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Abstract. Aim: To investigate the genetics of chronic
lymphocytic leukemia (CLL). Materials and Methods: In 56
(7%) out of 800 CLL patients with concomitant malignant
hematological disease, 51 families and 141 cases were
ascertained. Result: 106 cases (75%) of CLL, 27 cases (19%)
of nonCLL and 8 cases (6%) of myeloproliferative disorders.
Paternal disease was transmitted primarily to the youngest
sons in the sibship while maternal disease was transmitted
equally to all sibs, demonstrated by means of matrix
conjugation and confirmed with Cox regression on parity and
birth order (maternal-offspring combination: relative risk (RR),
95% confidence interval (CI)=147 (0.89 — 2.43), p=0.12,
compared with paternal-offspring combination: RR=3.25, 95%
Cl=(1.57-6.72), p<0.001). The B-cell expression in familial
and sporadic CLL was indistinguishable. Conclusion: Parental
genomic imprinting is pointed out as one possible mechanism
behind this non-Mendelian genomic output.

Chronic lymphocytic leukemia (CLL) and related lympho-
proliferative disorders (LPD) such as the other lymphoid
leukemias, myeloma and the subclinical
conditions, monoclonal gammopathy of uncertain significance

lymphomas,
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(MGUS) and monoclonal B-lymphocytosis (MBL) constitute
an inheritable entity, reflected by the familial occurrence of
these disorders (1-9). Ethnical variation in predisposition to
CLL and other subtypes of LPD supports the concept of a
genetic entity (10, 11). Six susceptibility loci for CLL have
recently been identified: 2q13, 2q37.1, 6p 25.3, 11q 24.1, 15q
23, and 19q13.32 (12), but the mode of transmission of the
susceptibility genes from generation to generation is as yet
largely unknown, without evident signs of a traditional
Mendelian segregation (e.g. dominant, recessive, X-linked
inheritance) from genealogical interpretation of pedigrees.

In the present paper, we present data on the genetics of CLL
relating pleiotropy (4-6, 9, 3, 14) (viz. the polymorphism in
the inheritance of CLL/LPD) to a birth order effect (15-17)
(viz. a non-random occurrence of affected sibs in a sibship)
where a distinct maternal and paternal pattern of transmission
to offspring is seen in affected families from Norway and
Denmark.

Materials and Methods

Patients. Eight hundred and twenty-four CLL patients have been
interviewed during the past five years in Oslo and Copenhagen.
Twenty-four patients left the cohort without follow-up so that 800
patients constitute the final sample size. Each CLL patient
underwent a face-to-face interview about other family members with
CLL or any other malignant hematological disease and the family
tree was drawn up. The interviews were individually adjusted and
modulated to include old terminology if necessary,
lymphogranulomatosis and lymphosarcoma, for example, have
routinely been mentioned to ensure maximal ascertainment of
familial cases. Each patient was asked about the number and
positions in the family tree of healthy members, stillborns and
extramarital individuals. All patients were allowed sufficient time
for discussion with other family members. Each patient was
informed about the purpose of the study, that data were confidential
and unrecognisable outside the study and that the study was
approved by the Scientific-Ethical Committees and the Data
Protection Agencies in Norway and Denmark.
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Information provided by patients was validated by crosschecking
information with the Cancer Registry in Denmark or Norway in all
cases. Hospital records, and review of histopathological and
laboratory reports including information from flow cytometry and
cytogenetics were crosschecked when available. All diagnoses were
based on standard criteria (18-22). CLL was confirmed by flow
cytometry, fluorescence in situ hybridization (FISH) cytogenetic
characterization and estimation of the immunoglobulin heavy chain
V (IgHV) status in all patients alive at the time of investigation. All
persons investigated were Caucasians and all families were of
Scandinavian or European origin.

