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Sir Ronald Fisher, F.R.3.,
44 Storey's Way,
Cambridge.

liy dear Ron,

I am, as you know, at work upon the chapter on polymorphi sms
in my book on medical genstics and this, of course, mainly involvea
the blood=-groups. There is one point upon which I personally faeal
atrunglyhanﬂ 1t may be that I am alone in doing =o. This 1s the
question of the genetic nomenclature involved. I hold that the
genes, the antigens (with their antibodies) and the groups themselves
cught to be diatinguished in t.he nomenelature. The fallure to do
this is at present most flagrant in the 0, A, B serles. Race and
Sanger use 4, B and 0 not nn1¥ Tor the antigens but also for ths -
genes producing them and so, think, doess everyone else,except my-
salfl., I am, of course, well aware that the excuss for 5nin5 so ia
the exceedingly close chemical connection batween gena and antipgen,
but that is, in my opinion, no exouse at all for the muddle intro-
duced in thls way,and there 1z a severe muddle as shown up in thres
respects. (1) We have here a flagrant exception to the accepted
nomenclature for multiple allelomorphism in the whole of genetioea
(1t ias,; of ocourse, a possibility that we are really dealing with
closely-linked genes, not allelomorphs, but we are st pressnt
working on the assumption that these ars allelomorphie). (2) This
aystem as at present used £aids in the fundamental of genetlo nomen-
clature: that le to say, there is nothing in the gene-symbol to
show thet we are ﬂﬂalinguwith the same serles,s.g. 0 and A are meant
to be allelomorphlec. ch a thing would never be allowed slsawhars
in geneties. (3) This leads to a very resl practicel difficulty.
Over and over agaln in reading sbout blood-groups it is simply not
elear whether the author is talking sbout the gens or thes antigen 1t
produces. How, I think you and I, knowing the subject na we do, may
hardly realise how real 1s the confusien introduced theraby. I hava
saveral timea had intelligent students point to O or A in Race and
Sanger's book and say, "What does this rafer to, m gene or an anti-
gen?" You and I read in sutomatlically the correct interpretationy
t;: it Just 1s not clear in the writings of Race,and students resliss

L

I took up this matter in my book on medical genstica twelve years

ago,and adopted for the 0, 4, B and NN serles a corrsct nomenclature
on the accepted basis of multiple allslomorphs everywhere in genetica.

F.T.0.



That has never been adoptedi partly, I suspect, because many who
work on,blood-groups do not work on anything else 1ln genstlics,and
soma of those who do, like you and I, are so familiar with what

1s goint on that thers is no confusion in our own minds. I wiah
you would read through my own nomenclature agaln on pagas 108 =
111l in my littlas bnnk?uf which I know you have a copy. My diffi-
cultles are, to some sxtent, set out at the bottom of page 110 and
contimuing on 1ll.

You will realise my difficulty, my dear Ron, I want to go on
with this type of dlstinectien which I have already introduced,
because I fesl, as it wers, morally bound to do so; but if you can
produce good arguments to the contrary I should accept tham. You
willl notlce thet Race and others make distinections of gene symbols
elaewhere, e.g. Duffy group,antigen Duffy4 or Duffy— , gena-
aymbol Eggnnwhy then do they tolerate the far worse muddle involved
in their dling uf’th{ O, A, B sariea?

I am sorry to bother you with thia, but you know that I will
naver pass unchallenged a failure in what I (though perhaps
mistakenly) believe to be right.

With best wishes.

Yours always,



