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_July 16, 1946, - ... “

Dr. McKeen Gattell, vgf '
Department of Pharm&calogy, -
,uornell Univers: W_Medical College,

-

New yof_Vcit& 21
Dear Dr Cattell-
ery much for your letter of July 8. I am not re-.

g, the paper on DDT at this time, . but. rather am
gthe question for your consideration.,w;

Thank&"
5

-t

can very vell realize the &ttitude of your Journal ‘toward
the publication of evidence on this cr any other problem that
is merely confirmatory in charecter. As I indicated in my
letter to Dr. Wallace, the contribution made in this Laboratory
on the subgect of DDT was principally concerned with the criti-
cal‘examination Qf the toxicity and the more obvious aspects of
the: efmf action of DDT. At the time we came into this pic-
U3 § }iybelreved‘th&t & number of ‘laboratories ought to be
his work. The Geigy Company was sent to us on the
nical people in the Department of Agriculture,
ally undertook to do was to examine these matters
- As 1t happened, and as a matter of fact, as
ekpectgd, our results agreed substantially with
i ther investigators who were experienced pedple in
this fi¢16 of work., We undertook some additicnal investigations,
which vere of a rather sketchy type. Practically all of these
matters vere. included;in Dr. Delchmann's paper, and I am frank
to say that certain points were not very well presented. Actually
for rea ons whiﬁ, are neither here nor there, the paper went to
Dr. Wal ac,‘ni, out having received the critical exsmination
that it should have . had at my hands. On the basls of the criti-
clsms. returned to Dr. Deichmann by the Editorial Board, most of
‘the manemiaﬂ of real consequence was stripped out of the paper
~and the fﬁagment§ so=to-speak, which represented something new
or differ{ _@mainedpﬁddar ‘these circumstances I am not very
keen to pi ish the revised paper- 1 recognize that the work
~done. on tﬁ “physiological side was not complete, or even well
,rounded out, and in view of the physlological information availa-
ble fr@m @ther sources &nd obtalned by other techniques, I do
not. cansider it & very : meritorious contribution to the subject.
I do, think that there is ample Justification for presenting the
ccnfirmamary data on the toxicity and general mode of action of
this material. There are new questions arising about 1t every
day, an& as & uonsequence the welght of evidence from a variety.
of . soupces is requirea to establish the nature of certain effects
and the absence of certaln others.
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Dr. McKeen Cattell - (2) - July 16, 1946

If it could be. agreed: that this is a valld argument, I am quite
‘prepared to review our evidence quite carefully to present it
as briefly as possible, and yet as comprehensively -&s need be,
and to strip out of it eny of the exper;mental prceedures that

‘ S .axn 10us. in &ny - -+ In this
) ,ined by this
1y in support

on to say sc,ﬂSiﬂ ”Mnﬁer those ci g eiviist tances I shall not
.to. the-trouble or perhaps the embmrr_ssment of considering

this paper. for pu }icati@n.

With kindest regards,

;éincerely yours,

Fobert A. Kehoe, M. D.

FAX ef

Dictated but not read.
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