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duty ofprofessionals to treat their patients, clients,
and customers with reasonable skill and pru-

dence.
In conclusion, if on the basis of its merits, one is

inclined to endorse a "wrongful life" compensa-

tion action initiated by a handicapped newborn
against a negligent genetic counsellor, one need
not be deterred by such speculative and highly
irrelevant "slippery slope" apprehensions.
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Correction

Bioethics of the refusal of blood by J7ehovah's Witnesses: part 1. Should bioethical deliberation consider dissidents' views?
There was a mistake in this paper by Dr Osamu Muramoto, which was published in the August issue of the journal.
Dr Muramoto has written to the journal apologising for his mistake and asking that an erratum note be published.

The sentence containing the mistake was published thus: The governing body teaches that the "prohibited" blood
components are "major", whereas acceptable components are "minor" or "small fractions", stating that the major
components are limited to only those that pass through the placental barrier during pregnancy, and that on this basis
a JW may accept them in good conscience.

It should have read (changed word in bold):The governing body teaches that the "prohibited" blood components
are "major", whereas acceptable components are "minor" or "small fractions", stating that the minor components
are limited to only those that pass through the placental barrier during pregnancy, and that on this basis a JW may
accept them in good conscience.
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