Inclusion. Sampling of families and pedigrees: Fifty-one families with
malignant hematological disorders in two or more family members
were identified. These families were detected from 56 index CLL
patients, viz. patients among the 800 CLL who had one or more
affected family members, where 3 out of the 56 patients belonged to
the same family. In 3 instances, 2 patients happened to be members of
the same family. To obtain consecutive data, 6 previously reported
families were included: 5 families were part of a sole birth order
estimation (17) and 1 family was described as a case history (23) but
none of data regarding the 51 crosschecked families have been
published before as part of a comprehensive genetic analysis. For the
description of pleiotropy (Table I), all subtypes of hematological
malignancies in the 51 families were recorded and grouped into CLL,
other types of lymphoproliferative disease (LPD), designated
nonCLL, or myeloproliferative disease (MPD). In this study the few
cases of myelodysplasia (MDS) were grouped together with MPD.

Scoring of data for interpretation of segregation: The affiliation
of each affected family member in all 51 pedigrees were grouped
into the following categories: (A) parent-offspring pairs and (B)
grandparent-parent-offspring combinations (vertical inheritance);
(C) aunt/uncle-nephew/niece combinations (oblique inheritance);
and (D) sib concordance, which denotes two or more affected
siblings without other affected relatives (horizontal inheritance).

The number of pairs of affected family members between two or
more generations in A, B and C, and the total number of affected sibs
in D, all related to the pleiotypic diagnoses, were recorded (Tables 11
and III). Furthermore, the age at onset of disease, the sex of patients
and healthy family members, and the range of affected family
members in the sibship were recorded (Tables IV-V, Figures 1-4).

Where ascertained pairs do not comprise CLL, as for example
the lymphoma-myeloma parent-offspring pair in skipped generation
pedigree no 5 (Figure 2), or the CML-AML grandparent-offspring
pair shown in the same pedigree, an index CLL patient will always
be seen at another place in the pedigree, and no criteria other than
index CLL have been used for entry.

Since each pair of affected family members (parent-offspring,
grandparent-parent-offspring, aunt/uncle-nephew/niece, and sib-sib
combinations) was counted each time it was independently
ascertained, inevitable duplicates cause a difference between the
number of patients in pairs and the real number of patients included
(Tables II and III). This difference arises each time an affected family
member is part of more than one pair, for example when an affected
parent has two affected offspring giving two parent-offspring pairs, or
in cases when two pairs, grandfather-parent and parent-offspring, are
scored from a grandparent-parent-offspring combination. Furthermore,
doublets of families occur in larger families contributing multiple
combinations of affected family members, for example both a parent-
offspring pair and an uncle-nephew pair.
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Table 1. Lymphoproliferative and myeloproliferative diagnoses in 51
Sfamilies with familial CLL.

CLL  NonCLL2 Myeloproliferative
n=106 n=27 disorders
n=8

4 b Polycythemia vera
2 Myelodysplasia

1 AML

1 CML

5 Diffuse large B cell lymphoma
4 Follicular B cell lymphoma

4 B cell lymphoma, NOS

4 Multiple myeloma

3 Hodgkin’s lymphoma

2 Pre B ALL

1 Lymphoplasmacytic lymphoma
1 Waldenstrom’s disease

1 IgM MGUS

1 T-cell PLL

1 Diffuse small T-cell lymphoma, NOS

Healthy family members in 51 families with familial CLL (n=523)

aNonCLL denotes lymphoproliferative disorders other than CLL. PTwo
of the PV patients were JAK2 V617F negative, one was JAK2 V617F
positive, and the fourth PV patient died before investigation. ¢Stage I, II
and IIT together. ALL, Acute lymphoblastic leukemia; AML, acute
myelogenous leukemia; CLL, chronic lymphocytic leukemia; CML,
acute myelogenous leukemia; MGUS, monoclonal gammopathy of
uncertain significance; NOS, not otherwise specified; PLL,
prolymphocytic leukemia.

The doublets were carefully recorded (Tables II and III) and only
used for the identification of pairs between generations, and not for
the estimation of the total number of affected family members,
frequencies or the number of families involved.

Cumulative data from the 51 pedigrees were sorted into the
following groups.

