable climate for
its work on that subject at Wiscon-
sin, but one of the team was named
president of the university. C. A. Elve-

_hjem will be remembered both as a fine

scientist and worthy administrator.
The alumni and university are now
engaged in a joint project developing
an art center which has been named
for him.

Tuomas T. HiLL
955 Highland Avenue,
Rochester, New York 14620
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