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PREKAEL L ) 38 L 72 SRR M (2 X9 % sultamicillin D#E 712D T
(ampicillin, % Dl B-lactam #l & O H#%)

IROET

WER A K4 IR A e o Sl A b 2
LS

R 38 o 2 Bl A B B 5

R SRR AL 3R & FH VT osultamicillin OB 2MEL, & LT ampicillin (ABPC)
EHEL 72, BEER BT ETEENEEL) TH S,
1. A# BE. D#fV IR (Str. faecalis, Str. faecium, Str. avium) T3 sultamicillin
MIC fitilz ABPC  MIC i & KEIZZED S Uch > 72, Str. faecalis 13 2 RN TN TREETH
S 7205 oo D B2 B3 TE AT TH - 72,

2. #t7 V7K ABPC RO 13 sultamicillin (2 b TH - 72, 72, methicillin

fir4#k L sultamicillin (2 (3AHETH - 72,

3. VY, A7z HHO ABPC itk sultamicillin 121337 T/ & v MIC 270, #i

BINIIEEIZEN TV,

4. P vulgaris, M. morganii, S. marcescens Tid ABPC ? MIC f#13100ug/ml LU TdH 72
A%, sultamicillin Tid MICEIZ Z L VEVETH 72 L DD, FOEIIEHTII A »12, F.
meningosepticum, F. odoratum, Flavobacterium sp. T¥ _EECOHEFE & RIEOME TH Y, sulta-

micillin DHE 13555 - 72,

5. Bacteroides )& (B. fragilis, B.ovatus, B.vulgatus, B. thetaiotaomicron, B. distasonis)
T3 sultamicillin » MIC{#l3 ABPCIZt~D ) /INSWETH Y, BENIEH R 72,

Sultamicillin (21979 KE 7 » A ¥ —# THRE & 1 BE&GEL VH 54kk
7z B-lactam ORI HAEFITH 5, A#|E ampicillin Str. faecalis 49k
(ABPC) & B-lactamase FEHITH 5 sulbactam & #¢ Str. faecium 495k
1D L2 FRNZ AT AL 72 pro-drug TH B, K Str. avium 53k
ROIE A7 b Liz ABPCOH ZHizhnz, B-lacta- ) 448k
mase EERIZ LB CIE N Z RIEL, FHEERL I | 62k
ABPC L W5 TH B L 2T b, B-lactamase B P. vulgaris 268k
#) T & % sulbactam (3 penicillinase & ¢ g-lactamase M. morganii 208k
%58 (P L, cephalosporinase B! {, ) % b S |2 [ S. marcescens 268k
H¥ 5%, Sulbactam (3 CPZ > D &HIHBEIZBRE SN T F. meningosepticum 53tk
£, %\ Tsultamicillin HBAR X N7z, £ 2 TR F. odoratum 118
R A £ 53 BERR % MV T sultamicillin DI ) % WE Flavobacterium sp. 308k
L. ABPC. Za0fior g-lactam #D % 1 & Hoses st L B. fragilis 768k
72, B. distasonis 248%

[. XIS L UHE B. thetaiotaomicron 184

FEFIBIbR I3 19834 LB iR |- T SREREIR LD 5 % B. vulgatus 13tk

BEL 72 FECOMIbR & H 72, B. ovatus 158
W7 N7k 161# & gt 891k
ABEEY VW 1078 AR MR L B BT 7R, A B BEREL
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H, ) CHIIOWTIIRFLEREE L, ®ETF
"7EK#i(3 Mueller-Hinton #X (Difco) %ML, &
DFEFEIZ108/ml DHRE 2797 7> F—I2THFEL
72 A B BEEAL ~ B35 %I Mueller-Hinton
FERE, U HIZIZF 3 3L — FERS %M Try-
pticase Soy %K (BBL)) #{#H L, 10%/ml D&%
FECE BRI ERRE L 72 BEERILY S Eldo—Y 7 &
) 24BFREIEERIL HIE L 72,

HET F ke, ) > B O @Iz >V Tt MIC
20002 AT L2 & B I 7 o fRERREE 72, BEHIES
MU A > 7> HE TIE 5 % Fildes il b 1 i in
TrypticaseSoy 7’1 3> (BBL) %, Bacteroides &
Wi GAM 714 3> %, OO EFEIZ DV TiE Muel-
ler-Hinton 7'4 3 > (Difco) # 1M L7z, Bacteroides
JBITERE T v >/~ & ) 35°C, 24BEREIERELHIE L
72,

