
Analysis of Professor Karl Parson's Statistics
[By Robert B. Patton, D.D.]

In the current issue of the American
Magazine there appears a review, by
Albert Jay Nock, author of “The New
Science and Its Findings,” of the in-
vestigations by Prof. Karl Pearson of
the Galton Eugenics Laboratory, Lon-
don, as to the effects of parental alco-
holism on children.

In general, it may be said statistics
are valuable just in proportion as
sources of error have been eliminated
or reduced to a minimum in their com-
pilation. Otherwise, conclusions
based upon the statistics will be irrel-
evant. That Professor Pearson has
not exercised scientific or even ordin-
ary care to guard against error, the
following considerations show:

Unscientific Data.
Professor Pearson himself did not

make any actual investigation. His
“statistics” are based upon reports
made some two years since upon the
condition of the parents of mentally
deficient children in a school for the

feeble-minded in Manchester, England,
and upon the report of a charity or-
ganization in reference to conditions
obtaining in North Canongate, Edin-
burgh, Scotland—the most notorious
slum in the entire city. Concerning
this Edinburgh district, Dr. C. W.
Saleeby, F. R. S. E., who as a medical
student had experience in that section
of the city, says: “It was an ideal
example of a population on which such
a study should not be based, and yet
it was described as a representative
‘working-class population.’ ” Certain-
ly children from such environment
could not, as the American Magazine
writer asserts, constitute “large, col-
lective samples of English childhood.”
In the compilation of this report, the
unscientific opinions of employers,
social workers and even policemen
were used. Further, no information
is given us as to the number of fam-
ilies or the number of children under
investigation.

Selected Subjects.

These statistics include only school
children—the most hopeful and select
class of drinkers’ children. Had
he investigated epileptic and imbecile
asylums his “results” would doubtless
have been very different. Reliable
investigations show that the number
of maternal accidents among drinking
people is seven times greater than
among total abstainers. Many of the
drinkers’ children die in infancy. Dr.
W. C. Sullivan asserts that fifty-five
per cent of such children die under
two years of age. Many others are
epileptic and imbecile. None of these
cases are taken into consideration by
Prof. Pearson. His statistics may be
reliable so far as some of the children
of drinking parents are concerned, and
that the best type of them. They
furnish absolutely no trustworthy
data as to the degenerative effect of

parental alcoholism upon the families
of drinkers.

Alcoholic Grandparentage.
Prof. Pearson is as siient as the

Sphinx on the subject of alcoholic
grandparentage. Clearly this is es-
pecially important in the case of those
children classified as the offspring of
“sober” parents. But as Mendel in his
theory of alternative inheritance has
shown, this is not sufficient. We must
take into account the habits not only
of grandparents but great-grandpar-
ents. Nor does the professor tell us
how many of those children of “sober”
parents might have been the children
of excessive drinking grandparents,
and hence are not normal examples.

According to the investigations of Dr.
T. Alexander MacNicholl, the degen-
erative influence of alcoholic grand-
parentage is as great if not greater
than that of alcoholic parentage. He
found that seventy-seven per cent of
the children of alcoholic ancestry were
mentally deficient and that but four
per cent of the children of total ab-
staining ancestors were thus deficient.
He also found that seventy-eight per
cent of the children of total abstaining
parents but of drunken grandparents
were mentally deficient. The uniform
trend of modern scientific investiga-
tion is to lengthen the shadow we cast
on those coming after us. “The fath-
ers have eaten sour grapes and their
grandchildren’s teeth are set on edge.”

Another Break in the Chain.
There is nothing in these statistics

to show that many of the children
classed as those of intemperate par-
entage were not born before the alco-
holic period of their parents began.
Dr. Alfred Mjoen, of Christiana,
Sweden, in an address before the First
Eugenics Congress, held in London,
last July, reported a long and de-
tailed pedigree of a man whose stock
on both sides were exceptionally good,
running into ninety years of age in
several instances. He married a wife
of equally good stock. Their first
child was healthy and robust and re-
mained sa Then the husband began
to drink heavily. He reported that
the next three children showed rec-
ords of increasing disaster. Such in-
stances might be given at length, yet
all these children might be classed
subsequently as the children of drink-
ing parents.

Ambiguous and Misleading
Terminology.

The terms employed by Prof. Pear-
son are certainly open to the charge
of ambiguity. Like the Elderton sta-
tistics issuing from the same labora-
tory, comparison is made between
“temperate” or “sober” persons. Many
persons are often classed as “temper-
ate” who use alcoholic liquors in mod-
eration. Even excessive drinkers are
“sober” occasionally, and so far as
terminology is concerned might be

classed “sober.” There is nothing in
Prof. Pearson’s statistics to show they
were not so classed. He makes no
comparison whatever, between the
offspring of total abstaining, moderate
and immoderate drinking parents as is
usually done. He arbitrarily groups
both the “sober” Edinburg families
and the “temperate” Manchester fam-
ilies as “non-alcoholic.”

The possible sources of error are
thus seen to be so great in these Gal-
ton Laboratory “statistics” as to prac-
tically destroy their scientific value.
Charles R. Stockard, Ph. D., M. D,
of the Anatomical Laboratory, Cor-
nell University Medical College, says,
“The great body of evidence from
anatomic studies of the reproductive
glands of alcoholics, animal experi-

mentation and disease records all are
opposed to Pearson’s conclusions.”
Prof. Pearson’s results are squarely
opposed by the researches of such
scientific men as Bunge, Hodge,
Laitenin, Nicloux, Demme, Bertholet
and Stockard.

They furnish absolutely no basis for
the sweeping conclusions drawn from
them by the American Magazine writ-
er. There was no comparison made
between the children of teetotalers
and those of drunkards. They are
neither “startling” nor “convincing.”
All that can be logically drawn from
these statistics is that there is no great
difference in the physical development,
intelligence, health and vision between
the children of “sober” and “temper-
ate” parents and those of intemperate
persons. In other words, they simply
show us the hereditary difference be-
tween the moderate and the excessive
use of alcohol—further than this they
do not go. It may well be hoped these
“statistics” do not characterize all
Prof. Pearson’s work. No cause is
aided by garbled statements or inac-
curate assertion. We may expect,
however, these misleading and un-
scientific “investigations” to be touted
periodically by the liquor interests, as
they did the misleading “food” theory,
of Prof. Atwater some years ago.
Ex nihilo, nihil fit.

On January i, 1912, the law for-
bidding the importation of intoxicat-
ing liquors into Iceland came into
effect. The manufacture had already
been prohibited. Until January 1, 1915,
the sale of liquors already in stock is
allowed under strict regulations. On
that date, complete Prohibition and
sale of the stuff becomes finally effec-
tive.

Teacher: “When Willie threw
stones at you, why didn’t you tell me,,
instead of throwing them back?”

Pupil: “Tell you? You couldn’t hit
a barn!”