Group 1. LPD, parent-offspring combination: One affected parent:
Ninety patients, 66 CLL and 24 nonCLL from 38 families were
parent-offspring related, making 51 pairs (Table II). 1.1. There
were 31 one parent-one offspring pairs. 1.2. Furthermore, we found
20 one parent->1 offspring combinations (12 CLL-CLL and 8
nonCLL-CLL or CLL-nonCLL) from the following combinations:
1.2.1. One affected parent and two affected offspring (3 patients)
making 2 parent-offspring pairs (4 patients) in 2 families with a
total of 2 CLL doublets and 6 real LPD patients (5 CLL, 1 low-
grade T-cell lymphoma). 1.2.2. A grandparent-parent-offspring
combination with one patient in each of the three generations (3
patients), making 2 pairs (4 patients) in 3 families with 3 doublets
(I CLL, 1 follicular B-cell lymphoma, 1 lymphoplasmocytic
lymphoma) and 9 real LPD patients (4 CLL, 2 follicular B-cell
lymphoma, 1 Hodgkin’s lymphoma, 1 lymphoplasmocytic
lymphoma, 1 multiple myeloma). 1.2.3. A combination of (1.2.1)
and (1.2.2) (4 patients) making 3 pairs (6 patients) in 2 families
with a total of 4 doublets (3 CLL, 1 unclassified, low-grade B-cell
lymphoma different from CLL) and 8 real LPD patients (6 CLL, 1
unclassified low-grade B-cell lymphoma different from CLL, 1
multiple myeloma). 1.2.4. In one family we found affected
members in four generations, one patient in the 1st, 2nd, and in the
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Table I1. Lymphoproliferative disorders in affected parent-offspring pairs (group 1).

Group Parent offspring Pairs Patients CLL nonCLL Families
n n n n n
1.1 CLL-CLL 18 36 36 0 18
CLL-nonCLL
nonCLL-CLL 13 26 11 15 12
nonCLL-nonCLL
1.2 CLL-CLL 12 24 24 0 8
CLL-nonCLL
nonCLL-CLL 8 16 4 12 8
nonCLL-nonCLL
Total group 1 51 102 75 27 38
Group 1.2 doublets, cf. text n n n d n d n
1.2.1 4 6 2 5 2 1 0 2
122 6 9 3 4 1 5 2 3
123 6 8 4 6 3 2 1 2
124 4 5 3 4 3 1 0 1
20 28 12 19 9 9 3 8
Total Group In+d 51 90 12 66 9 24 3 38
n=Real numbers of new patients included; d=duplicates, ascertained first time in another group.
Table III. Familial lymfoproliferative and myeloproliferative disorders in 51 families (group 1-5).
Group Combination Pairs Patients CLL nonCLL MPD Families
n d n d n d n d n d n d
1 Parent-offspring 51 0 90 12 66 9 24 3 0 0 38 0
2 Two affected parents 5 1 12 1 12 0 0 0 0 1 1 2
3 Skipped generation 6 0 11 1 9 1 0 0 2 0 1 4
Carriers 4 0 8 0 5 0 2 0 1 0 2 2
MPD-LPD 3 2 5 5 2 2 0 0 3 3 2 3
1-4 Total 69 126 94 26 6 44
Sib concordance 15 0 12 0 1 0 2 0 0
1-5 Total 141 106 27 8 51

n=Real number of new patients included; d=duplicates, ascertained first time in another group.

4th generations and 2 patients in the 3rd generation, making 4 pairs
(8 patients with 3 CLL duplicates and 5 real LPD patients (4 CLL,
1 Hodgkin’s lymphoma).

Group 2. LPD, parent-offspring combination: Two affected parents:
This group comprised 3 families (Figure 1) and 13 affected family
members with a marked predominance of CLL (12) and one case of
PV in a grandfather. There were no healthy members at the time of
investigation, the male in family 2 (Family 2, 3rd generation, no. 2)
had died of astrocytoma at the age of 26, and a boy in family 3
(Family 3, 2nd generation, no.1) died in a traffic accident.
Pedigrees 1 and 2 (Figure 1) are part of a larger family also
included in group 1 without overlap so that group 2 contributes only

one new family and five pairs. The case of polycythemia vera in the
PV-CLL parent offspring pair has been counted in group 4 (Table III).
In pedigree 2, the grandfather with CLL is counted here as a new
CLL patient to avoid his drop out from the data because this particular
parent-offspring CLL-CLL combination is regarded as being different
from the solitary CLL-CLL parent-offspring pairs in group 1.

