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unifortunate judgments. One of the worst of these is the one delivered
by' the, Late Chie£ Justice Armour to the effeet that a person does not
practise "medicine" who does flot give drugs. This is altogether too
uiarrow a view to take. It had, however, the unfortunate, Met of
open-jing the door to an influx of ail the varieties of drugless practitioner-s.
Buýt Ithis judgment is now the law of the p)rovince an<l eau only b l0ie n-
terieted by a statute setting forth iii clear language what the praetie
of minediiue really mneans.

We uirge upon the miembers of the medical profession to give, this
iiiaitter thieir serious conidiýi Jeration. So mueli rests with themn. They
alune are in the best position to educate the members of the Legrislature
froin thieir ridlings. This is the main point. There are twelve Ilours in
td %y. Sec that they are properly used.

AN IMPORTANT .JUDGMENT.

A few weeks ago Mr. Justice Clute gave a judgment in the case of
an action brought against a practitioner, which is of the utixtost import-
a.nee. The case was a unique one, espeeially in one partieular.

The plaintiff was a woman on echd of whose breasts an operation
was performed. The lady eonsulted a doctor about a lump in one of
lier breasts. The doctor said lie also detected a lump ini the other breast,

and secured the patient's consent for the removal of both lumps. This
(doctor re(feýrred the case to, a surgeon of experienee, who removed the
1111,p iii one of the breasts. W'hile the patient was under the anoesthctic,
tht' doctor who had been first consulted said that there was a lump in
the otheir breast, and that the surgeon doing thc operation should
remiove it also, as the patient had given lier consent. Thc breast was
preparedl and the operation was performed.

Somre tîme aftcr the operation trouble arose in the arm, of the
second sidfe opcrated on. An action was brouglit against the surgeon
who pcrformned the operation, alleging assauît, on the ground of doing
an prainon a part of thc body where consent had flot been given.
lin this respect tic plaintîiT was in conflîet with the doctor flrst con-
sultcd.

Aftcr bearing a considerable amount of evidence on this branch of
the case, .Mr. Justice Clute lield that a surgeon is justifled in performi-
ing a second operation under eircumstances where the case demands
thiat more be donc than was at flrst deteeted or revcalcd. lt was held
that a surgeon miglit even be open to blame if he did not perform such
further operation, if it could be shown that suci was necessary for tie
cure et the patient.


