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frequency distribution of dead Gemma 
gemma represent deaths during the 
winter period. Examination of Sellmer's 
life table for Gemma gemma (1, p. 201) 
shows maximum mortality in summer 
months (nearly 80 percent in the 1st 
month after release), a considerable 
decrease in the winter, and a subsequent 
rise the following summer at the time 
of release of a new crop of juveniles. 
Craig and Oertel's deterministic models 
(2) are interesting but do not seem to 
apply in this case. 

Craig and Oertel are concerned about 
the slight left shifts in the size-frequency 
peaks for dead Gemma gemma relative 
to the live population. Their concern is 
inappropriate, however, inasmuch as 
Sellmer (1) and I (3) have shown that 
the size-frequency distribution for dead 
Gemma gemma should be fairly stable 
and therefore more indicative of the 
life history of the species than the 
rapidly changing (1) live size-frequency 
distribution. 

After stating in one paragraph that 
the size-frequency distribution for dead 
Mulinia lateralis might "well be the re- 
sult of current sorting," Craig and Oertel 
conclude that the Mulinia were re- 
worked and the Gemma "possibly in 
situ." Such a statement seems a bit 
strong, since, to the best of my knowl- 
edge, neither of the authors has visited 
the collecting locality. More to the 
point, however, it is true that size- 
frequency distributions can be gener- 
ated by either current sorting phenom- 
ena or biological factors, and there- 
fore size-frequency distributions do 
not alone provide a reliable basis 
for interpretation of fossil assem- 
blages or of my Recent assemblage. In- 
stead, as pointed out by Johnson (4) 
and supported by the results of my own 
study (3), the only reliable approach 
is to consider all available lines of evi- 
dence for analysis of assemblages in 
situ as compared to those transported. 
The fact that the same type of size- 
frequency distribution can be generated 
by a variety of biologic and selective 
factors is the critical difficulty in the 
paleontological application of size- 
frequency analysis. 

JEREMY B. C. JACKSON 
Kline Geology Laboratory, Yale 
University, New Haven, Connecticut 
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