Sultamicillin & ? iz v 72 A E ampicillin
N TOERBICH 72, ZOIEIAEET F7sk#Izg
benzylpenicillin (PCG), sulbenicillin (SBPC),
piperacillin(PIPC), dicloxacillin(MDIPC), methi-
cillin (DMPPC) #, D #L > HEKEIZIZ mezlocillin
(MZPC) %, 4> 7N ¥, V) #, WHNHE3 M
f 12 14 cephalexin (CEX), cefaclor (CCL) %,
Bacteroides \Z 13 cefmetazole (CMZ), latamoxef
(LMOX) #H\v 7z,

HMEIZH W2 & BT F 7 EKE209P # A sultamicil-
lin?» MIC#l£=<0.10ug/ml, ABPCDfitiiz<0.10
ug/ml Thh,

II. £ 8 & &

1. &7 F7EKH

MIC %345 % Table 1iZ, sultamicillin & ABPC &
MR % Fig. 112, DMPPC & O#Hi¥ % Fig. 20275
AR

Sultamicillin ® MIC 5513 2 W Th - 7255 X
TOWHEDS0ug/ml LUT THREABIEZ 472, ABPC
N MIC 7 & 2 W TH ~ 7297, 2 EEIOHIYEK T2
5k, ABPCIiZ k& MIC #75L 728k sultamicil-
lin » MIC fiEill3/s S Mili e 7 - TUZ B L DD, £DFE
FEIZBRRIZ £ ) 2270 ) 70— Tz, DMPPC itk £
i XA sultamicillin (2 LftETH - 72, 7 FA&IH MD
IPC DI 1959 b N TE Y, Fa X OfD1 .56 ug/ml
LI CoEn Bk S 407z,

2. AR BHEGL W

A BE10THR D HE A Table 212, B BES4R DKL %

Table 3(2 73 L7z, Sultamicillin © MIC (3 ABPC »
ZNDOK2{ETH Y, FHEACEIED LN Lh 5Tz,
2# L L sultamicillin i3 CCL. CEX &) b#Eh7:
MICHE./ R L 72, A BPH, BEEE L Tld BEED
WFNOERNZ L AE v MICIEZRL 72,

3. DAL VR

(1) Str. faecalis

498k MIC 5#iDAE% Table 41273 72,

3EA L L MICoHfitduz¢ % <, sultamicillin®
MIC i3 ABPCO#921&THY), MZPC DfEIZI11i3%
LuintBbhsz, ABPCEtHRRIZEZD S kh -
72

(2) Str. faecium

4%k % Table5iZ/RL7z, Fa & DKz ABPC
fif4#k T %, Sultamicillin > MIC i3 ABPC 92
fETHY), MZPC O MICEIZ Z L H Iz H~h e ) k&
VETH 72,

(3) Str. avium

S5FkNBAES Table6i27x L7z, FAE DRRIZMIAERKT
H 1Y), sultamicillin ® MIC 3 ABPC %52 fEk &\
BTH -7z, IFRNXFT BT Str. faecium DHE
IZPAT 7285 Str avium D Ji MIC fED X%/ N & h
=72

4. ) » &

44k E Fig. 3~6127-L 72, ABPClif144kiz 4
Ra2H 5L 513 B-lactamase BEEKTH - 72,
Sultamicillin (213 T X TO¥A1.56pg/ml LLT TH
BHBHIE S 4, ABPCifERRIZ L g HUE 1Rl H
72, Sultamicillin > MIC fitild CCL %4 1313165
ThbEBbn,

5. 470V HH

61~ 62kkiZ DV TOHHG % Fig. 7~ 10123 72, fak
I3 ABPClitf#k TH 545 IS IEHEICANIZ LD
Thb, ABPCIZ136.25ug/ml LD MIC 7L 72
HAFhE TH DAY, sultamicillin 12123, 13g/ml LA T
TREHLMIE XN TH ), ABPCRHERT Tz il
Wil %L 7z, AL sultamicillin® MIC fifi3
CCLIZh it MtiTH - 72,

