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Letters to the Editor. 
(The Editor does not hold himself responsible. for 

opinions expressed by his correspondents. Nezther 
can he undertake to return, nor to correspond with 
the writers of, rejected manuscripts intended for 
this or any other part of NATURE. No notice is 
taken of anonymous communications.] 

The Conditions of Chemical 

PATIENCE has its limits and modesty may be 
overdone. I am moved to these reflections by a 
three-page note in the Journal of. the Chemical 
Society to hand to-day. I am earned back forty 
years to a meeting at the society, in March 1885, 
when' a shy Oxford graduate, a worker in Mr. H. B. 
Dixon's laboratory, told us practically that charcoal 
and phosphorus could not be burnt in dry oxygen. 
Actually, he told us less, as he did not then go nor 
has he since gone beyond-his facts. That, however, 
was the inference to be drawn from his work, taken 
in conjunction with that of Cowper, Dixon, Wanklyn 
and others, on the effect of drought in checking 
chemical interactions. I there and then stated what 
I will now venture to term the theory of chemical 
action chary as I am always of using the word, if 
there be the least reason to rest more faith in honest 
doubt than in a creed. In a sentence, that theory is, 
that chemical action, of whatever kind, is essentially 
electrolytic : consequently, change takes place _only 
when the potentially interacting substances constitute 
an electrolytic circuit : such circuit appears always 
to be one of three components, of which one, neces
sarily, is an electrolyte. I was, therefore, able to 
say that hydrogen and oxygen would not 
not interact; further, that even when wetted 
they would not interact, as water was not an electro
lyte: only when the water was made "conducting," 
by the presence of a dissolved "salt," would change 
be possible. 

Several years later, by further exact experiments, 
Baker demonstrated the truth of these propositions. 
He developed an uncanny ability in " drying " _things, 
and proved, in numerous cases, that the conditions I 
had laid down were essential to the occurrence of 
change. Others have verified some of his observa
tions. About three years ago, however, Coehn and 
Tramm questioned his work and stated that 
and oxygen not only interacted, under the mfluence 
of the light from a quartz-mercury lamp, but at the 
same rate whether the mixture were dry or moist. 

Talking the matter over Baker,_ I said: "Yes, 
as interaction takes place m a hqmd. film,. at the 
surface of the containing vessel, ultra-vwlet light, at 
a low temperature, may well have a greater effect 
than heating, in bringing about Persevere 
in cleaning and drying the vessel and 1ts contents and 
action will be stayed." . 

Baker now reports, that in a quartz tube whtch 
had been dried during twelve weeks no measurable 
action was observed during an exposure of thirteen 
hours to a quartz-mercury lamp at a distance of 
2 em., although action took place in tubes less 
thoroughly " prepared." 

Baker and I have wandered all but alone these 
forty years in an arid wilderness, athirst for recogni
tion and sympathy. I feel that we must now compel 
this and that we have the right to challenge all and 
sundry, chemists and physicists a like, to consider the 
grounds of their belief, if they one. the 
history of our time comes to be wntten, nothing w1ll 
appear more striking than the strange psychology of 
the " scientific " worker so-called : particularly the 
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way in which he was captured by the wild 
speculation, more especially by Ostwald's dogmattc 
rulings. After all, he has but shown that he IS 
human and dominated by the herd-instinct. Many 
be called into " science " but few are chosen-to thmk 
for themselves and as reasoning beings. Still-

One must receive their nature in its length 
And breadth, expect the weakness with the strength ! 

Sardella. 
The issue I raise is of consequence at a time when 

so much importance is attached to the determination 
of ionisation potentials in gases and so much 
is based upon the values deduced-but n<;> att_entwn 
whatever paid to the conditions preva1lmg_ m the 
vessels used . Neglectful as is the chemist, the 
physicist is far worse : seemingly he h as no 
tion of chemical cleanliness, and the chemist, m 
consequence, often takes leave to doubt not a few of 
his deductions. It was not always so-It was not so 
when chemistry was taught together with physics. 
Of late years, we seem to have sought not to 
teach the various branches of science effectively-by 
teaching them singly and encouraging a crass 
isation, which is leading us to neglect and fa1l m 
solving the problems of realtmportance. 

HENRY E . ARMSTRONG. 

October I. 

Haploidy in the Male Sawfly (Tenthredinidae) and 
some Considerations arising therefrom. 

IN 1907 Doncaster published certain statements on 
the gametogenesis of the common goosebe_rry saw_fiy, 
Nematus ribesii Scop. ("Gametogenesis and _Ferhhs;;t
tion in N ematus ribesii," Quart. journ. Mtcro. Set., 
vol. · 5 I n .s., 1907), but later, in 1909, he published a 
correction (ibid. rgog. "Gametogenesis of the Sawfly 
Nematus rtbesii. A Correction." NATURE, Dec. 2, 
rgog, p. 127). Unfortunately, he never resumed t?-e 
investigation, and the problem so le_ft that 1ts 
solution demanded work ab tmtto. Smce then, 
nothing further has been done to elucidate the 
question, but work done by me on the spermatogenesis 
of the sawfly Pteronidea 
with certain breeding expenments with Pteromdea 
(Nematus) permits. certain pronouncements 
which·throw cons1derable hght on the subJect. 

Doncaster's material and mine belong to the same 
genus 1 and the two species behave alike sexually in 
that the females, by parthenogenesis, males 
only (arrhenotoky), whilst, after inseminatwn, they 
produce both sexes. These reproductive are 
likewise common to a great many sawflies, and 
indeed, except possibly for one species only, we may 
lay it down as a principle that for all bisexual saw
flies in which the sex-ratio is normal (about roo: IOo), 
parthenogenesis results in the production of 
only.2 Any conclusion conceming P. melanaspts, 
therefore, will apply most probably to all such 
arrhenotokous species. . 

The cytological results for P. melanaspts are: . 
1. The spermatogonial chromosome number 1s 8 

(Fig. I); . 
2. The spermatocyte chromosome number IS also 

8 (Fig. 3) ; . . . . . 
3· There are two dlVlStons m spermato

genesis, but no reductwn m chromosome number 
(Figs. 4 and 5) ; 

1 Nem.atus r·ibesii now is called Pteronidea ribesii according to Enslin's 
classification. 

a The experience of sawfly worke_rs, n?tably Miss E .. F. Chawner, shows 
that the list of arrhenotokous spec1es Wlll be greatly mcreased. by further 
work, and indicates also that all sawflies facultatlvely 
producing by parthenogenesis. Occas10nally a female 1S produced, but th1s 
occurrence raises questions which cannot be d1scussed here. 
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