26th August, 1938

Dear Dr Sjbpren,

1 have now been able to loik through the paper
for the Annals, on which I congratulate ¥you most heartily,
1 have annotated t!e typesoript in & few places and have
taken the liberty of sugresting some verbal elterations,
chiefly to avold heavily cumpounded terms whish do not
read well in English., The typesoript 1a in exeellent
condition and will glve the printer little trouble.

There 1es one point whish I should like to
discuss now, 8o that you may have time to think it over
before consildering the advisability of rewording some of
your discuasion, i1t concerns ths appl foabllity of the
methods used to estimate the proportion of mental
deficlients in the sibships capable of containing them.
The mthu-d.rhiuh in your typescript you eall the "brother
and sister method"”, but which in English will, I think,
be beet recognised under the name of the "sib method",
is valid, provided that the sibships are counted psithsp
more nor less often. than they contain independently
ascertained mentally deficlent offspring. The value of



about 16% which you cbtain hy this method 1s, as you
point ocut, largely due to s ®2ingle family, containing,
11" I remember aright, 7 deficlents out of 8. This
famlly would count for much lese in the agerregate i,
a8 & matter of fact, not all, but only a few - or
perhaps only one - had been independently a.unurt.l.in-r.l,
l.,8,, if it is posaible that msome of tha sibe would have
ascaped axamination hm! not & brother of thelrs been
found to be mentally ceficlnet.. Workling from lists in
the hands of looal Medigal Urf'iclsrs, you are probably
not in a positisn to be aure that some of the cases of
defectives have not owed thelr detection to the fast that
& brother or slster had been found to e defloiant; but
for the oases found by yourself you will be in a positicn
to know exmotly how your procedurs would work in this
reapect .

Actually this family would be anomelous, even
if the proportion wers as high as 2B5%, and one may be
lad to suspect that whatever the phenctyple appearance of
the parents, one or both of them is homorygeous .’m—'bhl-“ni' a
gene ordinarily ocausing defeat.,

With respect to the umplitw of the ascertaln=-
ment on which the wvalidity of the method you oall the
"a priori™ mul-.hud” necepsarily depends, that your
ascertainment may be cocmplete lor the area and the period



chosen for Investigation, yet this limitstion 1. apace
and time does ordinarily lead to ‘neompletensss of
ascertainment in respect of particular families: thus,
F:;;:i;:#'tun brothers, nn:I:;irtg years fnii;, than the
other: the slder is & defeotive, but is dead before the
irst date of your enquiry, the youngsr lives into
your period und, if he 1s defective, the sisship 1s
Aacertalined e Nlm only., If he is not derective, the
sibahlp does not ajppear, Consequently, 1f tha twe
dates of death nre regarded as [ixed, such s lamlly,
with two defective children, 1s twlce as frequently
reprassented in your records es an otherwlise corraBpond=-
ing family with only one defective cnild. I suapect,
therefore, that both tho estimates 16% and 117 may be
soméewhat enhanced by introducing the sssumption of complate
ascertalnment . -

I should be clud also to have your considered
opinion on the matter of nomenclature, There is, of
spurse, no nscesslty rfor piving special names to
ohsolete methodas, or unimportant variations: it is
still, I think, useful to have zome unequivocsl way of
alluding briefly to the two methods which you compare,
end I think we shall ggree that the term "sib methoa®



is descriptively appropriste for what you call the

" vrother and sister method". [or the alternative

the term "a priorl method" 1a not ulu appropriate, since
i1t 1s not desoriptive of any speclal feature of the
method of estimatlion, and is 11;.1:'1& to confusion with
tha use of probabilities & priori, which are still,

- § .unl:.w-, accepted in the teaching of the theory of
proiabllity in scme Continental countries, Il'ollowlng
Vielnberg, to whom I believe the noménclature 1m dus,

I called thia the "proband method", in my recent paper
in the Annals, bt Weinberg ie Inconsistent and confused
in the distinotioms which he wishes to draw, and t..e
torm has no speoial merit to reccmmend 1t, asave that it
will not be uanruulld elther in epesking or wrlting wlth
the term "8ib method". Colloquiaelly in Enjland and
America it 18 often referred to as the"q® method", but
thia is not too good -.'lt.l;ir. As cditors have s opeclal
respensibility in respect of uniformity in nomenclature,
1 should be glad of your views as to thc best permmnant
way of desirnating these dlstinotlons,

Yours sincersly,



29th August, 18385

Dear Dr 5)Bgren,

Hare 18 another surgestio which you may be gled
ts have in rood time, In vlisw of the posslbllity of
sex-linkape would i1t not be desirabls to subdivide
the material used in the sib method, mocording to the
gax of the patlent and of the slbse. Thua: =
Sibs of 0llzophrenip gpirls

Ulipophrenio Total Feroentage
Hale
Fomple ---

Total

Slbm of uliEnEEniu boys

Uligophrenio Total Percentape

Hale

Female =-=

Total

If the greater ‘noldence of mental defect in the
boys compared with the girls were dus wholly to & sex-
linked fmctor. the percentaps should be the same among
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the siba of olirophremic -irls, but very differant
among the aibe of oligophrenic boys.

fours alncerely,