6. WBINHIR

(1) P.oulgaris

266N % Fig. 11~ 141277 L 72, ABPCIZi3 18
%N ZF5100pg/ml LLED MICHZ 7L 7227 sulta-
micillin {23 MICftilz 2RI NIK T L T3 LN
6.25~50ug/ml &WWEFEENHTH -7, CEX, CCL I
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Table 1 MIC distributions clinically isolated Staphylococcus aurcus 161 strains
b MIC (ug 'ml)
rug T
=0.10[ 0.20 [ 0.39 [ 0.78 [ 1.56 [ 3.13 [ 6.25 [ 12.5 [ 25 | 50 | 100 | 200 | 400 [ >>400
Sultamicillin 2 7 4 12 37 20 1 9 55 14

ABPC 14 1 1 5 3319 6 5 6 2% 43 2

PCG 17 2 13 30 9 7 5 1 4 30 43
SBPC 10 47 25 2 5 9 0 24 9

PIPC 1 2 11 13 37 8 7 5 2 1 9 50 15
MDIPC 3 77 38 5 2 1 2 3
DMPPC 73 13 3 8 5 6 6 12 1 14

Correlation between sultamicillin and
ampicillin MIC values against
S. aurens 161 strains

Fig. 1

Sultamicillin

(g ml)
T
| | |
100 ;
2]12] |
25 4722[28] 1]
172727311
6.25 1] ]
4[11]3]2] '
1.56 22383 1
2] [1]3]6] 1 ?
0.39 3.1 1 JY> 1
8 728 R
<0.10[2 BEEE
<0.10 0.39 1.56 6.25 25 100 400
ABPC (ug ml)

(35625100 g/ml LILED MICETH - 72,

(2) M. morganii

200kDHRE % Fig. 15~18i27a3L 72, ABPCIZIEd~
TOMA100pg/ml LA D MICHETH - 724 sulta-
micillin Ti2 24k 9 12,5~ 1004 g/ ml D512
L 7z. CEX, CCL LHtHiiizygn »7z.

(3) 8. marcescens

268K DV TRAE L 7o Gk & Fig. 19~221277L 72,
WIHokiz L ABPC, CEX, CCLIZAkZE\v MIC %
7L 72, Sultamicillin Ti2100xg/ml iz MIC 5#i
E—7 %4 LIEAEH L L BEbhrz,

7. Flavobacterium

(1) F. meningosepticum

53N A Table7, Fig.23i2a3L 72 ABPC

(agar dilution method)

Fig. 2 Correlation between sultamicillin and
methicillin MIC values against
S. aureus 161 strains

Sultamicillin

(ug ml)
=800 i
400 | s i
100 ’ A
Ll T 3]s
25 11546121187
\ 11231 11 |
6.25[ 1A F {
. L1550 PR
1.56 EE T
R
039 | el
0 S N A SR U N N
010~ 2 T o
<010 039 136 625 25 100 4002800

DMPPC (g ml)

MIC {356 & DA 200ug/ml LI TH - 7275 sulta-
micillin Ti2 24tk ) LXK 25~50ug/ml DL D
h%h -1z, PIPC, CMZ CZX £V13%-> Tz,

(2 F. odoratum

11kkOIG#E % Table 8, Fig. 241273 L 72, Sultamicil-
linn ABPC » MIC % i l2 B F. meningosepticum
DG Y IATERET H A7, ARFE T2 PIPC mfIEpkAY
Lir-rz,

(31 Flavobacterium sp.

AL DHTEIZ LA Flavobacterium Kingllb X L
T STz LD TH Y, BUETIZ F. indologenes
FlEPES LTV A, 3OKOBGRE Table9, Fig. 25271
L7z PIPC 2 HEALZZHUA T 2R L 728k %00 72
pi R EE AL RS MIC 27RL 72
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Table 2 MIC distributions of clinically isolated
group A Streptococcus (Str. pyogenes)
107 strains

Table 3 MIC distributions of clinically isolated
group B Streptococcus (Str. agalactiae)

54 strains

MIC (ug ml) MIC (ug/ml)

Drug Drug
§0.006[0.01310.025]0.05!0.10‘0.20J0,39J0,78J1.56‘3,13‘6.25 §0.006’0.013’0.025'O.OSIOA10|0.20|0<39|0‘781l.56l3.13‘6‘25
Sultamicillin 4 103 Sultamicillin 2 52

