February 1llth, 1536

My dear Rasmussen,

Many thanks for rsturning my paper on Mendsl,
and for the trouble you have taken in considering my
problems, 1 should like to quote, probably as
footnotes, some of your oomments, which I think will
be mest valuable. As I have taken the liberty of
rewording them slightly for publiocation in English
I am sending you sxeotly what I propose toc say on
some of the points you reise, though I am writing
it present from home and without having scen Iltls's
book, which 1a probably now awaiting me in London.

{n) footnote
1 am ohliged to Dr J. Rasmussen who has extensive
experience of penetical work with Plsum for the following
oxplanation of Mendel's probable mathod of ssleotions
"lt is my impression that the olassifioation was
made througheut on dry plants in Winter, That is
to say that Mendel harvested his plants in Autumn,
probably wrked tied them up plet by plot, and for
scoring loocsened up the bundh of plants and pieked
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out from 1t one plant after another, That 1a the
method which first presents itmslf in work of

this kind; 1t is also the method I am acoustomed
to use. Uhe faoct ia that, working in this way, one
wlll unconscicualy chooee the best plants first.
This happens to me, whether 1 do the work mysadfl
or have other people picklﬁag out the plantes from
the bunoh," _

(b) In respsct to the average yiald Dy Rasmw sen
alBo mays: =

"About anlguad Beecds per plant is, under Mendel's

conditions (dry olimate, early ripaning, and attaoks
3f Bruchus pisi) by no means a low number. It seams
to me indeed rather a good one, snd I feel convinced
that Mendel olassified all the seeds from these
plants,"

The question whether the bims in the Fz data oan
bs explained by vigour msscslated with heterozygosis
seeams torequire a gan-rlhé}'l‘unmid-utinn, and there are
some points which you may or may not have weighed
fully before writing to me.

1t was the disorepancy of the Fx ratics which
firat led me to suspeat spphistioation, but bhis susploion
was immediately and strongly confirmed by thae X ktllt.

For example, setting other evidence aside, is there any



other explanation of the far too close agresment of
the 4 frequencles in sach of the five experimente on
pametio ratloat

As 1 aca tha svidencs now I think something
should be sald of the inoreased alze often found on
comparing hetasrozygotea with their parents, and which
mxy sometimes be found on comparing heterozygotes with
thelr slba, though thls 18 a very different comparison.
I should, at present, be inolined to mdd something 11 -e
the following, on which I should much valus your opinlonm,
though I should also be glad to insert as yours any
additional comnent which you would oars to make.

i¢) An explanation of = differsnt type ism that
the seleotion of plante for testing favoured the
heterozygotes, In the first series of experiments
the selectlon might have been made in the ~'*‘l.1‘l!l;|:|,. or,
if the whole corcp was harvested, on the dry plants,
In sithear asase the larger plants might have been
unoccnscliously preferred. It 48 also not imposaible
Ihat, in some crosses at lsast, the hetercaygotes may
have besn on the average larger than sister hm;rgatll .
The diffioulties to mooepting such an explanktion as
oomplete are three. (1) In the tri<factorial expariment
there wae no sslsction, for all plants grown must
have been btested, The results here do not, howsver,



4
differ in the postulated directlon from those of the
firat series., uUn the contrary, they show an even
lurper diuscrepanoy. (11) 1t is improbeble that
the suyposed compensatl - selection o' hoterozyrotes
should have beon equally effective In tho cuse of
filwe dirferent factora, {111) T[ha total conpensntion
for all five fsctors (21,6 pleants ) rust be supposed
to be preater than wouald be needed (18.8 planta)
if famllies of 1l had been grown, and lese th n
would be needed (30,0) if nine only had boen jrown,
thoih nearly oxactly rirht for the notual number
10 of Fs plants Iin sach propeny (22.5)

You will, perhaps, spgree that if the selection
of haterozygotes in preference to slster homosygotea
haes In faot been mcting 1t will only explain Hendel's
record 1f sup lemented by a number of further postulates,
each not, perhape, impossible, but somewhat improbable,
8+gs that Mendel used a different and more exmoting
technique in the trifsctorial experiment, and that
sampling errors in his experiments as a whole were
very funnily oompensated, whether hw was olassifying
planta or sseds,

Ae n popular teacher, Mendel may, from time te
time, have relied on students at the techniocal high-
sohool to mesist him, and to intereet tham in his worlk,.
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diore probably, perhaps, he relied on novises or young
members of his featernity. ieverthelesa, I would not
put the drunk old ,n;nrdj:mr- out of the question. I must
eea what lltls says about him. That he was often drumik
is no evidence that he was not crafty enough to desceive
his chief,s1f hes thoupht it would pay him, but 4t is, I
think, pood evidence that Nendel would not have relisd
on him for an sceurate record, 8t11l, my real remson
for postulating an assistant is thet I cannot conceive
thi: man who had mede Jendel's disavery cooking tﬁu data.
After mll hs was not a Slav)

49 1t ia partioularly gratifying thet this
ecnclusion i su,ported by Dr Resmuscen, basing
his opinion upon existing types of garden peas .
and on ths development of these types since Mendel's
time. Ha writem -
"From the most probable acsortment of verieties
avallable to Mendel there would be no difficulty
whatever ln msaking unifactorial orosses in all
charactera, Indeed the mssortment at hend sesms
to have been mush better fitted for such orosses
than for other combinations”
1 do hope you will find time to lunoh with me wrle. -
towards the end of the month.
Yours sincerely,
Hrs Flaher sends her greetings.

She was as Iinterosted as
myself in your notes.



