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Dr. Joshua Lederberg
Department of Genetles
University of #isconein
Madison 6, Hilsconain

Dear Joshuas

I havo given some thought to the questions raised in your
letter of the 18th about the source book on microbial yenetics
and transmit them for your consideration.

From tha point of view of a teacher of geneties of micro-
organisms, 1 have asked myself: "what kinds of papsrs would be
most useful to students of this field?” There could be several
bases for selection. First, one could select those papers in
which the germ of an important idea, method, or discovery first
appeared. Second, one could select, without reference to priority
or origins, the pnpers which best illustrate ideas, mathods or
areas of discovery. Third, one could sslect reviews, discussions,
or integrative papers. Fourth, one could select those long and
complex papers to which the student may bve repeztedly referred
and which can scarcely ever be dealt with adequately in lecturas.

Ideally, I should like t0 seea enough of all four tyres of
papers included soc as to cover the Tield adeguately from these
points of view., If any type were excluded, it should doudtless
be the third. Dut then this omissior should be supplemented by
a bibliography of such papers. The latter could de rmenaged on a
rage cr two and would add grea ly to the value of %he book, I
therefore strongly recommend thet such a bibliogranhy bte included
and would be glad to contrihute suggestions as to useful titles
for it.

The next group that offers aifficulties, muinly Lbeesuss of

sizs of papers, is the fourth. For example, I consider Vhitehouse's

paper of 1942 in the New Phytologist (41:23) nc one of %he more
important papers on genetics of Meurosrora, 2s one thaf can bs
properly dealt wlth in lectures only &t the expeunse of a dis-
proportionate amount of time, and therefore as one that would be
among the most useful for a student to hove avallable. Your
limitations of sizs doudtliess reocuire you to oald such papers.
That seems to me a groat and almost fatal difficulty. '

You bave confined your list in the main to papers that fall
in rny first two classes, .ictually, it scems %o me you huave not
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‘been quite consistent about this, thoush in your letter I got the
impression you wished to emphesize my class 2, Apparently the
size of pmper has made you prefer in some cases the first paper to
the one that best illustrates the point., ‘

1 therefore wish to ralse, as others seem to have done, the
questlon of whetler it would be better to try to do a proper job
- with a more linmited field rathsr than sncrifice standards in
order to encompass in an unsatisfactory manner a hroader field,
By restricting the volume to hneteria you veuld hove an sdditional
150 pages availadble and this rmight be enough to do a good Jjob on
that restricted fleld, Personally, I'd rather see @ good job dnne
on bacterial genetics than an unsstisfactory attempt to cover a
broader area. Pevhaps it could bs indicated in the rreface that,
if this book is suzeessful, sinilar source books for othap arsas

. of the gereticsa of microorganiasms will be faortheoming.

I also like Luria's suggestion about a loose-leaf binder,
If that were done, 1t might also be stated that pericdically
supplements to the bacterial volume would be fortheoriine, A
problen in this conneection is the reaction of libraries., It
rould, I am sure, be quite impossidle to prevent fllching of
papers Trom a library copy of a loose-leaf bock; and I suspect

that libraries will not wish to purchase a book set up in that Ay .
However, the book is not intended for livraries znd this need not
be an important congideration,

If you decide to go atead with a volume of broader scopow—
vialeh I strongly urge you will not do--then the following suggestions
as to deletions and inclusions might be considered.

The bacterizl section would, in my opinion, profit hy the
inclusion of one of Robinow's papers on cybologsy
papers of the Stome group, by your paper on the exclusion of

alternatives to saxual Tuzion; and perhaps also one of ¥itkin's,
one of Latarjet's and one of Bunting's,

» Y ore or rore

As to the Phages, I am not prepared to make recorrendations
for until now I have left them out of Yy course, since Luria
coverod thnt muterial.

NO&”’, m&s' I s’!hall h?ﬁv(‘z to d,O Xt@’ bﬁst tO
m:{e cod our lOu‘Sl
£

Your selecticn of papers on Para-ecium would be irproved, I
think, by deleting part II of my 1945 paper and raplacing this by
Ty 1837 paper in FNAS, 23, which (if I moy exnro-s on opinion
sbout my own papers) was probably my most impurtant contzibution,
Parther, the complete omission of the work on ¥, bursari: seems to
me hard to Justify =nd I swould not, even by remcte implieazion, wish
to teke any responsibility for it. 17 you think better of this,

I'd like to zupcest ome or riore of the following for consideration:
Jennings 1938, Px Proc. imer. Pnil.