ABPC 25 82 ABPC 3 51
CCL 19 8 3 CCL 11 43
CEX 27 78 2 CEX 2 52

Table 4 MIC distributions of clinically isolated
Streptcooccus faecalis 49 strains

Table 5 MIC distributions of clinically isolated
Streptococcus faecim 49 strains

MIC (ug ' ml) MIC (ug ml)
Drug Drug
§0,10l0A20]0‘39]0,78J1.56|3,I3]6.25|12A5l 25 ] 50 1100!200‘ >200 50,10]0.20\0.39’0]8}1.56[3.13]&25]12.5‘ 25 ] 50 IlOOIZOﬂ}ZOO
Sultamicillin 2 29 18 Sultamicillin 1 1 4 9 34
ABPC 2 30 17 ABPC 1 1 4 6 36 1
MZPC 7 34 8 MZpPC 1 3 1 1 12 31

(MIC 2000)

Table 6 MIC distributions of clinically isolated
Streptococcus avium 53 strains

MIC (pug/ml)
Drug
§0.10‘0,20|0.39[0.78|1.56‘3.13’6.25‘12,5[ 25 ‘ 50 ‘IOO‘ZOOI >200
Sultamucillin 1 3 1 1 37 10
ABPC 1 3 1 1 38 9
MZPC 4 1 9 39

(MIC 2000)

(MIC 2000

8. Bacteroides

(1) B. fragilis (Table10, Fig.26)

T6RRIC DWW TRRA L 7245, ABPC @ MIC {1350 g/
mlicE— 7% KT 559 Th-~7:9% sultamicillin T
130.78ug/mliz o fid e — 7 % allsh 7z, ABPCO
MIC {#ti5100ug/ml LA F 4k Tl sultamicillin D
Bzt ) siis - 72 (Fig.21). 72, sultamicillin
(3, CMZ L) Lt 2oz,

(2) B.distasonis (Tablell, Fig.27)

2RIz DOV THE A L 725 sultamicillin @ MIC (&
ABPC 2~ N AINEVHTH Y, £ CMZ &Y b
WAL I NL: WAk R N AN

(3)  B. thetaiotaomicron (Tablel2 Fig.28)

18BkIz DWW TRRAE L 7275 sultamicillin @ MIC fitil3
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Fig. 3 MIC distributions of clinically isolated Neisseria gonorrhoeae 44 strains

(”)
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5t —-— CEX

E v /S ) ccL

3

) -
pro® ™<0.1/0.20[0.39] 0.78[ 1.56]3.13[6.25[12.5] 25 | 50 | 100 ] 200 [>200
Sultamicillin | 9 |11 |15 | 7 2

ABPC |8 |3 |4 |12 ]9 |4 4
CEX 2 [3 11 [18]138]5 1
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(agar dilution method)

Fig. 4 Correlation between sultamicillin and ampicillin
MIC values against 44 strains of N. gonorrhoeae
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Fig. 5 Correlation between sultamicillin and Fig. 6 Correlation between sultamicillin and
cephalexin MIC values against 44 cefaclor MIC values against 44 strains
strains of N. gonorrhoeae of N. gonorrhoeae
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25 25 ; ; !
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Fig. 7 MIC distributions of clinically isolated Haemophilus influenzae
(%)
100
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'y
S L
E L
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= - ——— ABPC
3 -
g
s} r CCL
0 .
MICleg )
Drug =0.1{0.20{0.39/0.78| 1.56/3.13[6.25{12.5| 25 | 50 {100 | 200 (>200
Sultamicillin 1 3 20 ! 34 4
ABPC 1 3 6 1 2 3 21 | 13 9 1 1
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CCL 1 1 10 | 42 7 1
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Fig. 8 Correlation between sultamicillin and ampicillin
MIC values against 61 strains of H. influenzae
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Fig. 9 Correlation between sultamicillin and Fig. 10 Correlation between sultamicillin and
cephalexin MIC values against 61 cefaclor MIC values against 62 strains
strains of H. influenzae of H. influenzae
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Fig. 11 MIC distributions of clinically isolated Proteus vulgaris 26 strains
(%)
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Fig. 12 Correlation between sultamicillin and ampicillin
MIC values against 26 strains of P. vulagris
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Fig. 13 Correlation between sultamicillin and
cephalexin MIC values against 26
strains of P. vulgaris
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Fig. 14 Correlation between sultamicillin and
cefaclor MIC values against 26 strains
of P. vulgaris
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Fig. 15 MIC distributions of clinically isolated Morganella

morganii 20 strains
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Fig. 16 Correlation between sultamicillin and ampicillin

