E,'ﬂ'ﬂ M' 1551‘

Hy desr Tob,

Thanks for your lotter ond Jor the paper whioh I raturn
herewith: I have mensed the latter pbhout n bit, tho chief
point being that what you call methods IT and III, I should
gall methods, IT({a) end II(b), seeing that ocach of the latter
supnlements the other nnd denls with a different guection,

In 1X(n)}, We coupare with expectation, the murber of families
conteining recenscive uhi:'l_.drm. or egually the number which do
not, and having untilﬂac:l gursclvee that this comparison con-
“irma the theory, mﬁ'}mpm with oxpoctaticn the additional
receselive children found in thoee families, This last

com, aripon, II(h) does not involve the Titted pene freguancy,
but only the Mendellien ratios,and so i a test of viabllity,
parentage, diagnoais of perents, eto., whereas the firet involves
also the gens retlo sstimetad from population A Under
gour taile 5 I have, thercfore, put in table 6§ end & kind of
explanatory note for page 5,

Apart from ell this, I think you should sonaider whether
a reference to the fairly elaborate explenation glven by
Teylor snd Prior would not enahle you to shorten your explanas-
tion, e.g: by considering only families of n children without
prior discussion of families of one snd two ¢hildren and maks
a little spmce for nmaking olear Al sctual arithuetie of the



e

teat. He@e In your table on nnpe © the todol rumer of

famllle: of one child, whether thnt child is Duffy + or -
doea not nvpear, though I supnose it 1o the basis of the

expacted value 5,04528,

If' enything I have dong 1o not glearly iptelligsihle
olense moke me ueke it cleop, Onee it 1o elearly u;zﬂaratmd,
however; do feel free to disregard my of these su; emtions
if _thu.',r seem to et:nd in the wey of a lucid ﬂ:pn;aiunr:.
The mein point to ny mind is that what you esll method I,
luadng together all femilies of o recognissble type, which
are not, however, henetleally homogenepms, does throw into
ona test two different quntj.‘am, nemely how meny famllies
have no recesalve ghildren, with the ssaocnd question, how
may regensive shildren do these pravide, Both questions,
of course, ars tﬂhhhﬂinl'.ilnﬂnnh the goneral freme~
work of the mumber of femilies ohserved snd the aize ddatri-
bution of those. P AR A

My salutations to Ruth if she tuspe—us—sb your deportment.

Yours asinceraly



llote for insertion on FPasre 2

Two separate comparisons .ith exneotation are made,
In {a), we compare the mumbsr of families observed to contain
no receasive children, irreepective of eixe, with the nurber
expected, teking account of the estimated pene freguency end
of the eizes of ull families obeerved. In (b), We compere
the numbers of recessive children oboerved in ﬁnum femilies
which contain any, with the numbers expected on Hendelian
theory, when sllowance hgs been pade for the fast that &t
thie stege, esch of these fanilies ia Imown to eontaln at

lepst one recennive child.



