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and nmore of these geaes are locnted in linkspe groups, the Roman
aunmcrals would be roplaced Ly Avablce subscripts,  Thus, wI (or EI)'

Vo, WVI (or E‘JI) might ultimately be written am ¥w,, W, ete,

Hoe
Is tﬁare any advantage in indicnting this much of the linkage ree
lations of genes by the gene symbol 2 Is thore any more reason
for showlng something of o gene's linkapge relations by its syrbol
than for indicating by & choracteristic suffix that a gene is one
of duplicate or of complementary factors 9  Is there any mcre'.
reason for indiecsating group relutions of Buch genes as the geveral
ones for while scedling than for liguleless leaf, shrunken endospern,
etc,, Bay: g._g;g, sh,, etec, ?

In cnse proupn yvelntions are to be indicated by a numerical
gubscript, x?’mb ghall be done with the threoc W genes that are now
almost certainly knowm to belong to the ¥ - PL group ?  Shall we

uce the symbols (azsaummrr that the ¥ ~ FL group is

S ¥ogs Yope Mo
regorded oz the pecond one) 9
I mamerical subscripte or full size figures are used to
identify such genes 88 thosce ior white seedling, we should doubtless
adopt the same plan for defective endospern (de), sebra striping
(zb), sipgzeg culm (now g and zg), virescent seedling (¥v), pale green

, tassel seed (now ts and te, with one

secdling (pz), piebald (pb)
or more unnamed),

But how cbout colorlesg aleuronce 2 Jnould we abandon
the symbols g, ¢, ¥, I, that have an established ploace in the

literature oi corn genctics ocnd use say: oY perhaps

.E}.li .%'2! EB’ é‘.ﬁ}.’
gl, &5, QB, _C_‘4 ? If group relations were to be indicated here, we
might hove g,‘,, 2o 8o Ly, F &, &y &0 &q v By Oux prescnt An

end Rr pairs affect plont, slll, and anther, and pericarp colors in
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verlous weys while Ce and I3 are not knowa to do so; which may
be recson enough for not bringing the sleurone factors under this
schemee The relation of 48 to plsnt, silk, anther, pericarp,, snd
elemrone colors is » simple one gnd, therefore, presents no serious
difficuifins, but the _I_{_’“:, 3_5, _z:_f. 8, _zf_l_‘. series would be d4ifficult
unless the interpretation of multiple allelomorphism; .be chenged
to one of close linkege of severel di stingt genes,

I nssume thrt the plan outlined in this letter need not
chenge our symbols for tae zoveral forms of dwerf plemt; dwerf (4 ),
brechytic (be), nena (na), brevis (br), etc., because these dwarfs
ere sufficiently unlike morphologically to bs more or less readily
distingugnshable. If, however, ss seems probsble now, theres are
two indistinguishable dv.r;rfa, taey will, I sssume, heve to be known
88 d;send d,, or perhgps cs 41 and dIX untll thelr group relestions
are est:blished,

There ig being prepared now 8 gensrnl p per on corn linke
ege in which & eummary of all svaillable informntion is to be pre-
gentod. 1t seems wise to me %o numbor the linkasge groups, whether
oy not any genes are to be glven group mumbers. In what order
ghall the groupe be numbered ? Shall priority of publisation of
sny linkagme detoermine the numericel oxder % Or shall ths order be
determmaa erbitwarily ¢ While priority of publication might seem
the better basig, there are certain difficulties. Both Hyster and
Hutchison, while not numbering the groups, discussed them in the
suppossd oxrder of priority, ne follows: 8 -wx, g- R, s ~1Iu,

Belg, Y =21, P~ £. Jones gave the sume order for the first

threo of this groap. But Eempton in Msrch 2917, published e brief



papeyr showing wyrndstalmbly o linkage between yellow endosj;iem
and widte seedling,  Whether thic poper was overleoked by Ryster,
Hutchison, ond Jones or whother it was loft out of mccount because
of doubt as to wﬁzxt white secdling gene wiis concerncd or og to
whether one or more thun cne yellow gene, as puggested by Kempion,

wags involved, mnkes little diffevence, The point is that if pri.