MIC values against 20 strains of M. morganii
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Fig. 17 Correlation between sultamicillin and
cephalexin MIC values against 20
strains of M. morganii
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Fig. 18 Correlation between sultamicillin and
cefaclor MIC values against 20 strains
of M. morganii
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Fig. 19 MIC distributions of clinically isolated Serratia

marcescens 26 strains
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Fig. 20 Correlation between sultamicillin and ampicillin

MIC values against 26 strains of S. marcescens
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Fig. 21 Correlation between sultamicillin and
cephalexin MIC values against 26
strains of S. marcescens
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Fig. 22 Correlation between sultamicillin and

cefaclor MIC values against 26 strains
of S. marcescens
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Table 7 MIC distributions of clinically isolated
Flavobacterium meningosepticiom

53 strains
MIC (ug mb)

Drug

<0.10]0.20[0.39]0.78]1.se[3. 13[6.]12.5] 25 [ 50 [100 [200 ] >200
Sultamicillin 1 2 25 23 2
ABPC 1 2 4 25 21
PIPC 33 20 25 1 1
cMz 2 16 9 2
czx 1 224 2 2

(MIC 2000)

Table 8 MIC distributions of clinically isolated
Flavobacterium odoratum 11 strains

5 MIC (ug/ ml)
" [sono.aofo-sfo-rs[r sefs.15s.as[iz 5] 25 [ 50 [100 [z [ >0
Sultamicillin 2 1 6 2
ABPC 11 1 2 6
PIPC 1 2 11 2 4
oMz 12 2 2 3 1
czx 1 1 1 2 4 2

(MIC 2000)

Table 9 MIC distributions of clinically isolated
Flavobacterium sp. 30 strains

b MIC (ug ml)
Tug

<0.10[0.20]0.39]0.78]1.56[3.13]s.25[12.5] 25 [ 50 100 Jaon [ >200
Sultamicillin 1 2 2 2 2 10 4 7
ABPC 12 2 2 3 2
PIPC 1 1 3 1 4 1 9
Mz 1 3101 3 1 11
C7X 1 1 11 3 8 11 4 9

*MIC : <0.78ug ml (MIC 2000)

Fig. 23 Correlation between sultamicillin and

ampicillin MIC values against 53
strains of F. meningosepticum
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Fig. 24 Correlation between sultamicillin and
ampicillin MIC values against 11
strains of F. odoratum
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Fig. 25  Correlation between sultamicillin and
ampicillin MIC values against 30
strains of Flavobacterium sp.
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Table 10 MIC distributions of clinically isolated
Bacteroides fragilis 76 strains

MIC (ug ml)
Drug
go.w!o,zo‘o.as‘o,vsh.ss}a‘n[e.zsllz.sl 2% ’ 50 ‘mo’zoo l >200
Sultamicillin 1 29 18 9 10 8 1
ABPC 1 2 7 32 9 4 21
Mz 119 44 3 4 2 2 1
LMOX 33104 8 9 3 4 2 1 2

(MIC 2000)

Table 11 MIC distributions of clinically isolated
Bacteroides distasonis 24 strains

MIC (ug ml)
Drug
§0.10J0,20]0.39]0.7811‘56l3.l.’ijﬁ.zsllz.sl 25 l 50 ’100 I 200 ’ >200
Sultamicillin 1 5 5 2 10 1
ABPC 11 1 8 7 1 3 2
CMZ 2 3 6 1 7 5
LMOX 1 5 5 1 2 4 5 1

(MIC 2000)

ABPCIZHAFEEHT.56~3.13ug/ml & H 7 ) /) &
WEE R L 2R S h o 72, £ 72, sultamicillin (3
CMZ LMOX &) LEENZHHENITH - 72,

(4)  B.vulgatus (Table13, Fig.29)

IRDBAETH 575, LMOX DI f1h % b odi
sultamicillin ® MIC {12 ABPCIZlb~A 7 ) &
(, CMZDOMIC &) LS Wik RL7zLDh %h
272,

(5) B.ovatus (Table 14, Fig.30)

ISRDBAETH 555, LMOX @ MIC Al b /v & <
sultamicillin ?» MIC f#il3 ABPC 2~ Ae ) /v X
THY, CMZ &) LENTHR 2T,

