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opinion that, among the most serious diseases, only mycosis fungoides could 
be compared with leprosy. Twenty years ago I came to Bergen as Dr. Lie's 
assistant, and a couple of years later I became his successor. 

Bergen has for many centuries been familiar with leprosy, and its 
first leprosarium dates from about 1350. There is no great dread here of 
patients suffering from leprosy, and they are free to receive visits from 
other persons in the town and from relatives outside it. As long as they 
are able to do so, leprosy patients are allowed to travel freely in the town. 
The Norwegian form of isolation of these patients is very liberal, but they 
are not allowed to take their meals outside the hospital, or to be away from 
it at night unless they are on a visit in their homes. 

My duties have to a certain extent led to my visiting persons with 
leprosy in their homes in the country and to making contacts with their 
relatives. In my opinion leprosy is not feared in the abstract and in 
association with this term, but as a reality-fear of contracting the dis­
ease. I have noticed a deadly fear in the eyes of persons who had a justi­
fiable suspicion that they were suffering from leprosy and who actually 
had it. 

A century ago the term in common use for the disease in Norway was 
Spedalskhet, which is derived from the word hospital. It is noteworthy 
that Armauer Hansen strove to have this term changed to leprosy 
("lepra"). The attitude of the public to the disease is exactly the same 
whether it is called "lepra" or "Spedalskhet." It is not the name that is 
feared, but the actual facts created by the disease. 

I see no point whatever in changing the name of a disease which 
already has far too many synonyms. After a short interval, a couple of 
decades perhaps, the new name will evoke precisely the same association 
and ideas as the older names, and will therefore be feared just as much. 

There is only one way in which the opinion of the public about leprosy 
can be changed. It is to discover a method of treatment which is so effec­
tive that the disease loses its characteristic features of incurability and of 
being more disfiguring and deforming than any other disease. Weare 
now well on the way to achieve this end. 

I am entirely in agreement with you in thinking that Armauer Han­
sen would turn in his grave over the notion that the disease should be 
labelled with his name. 

CORRECTION 
To THE EDITOR: 

Your editorial in the fourth ' issue of THE JOURNAL last year, page 518, 
item (b), second paragraph, contains an error which completely distorts my 
view concerning the reactional tuberculoid condition. It is stated that it is 
recognized as a distinct variety in my "third division of the T type, al­
though it is called 'borderline'." 

I have never confused "borderline" leprosy with the reaction state in 
tuberculoid leprosy. In my opinion, "borderline" leprosy is an evolutive 
stage of tuberculoid leprosy and should be classed as a separate variety. 
On the contrary, the state of reaction should not be considered as a va­
riety; it represents an episode which may occur in certain forms of the 
disease. In lepromatous leprosy, correctly, the reaction state is not inter-



254 International Journal of Leprosy 1953 

preted as a variety of that form. It is then not logical to view the matter 
differently for tuberculoid leprosy. 

It would be well also to point out that in the original of my scheme 
"borderline" leprosy is placed after major tuberculoid leprosy, and that you 
placed it in the "indeterminate" column only to save space. 
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