NEW YORK UNIVERSITY-BELLEVUE MEDICAL CENTER

NEW YORK UNIVERSITY COLLEGE OF MEDICINE
477 FIRST AVENUE, NEW YORK 16, N.Y.

DEPARTMENT OF PHARMACOLOGY OREGON 9-3200

August 19, 1954

Dr. Joshua Lederberg
Marine Biclogical Laboratory
Woods Hote, Mass,

Dear Joshua:

Enclosed is a copy of the famous letter for your signature,
together with Harry Eagle's reply to my inquiry., I have taken
the liberty of accepting his suggestion and deleting our fifth
paragraph. If you would like to handle this paragraph in any
other way don't hesitate to let me know; Beate says she won't
nind typing it once more.

I'm sorry Eagle didn't send us a copy of his letter, but in

its absence I would assume that our letter contains material
that Eagle had not covered, and that would still be worth
calling to the Editor's attention, Besides, it would be a
sheme to discard all the man-hours thet went into this creation!

I'm allczggf%ﬁglwith such nasty jobs as packing the lab and
finishing the review; how I wish I could still be at Woods Hole.

Best regards to iZsther,.
Sincerely,
Bernard D, Davis
P.S.
Please let me know when you have sent this off as I would then

like to send copies to €urt Stern, Ubell, and a couple of other
people.



The uditor
The New York Times
New York 36, N, Y.

Deaxr Sir:

The problem of informing the publiec on scientific metters is s imnortant to
scientists as to newamen; but regrettably these two sroups have not always
schieved mitual coniidence. ' wouid lirke to ¢u 'l to your siteation an srtiecle
that 1llusirates one source of the difficulty. This article, wileh appesred
in The New York Times of June 10, 1954, desc ibad a s.mposiun ot Rutrers
University which the writers attended,

The article bezan: "Strengz evidence . or the inheritance of scquired cherucioristics
was reported here today." fter this Taerereachins statement, it *hen refs red

to the paper of Jre Harry sacle on drug resistence in beeteris. hat o, narle
actuelly stated was the following: 1} “uo.e has been irrefutableo cvidence Shad

in meny casse drug rosistance arises by spontancous rutabtion. 2) Theve ras

80 far been nc eclear-cut csse of inherited "lesoning” of d~ug resistance

(1.0., lnheritance of an ascquire. cheractorisitic), soms indicatins Yrom his

own previous experimenis belng conceded to be indecisive, 3) However, axrnorie
ments in progroess mey stiil leaa to substantiation o the "lesiuing® thecry

in a fow exemyles of drug resistance thai have netv yet been fully clari.ied,

Thiz is searcely "strong evidsnce {07 the inheritsnes oo acguired eharncturistics.?

In a second error gtudics with rediceciive antivioties on unrelated, blocherdion
aspects of drug recisience were incorrecily linked by your re_orior 36 toe
genstie contioversy.

ILe exaggeration oi uUr. .ezle's claim tlen led the reporter $o & len thy
«igcuscion of "the ussian concapt of geneiies” and the "observotion™ +hat
T.estem sclentists we.w in the anomaslous osition of having to hold tist the
~mcsien concept is wronp although experimental evidence scens to susgost that
it is ri-bt."

ve are particulaerly disturded tha' this "obssrcvation® was incorreetly attoihuted,
by inferenco, to Or. .agle. .urthesuore, we are concernad by the statenent
itselfl, which sericusly quasticns the intellectusl fre:dom of /mericsn sclentists
by implying thet en offieial gonetie ‘ocirine exists here ne well as in Sussia,
uhile we, too, are wo.ried shout the incressing prossu =s on intellsciusl
freedon here, and welcome the Times' concern Tor it, this odito inl indictment
ssens Tar oo grave to be prosentad se 11 Wil in a nows report.



In sadition, in our view the "dilerma [or scientists™ implied in your repcrter's
statement (and featured in the headline) would nct be resl sven if excepticnal
cases of inheritance of acquired characieristics were to be proved. Hodemn
genetics does not exclude the possibvility of sueh deviations from the fundamental
pattern of Mendelian inheritance. In contrast, the official Tussian doctrine
does more than stress the inheritence of acquired echaracteristics; it totally
rejects modern genetic theory and largely ignores the innumeratle verifiable
experiments on which this theory is based.

we appreclate the need to add dbackground materialgin mokin- an erfective

news report out of a scientific contribution, Ne¥ertheless, it seems sclfw
evident that the material added by the reporter shouid be clearly distinrcuished
from thet provided by the scientist; and the scientist®s stmstament should not
be distorted for purposes of relating it to issues of wide popular interest.

We are sure you agrce that despite the special problems of science news
reporting this newspaper department should adhere tc the same standards of
accuracy as the cthers. ue would welcoms your commenss on how the diffiecultics

illustrated by the precent case might be avoided.

Yours since:ely,

Bernard D. Davis, M.D, Joshua Lederberg, FhloD.

Chairman, Dept. of Fharmacology Frofessor of Gonetics

New York University College University of “isconsin
of Medicine

P.S,
Dr. Bagle has seen a copy of this letter and veriried cur swirary of Lis staioments.

ee: R. L. Plumb



