13th Pebruary, 1951.

iy dear Lasurenne,

Thafike f4r your letter and soreed. I have looked
through these now, and referréfl to Bartels' grbeit nd the
letter with which ha sent it to you,

1 never thought there was ouch to querrel with Bartels
about, t'ﬁm. of course, as indeed he acknowlelpges, his duta
would have besn better if he had been able to sevarate the
exophthalmic cesse from thoee with toxic mdencmas

1 #0 not think, either, thery is any real doibs as to
wvhat we ahould elaim e establishad a:d what an only sug ceted.

1 have drefted, for your consideration, a paragraph that
might pgo efter the f'irst paragreph on pege 6.  You do, of
gourpe, discuse the sese jolint later, but I think it is needed
rather gloes to our contrasting the oDew i’nl“ #ith thoss for
exophthalmio goitre.

By the side of Yable 1, I have fuggested the inclusion
of totals lnoluding the nop~goitrous for Aifferent types of
relative, I see now, that for remoter féletives, 1% would ko
sbaurd to try to do this, but I 80 suggent that the total
namber of mothere (I supposs a hundred) and of eisters, whiah
1 o not find handy, might be inoluded in this additional pere=
Eraph.



In the sumuary, I htink your nuwsber 2 1z g 1little
perenptorys I shouid be inglined to emy no ﬁﬂuiﬁ, or
sorhaps better, uo eonvinging ovidense, and obteipdd relher
than detegted. Apart from these rether trill‘lln;..fﬂintu,
my. folling io that the ; sper is Jjudiclous and will ',llf'rnlll:lnld-
I do mwot bellove you ought to be dipantisfiecd with L.

Yours sincerely,



To follow the first paragraph on poge 6.

There is, indeed, a rather atrixing cxoess of goltrous
relatives of the toxie nodulmr osses comiared with the non—
goitrous controla. This would be expegted even if all
familial tendenciss wore non~genstic, There 18 no aignifi-
cant exgess among the sluters, -3 out of y A0 oonpared
with sheumothers, 9 st of « 1t was the diasprojortion
of these ratics on which wu rellud in inferping a :altary
renessive pene in the easc of exophithalinie -oitre.



