
Correspondence 99

habits-it is when a baby sleeps that anxiety levels are
highest.
The report emphasises the fact that parents become

'over reliant' and 'more than 50% showed reluctance' to
give up monitors. Scales, however, showed an 'advantage
in the relative ease with which the tailing off process' could
be achieved. Perhaps parents actually preferred the
continuing confidence in a monitor-because they know
cot deaths occur after 6 months-whereas they readily
gave up the difficult and tedious daily weighing procedure.
The report includes a single case report that has been

anecdotally quoted in cot death meetings as though it
proves that monitoring does not save lives. The case
illustrates insensitivity in the conduct of the study-the
monitor alarmed very frequently; it was taken away from
the baby at 28 weeks and, although the baby had been
weighed regularly, a falling weight pattern was not
recognised until after the baby had died at 32 weeks. This
description suggests that the monitoring aspect of the study
was not organised for the primary purpose of supporting
parents and at risk infants nor for investigating babies who
showed aberrations from normal progress.
The study revealed an expected and worthwhile result-

parents are helped most by committed professionals who
devote time and caring expertise to their anxieties. The
study was not able to show that of the two technical
modalities of monitoring, apnoea machines were in any
way less successful. One message from the study is that
more paediatricians (with help from family doctors, health
visitors, and parent groups) should provide expert support
services, including apnoea monitors, to those families who
have suffered cot deaths.
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Drs Emery, Waite, Limerick, and Carpenter comment:
We had objective evidence that indicated that both groups
of children had equal morbidity. The apparent lower
numbers of symptoms observed by the parents with
monitored children could have several explanations, but
the one that we passed on came from unsolicited comments
of health visitors who had observed the parents' handling
of the children in their own homes. Swift writes of 'the
difficult and tedious daily weighing procedures'. May be he
has some evidence about this, but in the anonymous
reports from parents at the end of the surveillance not one
parent has made such a comment.
To date our surveillance study has included 300 siblings

of cot deaths. Four of these have died; all had been using
monitors. Two died while on the monitors and the other
two had monitors but were not on them at the time of
death. We have had no deaths in the babies on scales

alone. These numbers are of no significance but convince
us of the need to continue our studies.
Does Swift believe that two of his 85 children have been

saved by the monitors because the mothers believed so?
The risk of cot death in a sibling is about one in 200. To
prove that apnoea monitors or any other product prevent
cot deaths would require a controlled study of a population
of around 4000 siblings of cot deaths. At his current case
load it would take Swift 116 years to prove the point that
apnoea monitors could be saving a life.

In the United States a large number of paediatricians are
providing apnoea and cardiac monitors and a recent
attempt was made by a group in Los Angeles to evaluate
their use in California.' They contacted all known monitor
programme sites in the state and 30% of these with apnoea
programmes and 40% of monitor vendors responded. The
information evaluated 3406 infants-1841 having been on
home monitors and 1565 not. The cot death rate for
California was 1-6/1000 and for the babies on monitors it
was 3-8/1000, with a similar rate for those not on monitors.
Where there were technical problems with the home
monitoring the death rate was 5-7/1000 births. There were
26 deaths in the children surveyed, of which four were due
to non-accidental injury. In the California data there was
no randomisation of care, thus with all these data the
questions are still unanswered. Hence the need for our
study.
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The school entry medical examination
Sir,
I read with interest the article by Drs Whitmore and Bax
on the school entry medical examination. ' Despite the
obvious attraction to the parents and teachers of having a
doctor pronounce judgment on the normality or otherwise
of the 5 year old starting school, the authors fail to make a
convincing case for the routine school entry examination,
and one must seriously question their continuation from
both a scientific and cost effectiveness point of view.

Despite the authors' claim that many socially disadvan-
taged children do not receive 'satisfactory health surveill-
ance' during their preschool years, there is little evidence
to suggest that routine examinations detect health prob-
lems that are new findings-that is, were previously
unknown and untreated-and/or important-that is,
would make an appreciable impact on future health and
functioning.

While I strongly support their assertion that clinical
interpretation of a neurodevelopmental assessment is more
valuable than a score, one cannot assume that other
doctors have the same expertise as the authors. Variability
in interpretation of results between different doctors might
be expected.
The authors do not provide any information on how

teachers and parents make use of their findings. Does an
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