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know already, that the perception of complex stimuli
lies in the brain ofthe beholder.

What are the functions of a review? I suggest that
they are to indicate what a book is about, to place
it in its general psychiatric context and to give a

pci-sonal evaluation. These functions involve increas
ing degrees of subjectivity, but this is unavoidable.
Books. are reviewed by people who have some
expertise in. the field under review. One could harcL)y
fault Professor Stengel in this. His extensive know
ledge ranges from organic psychiatry to psycho
analysis;he has had hisown Universitydepartment,

and has done valuable clinical and epidemiological
research. His opinions merit attention, therefore,
even if they are not universally accepted.

just as the writers of one of the letters you publish
point out that they are entitled to their opinion of a
reviewer's views, others of us are entitled to our
opinion of their opinion of a reviewer's views. Possibly
they are over-sensitive to criticism of writings with
which they feel themselves to be in sonic way involved.

Opinions on the value of contemporary writing
are notoriously unreliable. Future generations of
students and young psychiatrists will decide their
reading for themselves. I doubt whether in 1978 any
attention will be paid to what will be regarded as the
boring and out-of-date controversies of the previous
decade, and, as Dr. Anthony points out@ young
psychiatrists of the present arc not incapable of
finding their way to writings, including those under
discussion,iftheyfindthem helpful.

Departmentof Psychiatty,
The London Hospital,
Whitcehapel,
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DEAR Sm,

excellentessaysiotayet ai@her paternalisticfount of

wisdom. It was therefore unedifyir@, if unfortunately
predictable, to read the petition againit Professor
Stengel's review by the senior and junior Conunon
Rooms of the Maudsicy Hospital, who doubtless feel
that their graceful gesture to Sir Aubrey is being
criticized.

I hope that these two dlistingiushed men will be

allowed to express their opinions in peace, and that
the nineteenth-century scene of a psychiatrist's
disciples? petitioning against critics wii not recur
in your correspondence columns.

Powick Hospital,.
Powiek, ii,. Worcester.

PE@rERHALL.

PSYCIIODIAGNOSiIS IN SCHIZOPHRENIA
DEAR Sm,

I was dismayed to read in the January, s@68, issue

a review roundly condemning Psychodiagnosis in
Schizophreniaby I. B. Weiner. I have used this text
during the last year and my impressious of it are
in total disharmony with those of the reviewer. I
believe Professor Fish's criticissus of this book to
be reckless and needlessly abrasive, and to betray at
best a scant familiarity with its contents Dr.
Fish's wholesale condemnation of American
psychiatry and clinical psychology certainly has no
place in a journal of this calibre.

722' West z68th Str.4

New Tork, N. T., r(J032.

G. W. GRtThssT.

DEAR Sm,

I am sorry that Dr. Grumet finds it necessary to

suggest that I do not read the books I review. The
fact is that Weiner claimed that it is possible to use
psychological tests in the diagnosis of schizophrenia.
The general view of psychiatrists and clinical
psychologists in this country is that psychodiagnostic
tests are not of much value as far as the problem of
schizophrenia is concerned. r@@ reason to alter
my criticisms of American psychiatry. Practically
every European psychiatrist with a knowledge of
American psychiatry is aware that American
psychiatrists and clinical psychologists have an
extremely wide concept of schizophrenia, which
is so wide at times as to be almost meaningless.

Fwtic FISH.

University Department of Psychiatiy,
6 Abercrombie Square, Liverpool 7.

DEAR Sin,

Smi@iav CRowN.

I have followed with interest the correspondence

about Professor Stengel's review of Professor Sir
Aubrey Lewis's book.

Your critics of Professor Stengel's review seem
disturbed about the recruiting of young doctors into
psychiatry â€œ¿�forthe next @ooyearsâ€•, but one of the
main reasons why doctors have not been attracted
to psychiatry in the past must surely be our near
religious preoccupation with the â€œ¿�gospelâ€•according
to Freud, Kraepelin and the rest, which has at
times made us a laughing stock in the eyes of our
medical and scientific colleagues.

It will be a sad day for twentieth-century psychiatry

when an eminent professor is not allowed to be less
than charitable about the writings of an equally
eminent colleague, and. it is to be sincerely hoped
that no attempt is being made to elevate Sir Aubrey's
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I regret that ajournal of repute such as The Bruit/I
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