NAS, 24:112-120; Jennings 1941,

Soc. 85125-48; Jennings 1942, Cenetics =7:193-2i1; Chen, 1940,
#KAS, 26:1239-240 or 1940 J, Hered, 31:175-~184, Arong tha early
papers on Parareeiun genetics, scme are models of a tyre of study
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and prezentation of resulis with which modern stulenbts should be
acquainted. .ong these I would partleularly list Jenninzs 19C8,
JeBeBe. 5:377-6224 Jennings 1908, Proc. Amer. Fhil. Soc, 47:393-5486;
Jennings 1611, JeB¢Z. 1l:l-134; Jennings, 1913, J.B.Z. 14:379-391;
Jennings 1916, Genetlcs 1:407:534:{this ore iz on Difflugsia);
Jennlngs and Haregitt 1910, 7. Forph. 231:485-5381; Jollos 1921, v
Arch, f. Protistentunde 31-822. The preceding 7 papers, with which
avexry student of the genetics of Protozoa should he directly
scquainted total 869 pages, You rightly puess that I huve ny

tonzue in my cheek at this point., But then the cuestion arises,

what good is a source book if it doesn't include the basic source
waterials? Do not think I am trying to stratch the points overly
far., Thiose papers are reslly important and they contain much that

is merely being rediscovered or better explained now-a-days., Further,
I have omitted much of the more recent work that should bte included
if the boox is roally to serve its purnose. For example, it wonld
be grossly unjustifiable to omit Kinmball's contributions; to montion
only one "must” there is his paper on inheriinnce of mating types in
Buplotes, Genetics 27:269-285 (1942), not to mention his other
" papers on Buplotes and Paramecium,

This brings up two other polnts, First, no source hook of
reasonsble size con inelude =ingle papers that run rore than 100
pazes alone. Yebt not all important source papers ere brief. A
pocssible =y out of this ia to select a representative portion of
such pajpers, And this principle of saloction might even he
applied to brlefer papers., I am avare of the obvious objections
to sueh a procedure and slms of the grest burden of tire and
responsibility this would plsce on the editor; but 1t would greetly
increasse the number of worxers and parers that could be included
and I suspect that it could be done so a8 to reduce o neglipidle
proportiona the volues lo=t by such deletlons, - '

¥y second mcint is thet the scheme proposed by your list of
papers implies a serious distortion of values. By devoting half of
the book to bacterial gsnetics, by rclucing the reprasentation of
Parasuecium end heurosgora to thrse pavers each, by omitting papers
on Yeast and Chalmydomonas, you unavoidably give the irnression
that the genetics of bacteria is the mulin thing, »ith relatively
little on cther organisie being equaily worthy of inciluslon,
Nothing you csn s=y in the Introduction will effectlively countaract
that imprussion, Conseguently, it seems to me thot, in fzirness
and honesty, you must either reduce tue secticu on bacterin toa
more ressonezhle proporticn of the whole, with correstoniding ex~
pansion of other section; or expand the baecterial ssction to the
full book, omitting tie otiiers completely. In my opinlon, the
former would yield a bozk of relatively little value, while the
lntter woculd yield a book of groat vnlue,

To turn to the Heurospora section, I'm very pleasad that you
selected the Beadls and Coonrndt paper, for that wns an outstanding
contribution, 1 also fuvor including the Baadle and Tatum paper
and the Lindegren paper. For minimm requireaents, it would scem to -
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Dr. Joshua Lederberg--4 . Hoverber 29, 1850

me that the following shiould also be included: HeClintock 1945,

am. J. Bot, 321671; Srb and Horowitz 1944, T, Blol. Chem. 154:129;
Ryan =nd Lederberg 1946, IfNAS 22:163-173; Wagner nnd Cuirard 1948,
HiAS 34:398; and Horowltz 1945, PKAS 31:153. I have 2lready
discussed Khitehouse's paper. 1 feel zlso that it is highly
desirable t0o include & paper by Dodgs, porhaps his 1929 or 1920
paper in liycologia {21:222 or 22:9). T:is does not do justice to
the work of Tatum, Donner, Mitchell, or Fmerson. Cn the other hand,
limiting representation of the ileurcspora work, ns is done in your
proposed list, would seem to me completsly indefensible.

