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(liseased anid tao poor ta pay for treatuient should receive treatient at
the hands of the state. There is littie good to corne from finding a
tubercular focus in a lung, uinles scuitii idoefrtesfferr

But it wvill not do ta turn ail tliis wvork aver ta the medical profes-
sian, either at thecir offices, or at the dispensaries aîîd hospitals for free
treatmnent. Tlhis treatrnent is a betiefit ta the State and should bc paid
for by the State. This viewv is being now hield and widely urged by the
public and tHe profession iu several countries, especially ir Britain.

Thei tinie is coiiiing Mvien hospital pliysicians and surgeous, the
miedical attendants on refuges, orplianages. and the poar lu hospitals,
etc., shall receive sanie public comîpensation for tiiese valuable services ta
the public. It mîay be argued thiat this wvould be another burdev on the
tax payer. Thîis is quite truc, but tlîe tax payers as a wvlole slîould not
unload tlîeir burdeti on the miedical profession as a class.

It is quite clear ta tlîose whlo are wvatcliiug the trend of opinion tlîat
State miedical treattinent of the poor is crnîing at noa distant date. The
people of i3ritain last year spent $Soo,ooo,ooo in alcohlîoic stinmulants.
They cau afiord ta pay for the niedical treatuiett of the indigenît. The
niedical profession renders a great service ta the State, and should be
paid for it as the sailor or soldier is uow.

THE MEDICAL WITNESS.

Thiis is an aid tapic, but one tlîat retains its interest. The Lancet
(iLondoni), for ii M\,ardi, 1911, deals with tlîis question iii a lengthy
editorial. The opinions set forth therein are of considerable importance,
and justify referrinîg ta tlîeun at thîis timîe.

The article calîs attention ta the unsatisfactory position whiclî the
niedical wvitness is often called upan ta fill. The judge, the inagistrate,
the jury, tlîe legal coutîsel, they have but little knowledgre of the medical
points at issue, or of the miedical evidence tendered ta clear them up. lIn
tliis wVay the griving- of expert evidence is frequently far froni a pleasing
task ta the doctor. Ta aid the court the suggestinhsbemaeo

appointing saine onie ta, assist tue court.
The article ag-rees xvith the views recently expressed by Mr. justice

W. R. Riddell at tle Academy of Medicine, Toronto, that it would flot
do ta appoint craovn experts and exclude the defendants fromn having
their awn independent experts. Even if the crown did appoint experts
ta report ta the court the facts of the case, it must still be left open for
the defence ta put in such evidence as At deems best in its own interests.
lIt must be thiat othier thian official ex.,perts nîay be called. With regard