Group 3. Skipped generations and carriers: This group comprised nine
families, 5 skipped generations (vertical inheritance), and 4 carriers
(oblique inheritance) (Figure 2).

Other parts of the skipped generation pedigrees 1, 2, 4 and 5 are
encoded into group 1 so that skipped generations contribute 1 new
family (Table III). There are six pairs of grandparent-offspring
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Table IV. Lymphoproliferative disorders, maternal and paternal parent-
offspring pairs, all combinations.

Affected Unaftected
offspring offspring
(healthy
Diagnoses and pairs Males Females sibs)
n n % n % n alive
CLL - CLL 30 16 53 14 47 61 35(57%)
Mater-offspring 17 7 41 10 59
Pater-offspring 139 69 4 31

Other combinations? 21 15 71 6 28 35 27 (77%)

Mater-offspring 9 5 56 4 44
Pater-offspring 12 10 83 2 17
Total 51 31 61 20 39 96 62(65%)
Mater-offspring 26 12 46 14 54
Pater-offspring 25 19 76 6 24

20ther combinations comprise CLL-nonCLL, nonCLL-CLL and
nonCLL-nonCLL pairs (described in Table V).

combinations: one in each of the first four pedigrees 1-4, and two pairs
in the skipped generation pedigree 5. In skipped generation pedigree 4,
the youngest brother with CLL to the CLL grandfather proband is
counted as a new CLL patient here because otherwise he would not
be included. In skipped generation pedigree 5, the two nonCLL LPD
patients have already been included in group 1.

Two of the carrier families (1 and 4) are parts of a larger family
encoded into other groups so that the carriers contribute two new
families, while the patients in all four families are new to the data.

Group 4. Mixed LMP and MPD: All five MPD-LPD/LPD-MPD
combinations between two or more generations are shown in Figure
2: Skipped generation no. 5, carrier pedigree no. 4 together with the
three parent-offspring pedigrees 1-3, leaving the single-generation
family (sib concordance, group 5 pedigree 1). Thus, group 4 (Table
IIT) contributes a total of five families, of which three have been
counted before (skipped generation no. 5 counted in group 1, carrier
no. 4 in group 3 and the no. 3 parent-offspring MPD-LPD in group 2).
The CML-AML grandfather-offspring pair in skipped generation
pedigree no. 5 and the MDS-CLL uncle-nephew combination in carrier
pedigree no. 4 have been counted with group 3, so that group 4
contribute three new pairs and two doublets. Furthermore, in parent-
offspring MPD-LPD no. 3, the son with CLL has been counted with
group 2 so that this pedigree contributes only one new PV patient.

Group 5. Sib concordance without other affected relatives: This group
conprised 7 families (Figure 3, Table IIT) with 15 patients (12 CLL, 1
unclassified, low-grade B-cell lymphoma different from CLL, 1 PV
and 1 MDS with multiple chromosomal abnormalities 1).

Group 6. Healthy persons and family size: A total of 523 healthy family
members (Table I), of whom 34% were alive at the time of
investigation, were confirmed to be members of the 51 families by
crosschecking with the Civil Person Registry. In the few cases of
extramatrimonial relationships, the identity of the offspring was
crosschecked with The Midwife Book Registry. Furthermore, it was
ascertained that no healthy family members had a hematological
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hospital record, nor were known to the cancer registries of Norway or
Denmark. Registrations of healthy family members comprised close
relatives of the affected index patients. Spouses, siblings and parents
were always recorded and crosschecked. The 96 healthy siblings of the
affected offspring in group 1 (Table IV) are included in the total number
of healthy persons. The position of each healthy family member in the
pedigree was carefully recorded with registration of sex and rank
related to the patients. Data on gender and rank of the unaffected,
healthy family members in each generation are reported in Figure 4.

From the number of healthy family members and the findings in
Table III we found 2.8 (141/51) patients per family investigated (mean)
and 13 (523/51 + 141/51) members per family (mean) who underwent
systematic crosscheck on entry to this investigation.

