
in  Nursing,  upon  their  payment of ihirteell 
guineas. Most Institutions,  however, only 
admit a very  limited  number,  and  certainly 
those  alone  who  are fit for the work-upon 
the  supposition  that if proved  suitable  they 
will be transferred  to  the  regular  Staff,  and  their 
preliminary  training  thus  turned  to  account.  The 
London Ho,spital takes  in  ladies  as  paying  Pro- 
bationers,  for short terms, far  above  the  age  stated 
as the  limit for those engaged on the regular 
Staff,  and  therefore of necessity they  can  only be 
tenlporary \vorlcers. 

‘The Committee in its  Report  (p. 4) states  that 
the ~ ~ u n ~ b e r  of payiog  Probationers “is h z ‘ t e d  
to thzi,tv.” The House  Governor (Q. 8,297),  who 
made  a  census  of the  workers  in  the  Hospital  for 
the  Lords’  Committee,  found  there were then 

f i , l # ( V . t 7 U f )  j f l l ~ 7 ~ ~  Probationers. T h e  House 
Governor, Mr. W. J. Nixon,  is  one of the  most 
generally  respected  Hospital officials in  the  king- 
dom. We dccliue t o  doubt  his  sworn  statement. 
Nor  do we assert  that  the  Committee  wilfully 
attempts  to deceive. We take  the  facts  simply  to 
prove,  what we unhesitatingly do assert,  that  the 
Conlnlittee is evidently  ignorant of what is done 
i f1  the  Nursing  Dcpartmcnt of its  Hospital.  But 
\vhat d o  t l ie figures give11 by the I - ~ ~ L I s ~  G o \ ~ r ~ l o r  
incotlleslably  prove ? ‘l’llat w e  out of every  three 
\ V O ~ I C I I  011 day-duLy i l l  the   Wards  (Q. 8,993), 
ulle-lhird o f  the  attendants or1 the  sick  poor 111 the  
~ r c a t w ~  Ho5piL:tI i l l  the  IGrgdonl,  re 111ere1y 
d1o1.L-tcr111 worlccrs-ladies iu  for  three or six 
~l~u~l th s ’  cas;ual slllatlcrillg  oCNursillg  knowledge. 
I hat i s  bad el~o~lgh,  but   the evil  does  not  end 
there, because  all I le\v Probationers  naturally  re- 
quire to be itlcessantly  \vatclled,  lest  they  malte 
mm grave  rnistal<c. 

The defellce 111ade: by  tlle Co~nn~iltee  is, once 
more,  very  instructive.  In  its  Report (p. 4) it  
states  that in  the  last  nine  years 538 have  entered 
as pRyiug Probationers. From 1883 to 1887  in- 
L I U S ~ V ~ ,  the  average \vas 60 per  annum,  but  in 
1888 and 1889 no less than  191 were  admitted, SO 
that the averagt\  t]~ell  rose  to 95 per  annum. 
Until  November i l l  1890,  however,  there  had  only 
bee11 47 ta leu  in ,  or a t   the   ra te  of 56 for  this  last 
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to  the  I-igular  Saff,  and  that 8 2  ‘ (  renewed en- 
gagements ”--in other  words,  took  out  a  second 
three months’  course. The  Committee  implies 
that  these 138 and 8 2  represent  different  and 
distinct  people,  but we greatly  doubt  it,  because 
it is uotorious  that  many ladies have  entered  the 
Hospital as paying  Probationers on the  distinct 
promise  that as soon as a vacancy  occurred  they 
should be made  paid  Probationers,  and  that  they 
have  paid for two or more  separate  terms i n  order 
to secure  the  regular  training. 

W e  might  easily  multiply  illstances  to  prove 
this  charge,  but  have  space  for  only  one. Miss 
Honrnmmsr entered  the  London  Hospital as a 
paying  Probationer  in  December, 1884, and  after 
three  months  became a nominally  paid  worker 
on the  regular staff. At  the  end of April  her 
father was taken  dangerously ill,  and  she  requested 
leave from the  Matron  to  go  to see him.  The 
hiat,ron  refused t o  allow  her  to go unless  she 
paid 13 guineas (Q. 5,753). Miss HOMXRSHAN 
was astounded,  and  requested  permissioll  to  con- 
sult  her  brother.  He ( (  could  not  imaginc  such  a 
delnand  to  be  possible” (Q. 5,926), so he  inter- 
viewed the  Matron  with  his  sister.  The  demand 
was repeated,  and  explai~~ed in this way. i?Iiss 
I-Ioi\rslzsmnr paid  until  March. If she  had  paid 
for a second  term she could now have leave of 
absence  as a free agent-a paying  Probationer. 
But  she was instead  a  paid  servant of the  Hospital, 
alld to  go to  her  dying  father  when  the 
Matron  refused her consent  would  be  considered 

disgraceful  and  dishonourable.” The  Pro- 
batioller’sagreement  provided  that  aayoneleaving, 
without  cor~sent,  forfeited  all  paylncnts due. M i s s  
I~ONEKSHALI  actillg U I I  tllis-bclllg refused Lcm- 
porary leave--wellt to I1cr fhtllcr, wllo tlictl till ce 
jays  afierwards,  and  hereby forfeited hcr SCVCII  

rveeks’salary. Wllatfollowcd is highlysignificant. 
Her brother  wrote on her  behalf to the  Chairmall 
2f the  Committee,  who  replied  that  he  had 

inquired  into  the  circumstances,”  and  that “ the 
:onduct OF the  Matron was in strict  accordance 
bvith the  bye-laws of thc  Hospital  and the wishes 
,f Lhe Comn~ittee.” Mr. HOAIERSHARZ appealed 
jirect  to Lhe Committee,  who  supported  the 
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