23 qril 19:2.

Major u. bLarwin, Ooc.D.,
Cedpps 'y Lurner,
Foresl mow,
S i B

Dear Major Uarwini

I see that I have been actually a month in anawering your
letter, which i aw beginning to do tnis evening., After first
reading it I set il aslde until I could get hold of a copy of
Hoghen's book, which I expected to be able to do at once, though
in Tact, it has only arrived te-dmy. You must have been tempted
to think me intelerably inceonsiderate in esending ne acknowledgment
in the meanwhile, but it always seemed that the acknowledgment
would be followed at cnce by a proper reply,and would have been a

mere nulsancea.

I cannot think what Hogben means by his correlation cvefficients
on p. 103, of whicl the probsble erroras have eviaently gut reversed
between that pags and the following tables, one of innumersble
indications of how hastily ths boox has been thrown together. I
think he must have taken a correlation merely betwsen size of

family and order of birth, which sesms incredibly fatuous, but he
evidently takes them to mean that "both relatively bright and



defective children tend to turn up late in the family proup".

To see if there were anything in thia for the echolarship children
1 have compared, for famillies of from 2 po 14, the nu:.bers of
lagt children (e.g. 49 for families of £) with the numbers
expectud Ly chawwe (e.g. 64,67 for these t'miliﬂea. ‘'he result
is really ralhuy Interseting, for, for families from 1 to 5, I
£ind 204 expected and 157 observed =— a deficlency of' 47 while,
for fumilles from 6 tu 14, ! find EB.5 expected and 43 ubaarved,
an excess of 13.6. You will pee tuat on Lhe whols thero le a
deficiancy, contrary tu what one would expect from licgban's
remark; tut the diecrejencies are both bipg ¢nough Lo maxe me
think that they are nut avcidental. In view ol Frofesgor
MacBriue's weii mnown opinions | heaitate to suggest that the
youngest childrea of the well-apaced small families are for this
reagon at a dipadvantage compared tu the youngest childran of
families with a succession of frequent births! [ alwaysa find
data on birth order particularly ditficult t. Inter.ret. In
view of the larye proportlong of families that ase Limitea,and
the gensral prefersnce for buys, I would expeol the last children,
edpescially inthe sgmaller rfamlliea, to have a very high sex ratio.
I do not =znow apmain whether the propoction of scnolarghip children
is the gawe in the bwo wexesj but if the boys have the advantage
in this it only enhances the discrepancy in the L.C.C. figuresj
but perhaps really the girle win more scholarghips. 1 suppose
it ie conceivable that there ls a peycholeogical reaacn. One



might imagine that pasrents are hopeful of thelr earlier childran
and run them for all they ars worth and that the laat children
are the last, especlally in swall familiee, bhecause disillusion
hag el in. And, if' there is no dariving necessity the parenta
ar'a gontent with: Wéewe acholestic mediocrity. I do nut know
agaln whether scavlarships are not sonetimes awarded with a
partly charitable motive, and this would favour the younger
children of the larger families.

In the case of tha defeclives there is a real and conalistent
excess amony the lasl birtha amt, since the actual majourity of
defectlves are born Lo nore or less self-respecting pecvple, thie
would certainly be axplicanle I, as | suaspect, the recognition
of a defectliva child wers an erfective reasun for limiting the
further family, his recogniticn would of couree occour at
varying ages eo that one would expect to find the excess not only
in the last, but in the last 2 or 3 children of the family. The
almoat complete absenca of defectives among the firat 17 children
of families of mere than 15 containg the reassuring suggestion that
had such defectives occurrad the families would never have reached
these proportionas but es [ say, 1 do not llke %o arygue from tha
data with any confldence, but merely emphasise these effects of
coniecious limitaticon, because I tnink they would prah:ahlg ba
prnnnunﬂldfmd because they sesm to be invarlably overlooksd.