1. % &=
ABPC DI 27 + )L 7T 2P, PRI R

Correlation between sultamicillin and
ampicillin MIC values against 76
strains of B. fragilis

Fig. 26
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Table 12 MIC distributions of clinically isolated
Bacteroides thetaiotaomicron 18 strains

MIC (ug ml
Drug
§0.10|0.20|0.39[0A78|1A56|3.1316425J1245’ 25 | 50 ’100 [2001>200
Sultamicillin 1 8 5 1 1 2
ABPC 3 4 5 6
CcMzZ 1 10 6 1
LMOX 1 5 9 3

(MIC 2000)

Table 13 MIC distributions of clinically isolated
Bacteroides vulgatus 13 strains

MIC (ug ml)
Drug
§0.1010.2010.3910.78|1.56|3.13!6.25l12,ﬁl 25 I 50 [100|200|>200
Sultamicillin 5 5 1 1 1
ABPC 1 1 4 3 2 2
CMZ 1 5 2 2 1 2
LMOX 3 5 1 2 1 1

(MIC 2000)

Table 14 MIC distributions of clinically isolated
Bacteroides ovatus 15 strains

MIC (ug, ml)
Drug
§0.10|0.20|0.3910.78|1.56|341316,25!12.5| 25 I 50 IIOO‘ZOOINOO
Sultamicillin 3 8 1 2 1
ABPC 1 4 5 3 2
CMZ 2 1 1 8 2 1
LMOX 2 1 2 3 4 3

(MIC 2000

Fig. 28 Correlation between sultamicillin and
ampicillin MIC values against 18
strains of B. thetaiotaomicron
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Fig. 29 Correlation between sultamicillin and
ampicillin MIC values against 13
strains of B. vulgatus

Sultamicillin

(g ml)
>200[ T ]

100

25

<0.1 0.39 1.5 6.25 25 100 >200
ABPC (ug/ml)

Fig. 30 Correlation between sultamicillin and
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COMPARISON OF ANTIBACTERIAL ACTIVITIES
OF SULTAMICILLIN WITH AMPICILLIN AND OTHER B-LACTAMS
AGAINST VARIOUS PATHOGENS ISOLATED
FROM CLINICAL MATERIALS

Toyoko OGURI
Clinical Laboratories, Juntendo University Hospital

YASUYUKI HAYASHI
Department of Clinical Pathology, Juntendo University School of Medicine

Sultamicillin is a one-to-one mixtured combination of ampicillin and sulbactam, which is a g-lactamase in-
hibitor.

We examined and compared the in vitro antibacterial effects of sultamicillin with that of amplicillin and
other B-lactams against 891 strains of bacteria, including S. aureus, Str. faecalis, Str. faecium, Str. avium, N.
gonorrhoeae, H. influenzae, P. vulgaris, M. morganii, S. marcescens, F. meningosepticum, F. odoratum, Flavo-
bacterium sp., B. fragilis, B. distasonis, B. thetaiotaomicron, B. vulgatus and B. ovatus, which were isolated from
clinical materials in 1983.

The results are summarized as follows.

1. In group A, B and D Streptococci (Str. faecalis, Str. faecium and Str. avium), no significant difference was
observed among their MIC values to sultamicillin and ampicillin.

Str. faecalis was sensitive to both sultamicillin and ampicillin, while the other two species of organisms were
almost always resistant to both.

2. Almost all strains of ampicillin-resistant S. aureus were also resistant to sultamicillin.

Methicillin-resistant S. aureus strains were also resistant to sultamicillin,

3. To all of ampicillin resistant strains of N. gonorrhoeae and H. influenzae, sultamicillin showed strongly anti-
bacterial activities.

4. MIC values of ampicillin to P. vulgaris, M. morganii and S. marcescens were over 100 ug/ml. MIC values of
sultamicillin were less than those of ampicillin although the difference was not remarkable.

MIC values of sultamicillin to Flavobacterium species were over 25 ug/ml. MIC values of sultamicillin were less
than those of ampicillin although the difference was not remarkable.

5. Sultamicillin exhibited considerably less MIC values to Bacteroides species than ampicillin. But their anti-
bacterial activities to Bacteroides species seemed to be less than those to N. gonorrhoeae and H. influenzae.



