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officer s in those services should not be diverted from the basic facts 
that are essential for diagnosis, treatment and control. 

Personally I associate borderline leprosy .vith the material included 
in the talk at Madrid by Molesworth on "The Natural Course of Un­
treated L eprosy in Malaya." This was illustrated by pictures of suc­
culent lesions which, in some of the tran spa:rencies, were almost cherry­
like in appearance-lesions which had developed after a severe reac­
tion or a number of r eactions in a tuberculoid patient. vVhen "dimor­
phous" was linked with borderline in the light of the Madrid definition, 
I took it that the terms were interchallgeable ; I did not understand that 
it represented an exaggerated variety of phases through which the 
majority of cases passed. Any such alteration would pass the diagnosis 
back completely to the laboratory. 

Nevertheless, we see untreated cases with succulent lesions that are 
bacteriologically negative ; others have raised lesions with a tuberculoid 
histology but a clear subepidermal zone and a doubtful Mitsuda reac­
tion. The indeterminate group ought to be an understandable entity. I 
have assumed the hi stology is neither one polar type nor the other, 
being preliminary to the development of one or other of the polar types. 
I am confused when I read that the histology can be dimorphous. More­
over, when the type progresses to more thana few indeterminate lesions 
there does seem to be reason for placing it in a class by itself. In this 
sense I appreciate the distinction of a maculoanesthetic group. 

There is another element which may affect the issue in some 
patients, namely, the impact of treatment, especially in mass campaigns. 
This can apply to both the infecting agent and the individual response. 
The recent introduction of the term "reversal r eaction" for 'what may 
be a new reactionary phase is a case in point. 

There are other variations that need clarification, and I think the 
answer by the Tokyo congress suggesting more investigation is prob­
ably the right one. 
Entebb e J. A. KINNEAR BROWN 
Uganda 

. 
EXHIBITS AT THE LONDON CONFERENCE 

To THE EDITOR: 
In the otherwise excellent account by Dr. J. Ross Innes of the special 

symposium on leprosy held in connection with the conference of the 
International Academy of Pathology in London, June 20-24, 1960 [THE 
JOURNAL 28 (1960) 469], there is an omission. In the museum of the 
Royal College of Surgeons, where the meeting was held, there were six, 
not four, demonstrations. 

One of those not mentioned was the beautiful collection of skeletal 
material from the old cemetery at Naestved, Denmark, obtained and ar­
ranged by Dr. V. Moller Christensen which supplemented his paper en-
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titled "Osseous· changes in medieval leprosy," to which Dr. Innes 
referred. 

The other demonstration was that of Dr. Yao Teh Chang, associate 
pharmacologis t of the Leonard ,\Tood Memorial. This consisted of two 
panels of enlarged photomicrographs in color, prepared and mounted at 
the National Institutes of Health. One panel showed great increases in 
number and length of M. leprae murium in mouse monocytes cultivated 
in a slide ti ssue-culture system. The other showed the controls : heated 
baciJIi were taken up by the monocytes but did not increase in number 
or in length, and the same was observed when a minute amount of 
isoniazid was added to the sys tem. 

I was fortunate in being able to attend the symposium and take this 
occasion to congratulate the member s of the Acid-Fast Club who wer e 
responsible for its success. 
L eonard TV ood M em.orial 
Washington, D. C. 

To THE EDITOR: 
A CORRECTION 

JAMES A. DOULL, M.D. 
Medical Director 

In the abstract section of the fourth issue of THE JOURNAL last year 
(Vol. 28, p. 493) appeared the title: "De Souza-Araujo, H. C. The 
morphology of Mycobacterium leprae. L eprosy R eview 30 (1959) 80-
84." The abstract begins, "This article is a r epetition, with extension in 
the form of numerous good electron micrographs of bacilli, of one on 
findings in phase and electron microscopy published twice after the 
Madrid (1953) congress." Please correct this statement. 

1) This article was not a r epetition. The paper that I presented at 
the Madrid Congress (see Memoria, pp. 843-47) is completely different 
by title (Morfologia do Mycobacter'ium leprae hom,inis e do M. leprae 
muris. E studo baseado na microscopia electronica e de contraste de 
fases ), by the literature reviewed, by tbe origin of the materials studied, 
and by the illustrations. In the introduction of the paper referred to 
above I said, "This paper is a confirmation of that presented to the VI 
International Congress of Leprology in October, 1953" ... confirmation 
of the findings, but tbe paper is quite new, in the kind of human material 
used (ENL juice), the method, the literature quoted, and out of 31 il­
lustrations 28 are completely new. 

2) ((Published twice." The paper presented in Madrid was re­
printed in tbe Memorias 1nst. Oswaldo Cruz 53 (1955) 389-96, with an 
abstract in Englisb, in order to get r eprints for distribution because the 
paper brought to light many new features of interest. 

In conclusion, the abstracted paper is not a repetition and was not 
published twice. It is quite original. 
1nstituto Oswaldo Cruz H. C. DE SOUZA-ARAUJO 
Rio de Janeiro, Brazil 