(ne general form of misstatement that one would expect is



. .

that some of th. earlier members of large but incompleted
famlilisg would appear as relatively late members of sumowhat
amaller families. This woulu tend to Increase the apparsnt
frequency of whatever was being ckserved in the later membersa of
both proupe of fraternity asize.

A
On reaekisn, p. 191 I think there must be somewhere a

migprint of "Lov for '}Ij.gh:ﬂ-l‘ ol .luwar' for *rniaﬂ: but he does not
davelep his argument Tar enough to show what he really means.
Birthrate, in the firat line of tuo lower paragraph, must
certainly be a mlsprint for aeathrate.

In Section 3, I hate Lils cant about laboricua investigation.

Ha is uf course energetic eaocughy but that is a different matter.

You may havo nuticed in the current Eudenice Raview a review
of mine on some Imteh data, from Hotterdam of much the vane kind
&8 the Stockholm and Herlin inveotigatione which are cited. I
Elve there pome of the reasons for thinking that this kind of
enquiry is wholly Lnoonclusive, by reeason or ite scope, and that
the methods employed are hopelessly Inadequate tu throw light on
questiona of guch delicaoy as tiwe relative rats of decreasa of
fartilily in different gocial ¢laspes. anarﬁnnt.aly Fropagandista
like Mrs. Hodson and, [ am sorry to say, Eldon Moore, ssem for
& time to have swallowed the stuflf whole, and it may bs long befare

the misapprehensions that have been spread abroad will ba
counteracted. This ie one of the mest serione injuries which I
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think we suffer from the lack of good naticnal statisticas on the
differential birthrate, that there is no meana of checking the
influence of confident, bul almust baselese, assertions.

T hadl sdopted the term "particulate inheritance” parily
because L usnbtsd aomething wlder than the ordinary eplthet
Mendelian and partly becauss I knew Galton had introduced it,
and hed memoriles of a pessaga of his, exactly where L cannot now
say, in whiech, in ex.laining itc use, ha gave tha ‘uﬂ;t::{.:t.ammt
that I knew of of Lhae contrasl becwsen these two nosaibla theories.
I 414 not realiss that lie associatea the 1dea witn the theory
of pangenesis. L conlid, g you say, eyually hove uged tne teIm
'eegregating witi an added exylanation that i chould fike to
include in the wneaning the trunamiesion of extra=-nuclear alementa,
guch as the plastida In plante 10 tnoy showed particulate
gontinuity, whetner or not they segrejated in fixed retios llke
the nuolear alementa. [ do feel, however, that even if your
father had come Lo know of, and to accept,Msndel's work, il the
generality of 1ita application, it wuuld gtill Le proper te colnt
to an Important strand Iin the argument of the "Origin', a strand,
the lojgical cogency of which heo not, I belleve been proporly
appreciated as evidence that the blending or fusiun theory had
greatly influenced the form In which he presented the Lhecry of
Natural Selection; and, in particular, had led him v give Tar

more welght, than, as far as one can Judge, he woulu otherwlae
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have done, to the poesible effects of non-selective avencies in
evolutlon.

#hat Hugben saye shoul you, Nhethem end uihers makes une
indignant and at the same time sorry forr him. The ¢lass conascious
prize-exaniinee. withent the traditionm of goeilal respenalbllity
eticks out only Luo plainly when ho tries to be clever. I was
at the meeting of the Exverimental Hiclojists at Oxford laat
week, a society in which he wae very much at home in tho Jaya
when he was unly a youwi physiologint of brilliant promise and
wad really surprised at tuwe chanye of attilude Lowardy him., He
la becuming as uuch 4 bacget forr unlavouceble criticlsm, alwoat,
as Maciride has imade hlugelT) thuugly as he hud certainly
infinitaly more biralns, I hope that he aay perhays eue it coming
and curb his impulesee with scme gocisliptic substitute for

ra Hram:*

Yours gincerely,



