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Deaar Fryar,

The dirferences botween the dirferent Lreatments are
&8 you puesssd very amply signiticant ac as to loave no
doubt a8 to the different degroes .. infeatation. The deagrsa
of agreement or disagreement belween parallel samples do,
however, snow that the technique of counting of sampling
leaves a great ceal to be Jesired. fhere arc vome very
puzeling discrepancies in these. The first point which
atruck mﬂlgl that the series of preliminary counts agree
much too well. Samplee from soils containing 30 cysts
per sample should not all fall in the range 27 - 32. Ag
this ie quite different from the later results, L supycee
some difference in technique 1s invelwved.

Of the latar counts the two on doad cysts agres pretty
wall with random sampling. I find 3* = 81,7 and 47.0 with
an expectation of 40 in each case. The unsterilised soil
omitting the exceptional pot glves £4.8 where 60 is expected,
and this is a significant excess, though not absclutely a
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large one. Finally the two to which cysts were added
give 245 and 136 with expectatlons of 40, which la really a
very large excess. 1 suppoas mixing is the difficulty,
tut the contrast does suggeat that the eal worme in the
"added”™ pots, wers In a dilferent condition from those in
the uneterilised eoil.

Thiz 4o all beside the point of your wain problem,
for I supposa Lha experiment is unanswerable in shoving that

"sickness" in tals case is scmething else.

Yours sinceraly,



