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Zettcre to the SEbttor. --- 
W h i l s t  cordially i nv i t i ng  C O ~  

municat ions u p o n  all subject3 
for these co1umns, w e  wzsh it 
t o  be dist inct ly  understooct 
t h a t  we  d o  n o t  I N  ANY WAX 
hold ourselves responsible f V T  

t h e  opinions expressed by our 
correspondents. 

OUR GUINEA PRIZE FOR OCTOBER. 
I’o t h e  Edi tor  o f  t h e  ‘‘ British Journal of Nursing.” 

DEAR ~IADAN,-I am very much obliged for 
cheque for &1 Is. received yesterday. I was very 
pleased a t  winning the prize for October. 

Yours truly, 
G. M. SMART. 

5, Charlemont Terrage, Cork. 

CHRISTIAN SCIENCE. 
To t h e  Ed i tor  of t h e  “ British JvurjLal of Nursing.” 

MADAJX,--I do not think tha t  the article you 
quote from Amer ican  ilfediciiie is represeiitative 
of the attitude of the medical profession in  the 
United States towards Christian Science, and I am 
sure that its strictures on the subject of the sup- 
posed antagonism of Christian Science t o  sanita- 
tion are ridiculous : one of the ablest presidents of 
the Sanitary Society in England was, indeed, a 
Christian Scientist. Christian Science preaches 
cleanliness in the  most minute particulars as for- 
cibly as the  most uncompromising sanitary re- 
former. It insists t ha t  cleanliness is next to god- 
liness because it understands that the  more clearly 
the human mind grasps the  meaning of purity, the 
more insistent it mill become on the cleanliness of 
its surroundings. (‘ I am not patient,” Mrs. Eddy 
writes, on page 413 of Science an+ Heal th ,  ’‘ with 
a speck of dirt.” 

Again, no greater nonsense was ever written 
than the  charge against Christian Science of de- 
priving children of medical assistance. First, be- 
cause the charge begs the  entire question, in 
theory, by assuming tha t  the healing of medical 
science is superior t o  t h a t  of Chrisbian science; 
bnd, secondly, because, in practice, the situation 
never arises. If the children of Christian scien- 
tists are ill, which they comparatively rarely are, 
medical assistance of t he  ordinary description is 
supplied to them, not because their parents have 
any faith in it, they still trust  to Christian Science 
for the  healing ,but because they realise the enor- 
mities the lam on the subject was intended to com- 
bat, and are anxious to do nothing which may 
make easier the  perpetration of those enormities. 

If Christian Science was a mere bundle of hys- 
terical vagaries, it would have collapsed long ago. 
As it is, it is a sane and soientific attempt t o  place 
healing on an idealistic instead of a materialistic 
basis. For centuries many of the deepest thinlrers 
have attrihuted physical pheiiomena to mental 
causes. It is n theory which has been stated by oiie 

of the most eplinent of living natural scientists,. 
himself 811 O&rcl gold medallist, in the definition, 
ii &latter is only a thing imagined, which we have 
constructed for ourselves, very imperfectly to re- 
present the constant element i n  the , changing 
series of phenomena.” 

Christian Science pushes this theory t o  its logical 
conclusion, and, instead of taking refuge, like 
Berkeley, in a n  abortive system of drug-taking, 
proceeds to combat sickness by dealiiig not with 
the physical pheiiomeua, but with the mental 
causes; not by doctoring symptoms, but by dis- 
covering ancl destroying the hidden and commoiily 
unsuspected seeds, not in the huinan organism but 
in the human mind. 

Except in later theology, the word miracle 
never had a supernatural meaning. The miracles 
of Christian Science are miraculous in the  same 
sense tha t  the miracles of primitive Christianity 
were miraculous. That is to say that they are ex- 
traordinary or wonderful to minds trained to  be- 
lieve that the healing of physical phenomena can 
only be brought about along material lines. 

Tonrs faithfully, 
FREDERICK DISON. 

Cluil House, 
Surrey Street, Strand, W.C. 

AN INDEFENSIBLE PROCEEDING. 
To t h e  Edi tor  of the “British Journal of Nursing.” 

DEAR MADAar,-&?lyin$ 011 your judgment in all 
matters of fair play, I ask you whether the  woman 
guilty of the terrible offence mentioned in the en- 
closed cntting &ould have a more severe sentence 
meted out ftor nd i ing  the  remark: “Pi ty  I 
didn’t ” ? 

Yours faithfully, 
ENQUIRER. 

Burgh-by-Sands. 
[The case alluded to is that of a woman who. 

pleaded guilty to throwing vitriol at her husband- 
fortunately without inflicting bodily harm-troni 
whom she was separated. Upon the Judge remarking 
that she might have blinded him the prisoiier replied, 
in a low voice: (‘ Pity I didn’t! ” Thereupon the  
Judge remarlred : ‘( I have no hesitation in passing 
a more severe sentence upon you than I fiist in- 
tended. It will be penal servitide for three years.” 
We strongly deprecate the horrible crime, buc we 
are of opinion that the giwwiilg frequency of Judge5 
exprwing pei.lsona1 opiiiimone from what should be 
the seat of Justice, parleying with women prisoiiere, 
or passing judgment on them for conduct for which 
they a re  not being tried, b highly dangeiwue to 
personal liberty, and indefensible. We doubt if they 
would venture khus to prejudice their chamcter for 
impartiality where male primners are concer11e.d.- 
E D  .] 

IFtotfcee, 
OUR PUZZLE PRIZE. 

Rules for competing for the Pictorial Puzzles- 
Prize will be found on Advertisement page xii. 
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