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“ Man wird daraus ersehen, wie zeitgemiss es war, unsern Gift-
stoff aus der Robinie in Robin unzubenennen.”

It will be seen from the above quotations that in 1901 the
poisonous action of the Robinia protein was recognized by Pro-
fessor Kobert and his pupil, and in this connection it seems desir-
able to repeat what I had recorded in 1901 (loc. cit.,, p. 259) that
some time after having obtained the poisonous protein from Robinia
bark I sent a specimen of it to the late Professor Fluckiger, of
Strassburg, and in a letter from him under the date of February 4,
1892, which 1s still in my possession, he wrote as follows: “ I have
to thank you for the poison of Robinia, which I sent finally to
Prof. Kobert, Dorpat (Russia). He has also prepared the poison
and states now that it nearly agrees with your preparation.”

In view of all the well-known facts, which have been so com-
pletely substantiated, concerning the toxic action and other properties
of the Robinia protein, it is difficult to understand how Professor
Kobert could now have been led to make such obviously incorrect
and misleading statements on this subject as are contained in the
recent, above-mentioned publication. He there notes (loc. cit., p.
82) that he has repeated his own experiments, and must withdraw
the statements made together with Lau respecting the poisonous
action of robin, those statements being now regarded by him as
attributable to the impurity, imperfect solubility, or the immod-
erately large doses of the preparation used at that time, The
preparation more recently employed by him, while acting ener-
getically on some kinds of blood, was found not to be poisonous
for rabbits when injected subcutaneously in amounts of 1 to 10 c.c.
of a 0.4 per cent. solution. He therefore concludes that the symp-
toms of poisoning produced in man and animals by Robinia bark
cannot be referred to robin, but presumes that the poisonous prin-
ciple is the alkaloid or glucoside of the bark. Having thus inferred
from the results of the above experiment that robin cannot be
regarded as poisonous in small doses, he concludes that he must
place it in the group of “phasins,” or non-poisonous agglutinants.

Some still more surprising statements are made by Professor
Kobert (loc. cit., p. 83), which may literally be translated as fol-
lows: “For distinguishing the robin of Robinia bark from ricin
the property of hydrolyzing sinigrin, as found by Power, would be
admirably adapted, as this is not otherwise possessed by a single
vegetable agglutinin. Experiments have shown, however, that
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sessed the same toxic properties as that previously obtained. It is
well known that substances of this character lose their activity to
a greater or less extent on keeping, even in a dry state, and that
they also undergo change in this respect when their purification is
attempted by methods of repeated solution and precipitation or by
sulrjecting them to dialysis. Some change of this nature may have
taken place in the material employed by Professor Kobert for his
recent experiments, and this would appear to be the most probable
explanation of the results now obtained by him, which, moreover,
are so completely at variance with his own earlier observations.*

As a specimen of the Robinia protein which had been prepared
by myself in 1904 was still available, it was deemed of interest to
ascertain whether it still retained its original toxic properties. It
was therefore kindly tested with respect to its activity by Dr. H.
H. Dale, Director of the Wellcome Phystological Research Labora-
tories. An amount of 0.25 gramme was administered by the mouth
to a dog, when, after an interval of about an hour, it produced two
attacks of vomiting. This result, together with the observations
previously recorded, as noted above, clearly demonstrate that the
poisonous constituent of Robinia bark is a protein. They cer-
tainly lend no support to the statement of Professor Kobert that
the respective protein, or robin, is a non-poisonous “ phasin,” or to
his presumption that the activity of the bark is due either to an
alkaloid or a glucoside.

There remains to be considered the statement of Professor
Kobert (loc. cit., p. 83) that the robin, or protein material pre-
pared by him was not capable of hydrolyzing sinigrin, and pos-
sessed i fact no hydrolyzing action on glucosides, nor did 1t coagu-
late milk. His failure to obtain positive results in these experiments
was certainly due to no inaccuracy in my observations, as would
thereby be implied. Since the receipt of his publication I have
again tested in this direction the above-mentioned specimen of

* SQince writing this paper I have been favored with a private communica-
tion from Professor Kobert, in which he informs me that his method of
testing the hydrolytic action of robin was by mixing a 1 per cent. solution of
the protein with a 1 per cent. solution of sinigrin, and observing the result
after keeping the mixture for some time, either at the room ttmperatu‘n‘: or
at a temperature of 38° C. It is not surprising that under these -:f.:rmihhons
no odor of mustard oil was perceptible. Apart from the extreme dilution
of the robin solution employed, it is probable that in the preparation of the
latter the active portion of the protein had been removed.
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