- For work on othsr Fungi, I would prefer othar parers to the
one .of Keitt and lLangford, For example, I'd like to include;
Blakeslee's 1904 paper on sex in Mucors and Newton's 1926 paper on
the anslysie of spore arrangerent in Coprinug, for those were of
great bistorical importance and served as models for much of what
followed, Anong the more receat papers, I'd select Hensen and
Snyder 1946, FNiS 32:272 on Hypomyces {importent among other
things in relation to the viork of Moewus); Fries 1943, Hersditas
34:328 (on selection of mutants in Ophiostoma by starvation) end,
if poscible, his 1946 paper in Svensk Bot, Tidsk. 40:127; ani ;
Zontecorve and Germell 1944, Nature 154:514 and 532, especially the
latter, 1t would be still bettar if Pontecorvo's work could bhe
even more fully preaented, e '

The Yenst problem is a difficult one, in vier of whet you say
about the copyrights on the papers of “inge and his collaborators.
I would, however, include the following papers by others: Lindegren
and Lindegren 1948, (Proc. 8th Int. Congr. Cen.} (interpretetion of
~ linkage =nd crossing over); Lindegren, Splegslmen and Lindogren
1944, PHAS B30:346; Lindegren and Lipdeoren 1946, CSH 11:1195; and
Splegelman 1946, CCF 11:256,--nll on the plasmagene stuff, Here
more than in most cases, the idea of selecting parts of pavers for
inclusicn would pay off.  Could you get permission to publish nart
of ¥inge and Laustsen 1939 (two papersz), 1240, and Vinge and
Roberts 19487 By Judlcious selection of parts of tho nine papers
mentioned, one could vrezent %the maat of the Yesnst situation
without toaking too mich space. Of the Ephrussi papers, two shauld
suffice: the second and Pifth in the Annnlas de Liingt. Past.
(Ephrussi, Zottinguer and Tavlitski, vol. 76; and Slonimski and
Ephrussi, vol. 77}. If it co“es out in time, the new paper on the
gene rutont would maxe s fine third purt to the Srinity.  Again, it
wuld bhe advantageous to select only oturbds of these nepers,

Finally, os to Chlamydomonas and Protosiphon, 1'd recomren:!
the following: Arch. ¥rot. 1935, 86:1~57; Bilel. Yentralbl 1975,
H51293~309; ibid, 58:516-526 (19Z8); Teitschr . laturforsch Bb:
279-290; Partugnliea scta Biol, Yer. A, 1949, 161~199, The three
paners of 1940 (Biol. Zbl. 60:143-166, 597-636, and Z. 1. Abst,
v. Vor., 78:418-522, espacially the latter) are of marticulor
interest sincs they anticipate the whole subsag:ent development
of bioccheriecal genetices end menifest 2 ramarkable grasp of ite
potentialities and signifieance in the broadest vay.
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How where doos nll this leave us? Obviously, I have not
helped you solve your problems or answer the suestions vou raised.
Dut I would not conalder a ascurce bhook wrich included only two or
three papers on any organism to be sufficiently cexrviceable to
roquire students to purchame it. I could only recomend it as
saving & few trips to the library. <4lso, if the German pansrs
viere translated, this might be an inducerent.

1 can only urge that you consider the various altornatives:
(1) Confine the book to bactoria. (2) Zxpend it greatly so as
to reprosent othar organisms sdocuately. (3) Redves the spsce
devoted to bacterin to bring that section to scmething like its
proper proportion of the mhole. (4) Decide upon sclecting the
more useful and important parts of the papers, instead of
including each paper im full.

Your prohlems as editor are terrific and I wish I could see
an sasier way out than confining the book to bacteria; tut I don't,
If you declide to include ny papers, let me know and I'1ll lend you
my owm last copies,

¥itn best wishes,

Cordially,

TES188. 7. ¥, Sonncborn



