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January Bnd, 103§

Dear HFord,
1t was esxseedingly good of you to Eend me
Four paper on Dlrdam_l. 1 do think, s you know, that
Bt ia an sxtraordinarlily valusble thing to sef out
togather tha reacords you have collsoted with provisional
lnferences, as the basis of Tubure work.
It was certainly partly because I firet tried
to read your- paper too hurriedly that I fait a little
disappointed at the first readling: I mean thet 1t did
not leave so diatinoct an impreseion ms I expected. I
see now that this is partly because the necessary preliminary
desoription of reces and forme bulke sv lerge at the
beglnning of your paper, and this requlrea that the penetle
discusalon which follows should be more strongly emphasiged,
I have made somes notes on this ssctlion whiech I
anolose, but by far the mest imporbmnt 4m the laat. I
belleve you must never sxpect readsra to turm over pages
in order to find frequency data. Further, I d¢ not think
a8 many as ons readsr in tem will look at the tables ak
all, but only such parts ae you filsh ocut for dlssussion,
e I should gquote gulte sxtensively,

Do mot for s momant lat what I have sald dishaartsn



you. It 18 really a question of emphasis only, and I
think the moat effective method of emphasiaing anyvthing
ts to be absolutely sure of thes clarity of what you
intend tc convey.

Un quite ancther matter I have had the
shocklng experlence lately of comning to the sonclusion
that the dstm given in Hunﬁ 's paper must be practically
all feked. I caniot concelve that Mendel himself had any
hand 1n 1t, and quite indeperndently, and this 1s what
I wae really studying his paper for, I have come to the
concluslon that his sxperiments were planned and set out
exactly as hs records. 1 mean, for sxampls, that his
Primary crosses really wares unifactorial, and that he had
carefully selected them to he so. o, if the data wers
faked, I presums it was by some mssistant who knew too
well what was expected,

The firat thing that struck me was that in testing
homogyposity in plant characters iendel unsed F, progenies
of only ten and did not motloce that the shance of a
heteroaygote beling misclassified as o homozygote ims nob
nagligible, being between 5% and 8%. lione the lems
lendel's data agree with the 2 : 1 ratio requiring a
compensating chanoe deviation which would only come sbout
once in thirty trials, And then the same thing happens
again later, and there is not a sign that Mendel saw the
complioation and allowed for 1it,



Now, vwhen data have basn falked, I know very
well how gensrally pebple underestimate the freguency
of wide-chance deviations, sc that the tendency ie alwaya
to maks them apgrees too well with sxpsctation, So 1
tested all the larger experiments and, finally, the whole
of his recorded data, and 1ln the agprreprate the devieticns
are shooklngly too small uith;t“ nbﬂut:fﬂ for &4 degrass
of freedom., I havﬁ dividad uﬁ the data in ssveral
different ways to try to get a further clue, e,g., by
yesra and by the abeolute slzes of the numbers, but as
far as ons can judge the subnormality seems to be uniform
in theaes respects. The only subdivision which ssems
to make any difference s that those fifteen degress
of freedom forwhioch bias hes also been corrected have
boen less stringently adjusted to expectation than the
remalning forty-nine shere there was no orizinel bias,
1t may be that when there was hilas only the deviations ﬁﬁ
one slde wers andjusted, but beyond that pesalbility I can
get no clue to the method of dootoring, As 1 said, I
don't belisve this touches Hendel's cwn bona-fides or the
reality of ths sxperiments he carrisd ocut; end I do not
think 1t has any beering on the way in which his con-
temporariss in Germany ignored his results, After all,
Darwin's more prolonged sxpariments on ocross and self-

fertilisation, in splte of his great reputatlon, led te



i

nothing furthor at the time, and even a lonpar period
olapsed botween 1876, when he published his results, and
the American work on inbresding then elapsed between 1888
end 1900,

1 was engaged on writing m paper under the titls
"laa Mendel's work been rediscoversd" whan I mads my own
aboninable discovery. 1 suppose the title must stand
with more irony then I had meant .

Youra sincerely,



otes

P.l18. From a ratic of 3 Hippoocon to 1 Dionyaua which

would be sxpected if Dicuysus were recessiva, Ths
devliation frem this theory 1s memsured by

- = 4.41
for one degree of fresdom, or in other wnr&n the )
deviatlon 1s 2,1 t'mes 1ts standard error, a :
magnitude which would ususlly ba talen as aiynificant,

P.1l9 paragraph rum.ing on to p.20 lsaves an imprescslion of

ptﬂn-

I believe evarywhere in the penstio seation

obscurity. rossibly the same thing could be said
in & different order,

ou
oupht to quote the composition of the faml les to

which you refer, and perhaps to makes small tables
of them 8o that the reader has befores him anoh
it of evidence as 1t is discussed,



