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November 18, 1921 

Dr. Harry Eagle, 
M,crobfologiaal Inetltute 
National 3[net&tutea of Health 
Bethesda 14, Kd. 

Dear Harry: 

Thanks Par letting me aBe your ma*,, which I return herewith. 

Unfortunately, Table 3 eeem to be misnfngl I hope you hew it. 

I think that the factual oontent is 80 alear as to obviate my 
ditaousion, and I wae pleased by the rather olaar statement of alterna- 
tiv8 interpretations. X night wonder at the exteneivenese of the general 
discussion in thie clearly preliminary paper, but it ie obviouo that you 
are preparing your resdere for more and better to come. I had not heed: 
Gibson and Gibeon’s notit their ~<ecstzion eeems to be very plausible. 
As you point out yourself, howewr, the data of the preeent paper offera 
no baaia for a deuieion as to different hypothesee, 

Without Table 3, my critical machinery ie eonewhat Smpalred, but f 
take it that the main oonoluefon is that the rseietanoc of sclooted types 
ie related to the aonoentration at which seleation was exercised. But it 
iar only at moderately low eu~vivorsPlips that the expertients can give any 
definite information. It would be of interest to know $mt how precioe 
the gonerabLcation can be made, e.g*, with cromparieone of replicates of 
the e&ze isolate, of dif?erent laolates frorz the uame ooncentration, and 
of isolates frorr, olfghtly different conoentratfons, to determine just how 
m?ooth the "stepleaa " distribtitlon of reei&anCe increment really is. 

The one point that iclonf’uoes my thinking the most ia a lack of agprehenoior~ 
of what lo being measured when a oell eue;>eneion is plated with an antibfotlc. 
The lnter;?lay of bacteriaetatic and bocMricida1 eff'ecte wili have to be chri- 

fied before I sm pretend tout&sDatati such ex,erir:ents. 

Since I oan;rot be very useful with reepect to content, I wonder if you 
would bs intereoted in come poor suggtmtlona on f'orm, of?ered for whatever 
you oare to do withbthem. 

2, Lederberg '32 should be Lederberg,J. and Ledsrberg, 2.::. 1952(Re:~lics 
plating and indireot selection of bacterial mutants. J. Sact. In Prees.) 
The editor wouldprobably coqleto the reference from pago proof. ye returh4 
the galleye a week ago* 

2. 30 you pr&Yer or distinguish "adaptatfve" from "adaptive"-- the latter 
16 in more gsnsra? me. 

3. (p.6 line 10) Vhat are "severa? loga"? Do you mean decadee$ e-Padee 7 
How about prop-rtional for linearly related. 



4, ~nnale (de l'l'natitut Pcrateur) shsluld be Annales, or Ann. 

5. May I euggeet 0ome references that may illustrate your points aa well 
and perhaps be more acceesible or up-to-date than come that you 
cite, oapeoiallg with regard to induce4 genetic er"fsotsg 

Sonneborn 1543 io not aprcpos. I?ay I euggeet instead a compre- 
hensibe review article1 

Sonneborn, T.K. 195U Ttx cytoplarlc in heredfty. Heredity, 
43 n-36. or 

1951 The role of the genes in cytoplaemic 
inher itanoe. In, Geneticra in the 20th Oentury, WacM.llant ,"- 

For Ephruscito work: 
Ephrusei,B. 1951 Remarka &n Cell Heredity* LOO. cit.. 

In oanneotion with both of theee, you might be i?t8rasted in 
Provasoli, et. al., W4-8 Streptomycin-induced ohlorophylless raocs 

of' Euglena. Proo. Qoc. EJ.xpt3. BiolI Iled., (1T.Y.) @ ; 279-282 

Brown, C.H. 1950 Elinlnation of kappa particles fro)? "ldl!,er" 
strains of Parameaium aurelia by treatment with ahloromycetfn. 
Xature, 166, 527. (9/2~,50>. 

The one other promieing oaee I know &f is the induction offiparabasal 
forms of trypanoeomee with various dyes. You muet know this Iftera- 
turo better th&n I do. If you know of a mudarn treatment of the prob- 
lem would you let me know about it: 

'youri; eincer.3ly, 

Joehua Lederberg 


