lat Januery 1834,

Dry J.Rasmuseon,

Sverl g«u Utsadesaforening,
Jvalef,

Sweden,

My dear Haamusson,

I have just received your very
weloome letter of December the E2lat, but have scarcely
conaldered all the good points in 1t. I sm very glad
that we do not really disagree as to the possible
influsnce of dupliocate factors, and its relation to
interaction, whish term I have bsen inolined to think
of rather physiclogioally than genstieslly,., If sush
a distinction may be permitted., 1 mesm that ths effect
on the pene might be expressible to s good approximation
in terms of aome pheno-typleal guantity, sush as the
height of plant. At different heights then, ths gene
would have different effeats, but at the same height
rueh the ssme sffeoct by whatever complex of other
genss that height ia determined. This would be what I
think of a physiclogleal kind of intsrsstion, but it
might be mlso that the effect of a gens 1# sxpressibls

to & ggod approximation in terms of the ether genea
present, or some few of them, and mot simply related



to thelr sggregate pheno-typlecal expression, and this
1 would call a genstloal intermction, Some day you
and I must devise experimental procedures it to dim-
entangle these two posmibilities.

I do not at all understand Haldana's remark
mbout " Deminanse Theory", I mm in doubb, as I supposs
all good men of sdlence must be, in the sense that
there i1s very little that I would wish to be dogmatis
about, but I sm more fimmly convinsed than I was when
1 wrote in 1928, and not leas firmly so as %o (1)
the modifiability of dominanse, (2) that most mubabtions
now recsssive have become mso prégrecalvely sinoe thair
first appearanss, (3) That the deminants in Polymorphio
species produoce extermal effects, which are bensfisial
and balanced in nature by a lower viabllity in the
homosygote. (4) ¥hat most of the mo oalled dominanta
in poultry are really quite insempletely dominant,
There is a great deal mere that I sheuld like to be
sure of,,pspsolally in relation to the complex linkage
systems in the Polymerphio speoies,

I was inberested in re-remding Esst and Jones's
o .Iﬁnllin; and outbreeding” to see what I had ovepe
locked,that in 1519 they already felt the nsed of an
evelutionary explanation for the great exoess of



recssaives among mutations, snd suggeste that natural
sslsotion has eliminated those typea which would be

mest inolined to dominabt mutations, ?hn-;- de not
howsver, dlsouss mumeriocally the selective intensity
avallable to alter the mutation rates, and indesd
such & seleotive action would really be trifling
in magnitude for mutation rates not much higher than
one in a million, Ib might,I think,be reasonably
argied thap the bype of melection sugpested Ly Hast
and Jones provides the reascn why mutation rates in
genaral do not seem as high ms one in a thoupand, or
ona in ten,

With best wishea to Nrs Rasmusson and
Karle for the New Year,

Youra sincerely,