ority were token as the basis for musbering tho groups and they bad

been mumbered by Dyster mnd Hutehison, someony might now or later
claim the right to ehange the Y - Fl group from o, 5 to Ho, 2, Or
if we now, on the bosis of priérity'o;f' publicntion, decide to oalld
the ¥ - I group ¥o, 2, what is to prevent someone loter clolming
thot the g - B group is Ho, 1, thus making € - wx and ¥ « D1 Iog,
2 and 3, z;esgaectively’ on the bagis tint wim;i: hap recently ﬁaen Tew

gorded ag o multiple allelomorph seriles, nomely, o

, B8, ¥ b,

gﬁli, etc,, is better interpreted as very close linlzmpe between genes
for aleurone, lenf, silk, anther, and pericarp color, and eiting
Vebber's 1906 paper ap the firct one on corn linkape 9 I would
perponally prefer to have the cornegenetics mon in this countyy
adopt groun nwibers srbitrarily and then adhere to them ratiier then
to have the numbers chunged later by the disgovery of scme earlier
naper, I suzgest, therefore, that we number the groups in the
order given by Tyster ond by Hubehlson, os followst

i O~z

2= g2

3= su - Yu
Mo

4- 1+ Ig
Be ¥ = L

6- -2
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These vre the only published groups so for aeg I Imow, except gg - 27
to viilich apparvently an alsoe belongs, ond it is not certainly known
that this group may not belonz to one of the six licted a‘fwve, “he
pame 18 truc of & = pg, fr - gl - ¥, and doubtless others, Perhaps
the A =~ ¥ group (Stromn) should be Mo, 7, because A almost cortain-
1y does not belonz with any of the six grouvs listed above, 1t
might be bettex, howeveor, to assign no numbers Lo groups other tihan
the six listed sbove until the newer groups have been tested further,

Anothes problen is bothering sonc of us, Shall we cone
tinue to use bi-literal symbols foy genes as we have usually done
in the past, or adopt the recommendation of the Noturclists' coamittee
to use single<lotter symbols 2 It is my wdersitanding that the
proctice of Genectics of setiing the gecond lebter of o bieliteral
gyubol &8 o subscript was adopted by Dr, Shull because of this rule,
Thus, our B (plent color), bl (blotched loaf), be (brachytic culm),
bh (blotched aleurone), ete,, which have no close relation ono to
zixﬁm;her, all ‘bec«;me B symbols with liternl subscripts to dictinguich
one from snother, I feax this usage will bs confusing, Vould
it net be 1ikely to give the ides t}mt the soveral "BY symbols ctand
for similar pixenotypes Just as our proposed ¥,, U, Yo cte,, 4o 9
I the corn men desire to stick to the use of blelitercl symbols,
we shall probably have to yefyain from publishing in Genetics
gr have our gymbula changaed by the oditor when papers are pube
lished there, It is interesiing to note thut, whilc Genetico
has beon congistent in petting the second letter ol two-letier
syubcls as mu};acripta in the te:%t, it hay allowed the form we are

o .

accus tomed to/stand in drawings, as gecn in some Droponhils panpers,
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It is true that certaln difficultles aye svolded by naking
the pecond letter of o bi<litoral pymbol o subseript, If © genetice
Tormule be written, thus, blgpr, it muy be wholly unintelligible to
ugL, Following the unage inaistad on by Genetice, it would beconme

bi&Py, blgpr, or blgp,, ete,, which meon very different types, Ve

ave accomplished the gome thing as you Xnow by wrlting these formue
one blgrr, blp sy, b1lgpr, ete, I person:lly very ruch pre-
fer our vsage tu thut of Cenetlics, but 1f the majority of corn men
think best to adopt the plun followed by Genetles, I sholl usc 1%,

I hope th;t we ey determine scon what is best Lo us to do Jovr I
bhave o paper In pyews now that I sholl vont to xevige if we ndopt

the Genetios plan, |

I om sending this io o conglderaible number of coru-genetics
workexs, Vaen I bave received raplics fyom the majority, T may
wans to rofer sone of our problems to the chelrmon of the Hoturelistst
commnltice with the sugeeution thgﬁ he cencider the advisebility of
reforring it to the comaltice Lor cuonsideoraticn,
Sincerely,

RAE SV ~ (signa&) R, A, Imorson