Statistics. Traditional segregation analysis by comparing the proportion
of affected family members with the proportion of those expected to
become affected according to a given hypothesis (24) is not possible
because a given hypothesis (dominant, recessive, sex-linked ezc.) is
uncertain. Instead, all affected individuals and the total number of
individuals in the sample were unitized in matrices for a standard
pedigree on pooled, conjugated, data to visualize a trend (Figure 4)
(25-27). This technique is usually used in biology to construct a family
tree for phylogenetic investigation based on multiple parameters,
allowing uniform and nonparametric data processing no matter the size
of the family and the number of healthy and affected persons per
family (26, 27).

The matrix used arrange (i) each of the affected family members
according to diagnoses, rank in the sibship, gender, and generation
(1st, 2nd, 3rd or 4th ) and (ii) the number of healthy (undiagnosed)
members of the family according to rank in the sibship, gender, and
generation (1st, 2nd, 3rd or 4th generation). None of the duplicates
from parent-offspring combinations (group 1) were included. The set
of the unitary orthogonal matrices involved is listed in the legend to
Figure 4. Sets of conjugates for the matrix of the generalized data
(Figure 4) were regarded as commutative when at least two
generations were involved. Vector determinants (tendency) and metric
space estimation (phenetic resemblance) were based on matrix
conjugation with Bayesian approaches (25, 26), calculated by means of
common matrix processing and confirmed from Perl programming,
available from http://www.perl.com, project definition and code design
as previously described (28, 29).

The parental birth order effect was confirmed by means of Cox
regression analysis. The p-value of 0.05 was considered statistically
significant in all analyses and significance values are two-sided.

The B-cell expression in familial and in sporadic CLL was
compared by means of Cox regression analysis and Mann Whitney,
Wilcoxon rank sum test where a two-sided p-value <0.05 was
considered significant.

Results

Pleiotropy. Of the 800 CLL patients interviewed, 56 index
CLL patients (7%) had other affected family members, 51
families and a total of 141 patients were identified (Table I)
The concomitant disorders of the index CLL patients were
75% (106/141%) CLL, 19% (27/141%) nonCLL, and 6%
(8/141%) MPD (Table I). The same figures for the CLL cohort
were 13% (106/800%) CLL, 3% (27/800%) nonCLL, and 1%
(8/800%) MPD, where the diffuse large B-cell lymphoma
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Table V. Lymphoproliferative disorders, maternal and paternal parent-offspring pairs, other combinations than CLL-CLL.

Affected offspring

Diagnoses and pairs Males

Females Parent - offspring

CLL-non CLL 7 3 43
Mater-offspring
Pater-offspring 4 2

w
—

nonCLL-CLL 8 8 100
Mater-offspring
Pater-offspring 6 6

)
(3]

nonCLL-non CLL 6 4 67
Mater-offspring
Pater-offspring 2 2

A~
)

Mater-offspring

2 CLL - Waldenstrom's disease
2 CLL - pre B ALL

CLL - FL

Pater - offspring
CLL - small T cell lymphoma NOS
CLL - IgM MGUS
CLL - DLBCL
CLL - FL

Mater - offspring
T PLL - CLL
0 DLBCL - CLL

(=]

Pater - offspring
FL NOS - CLL
FL - CLL
FL NOS - CLL
FL NOS - CLL
FL - CLL
DLBCL - CLL

Mater - offspring
MM - MM
2 FL - HL
0 MM - LP
LP - FL

Pater - offspring
DLBCL - HL
FL NOS - MM

ALL, Acute lymphoblastic leukemia; CLL, chronic lymphocytic leukemia; DLBCL, diffuse large B-cell lymphoma; FL, follicular B-cell lymphoma;
HL, Hodgkin’s lymphoma; LP, lymphoplasmacytic lymphoma; MGUS, monoclonal gammopathy of uncertain significance; MM, multiple myeloma;

NOS=not otherwise specified; PLL=prolymphocytic leukemia.

(DLBCL) was predominant in nonCLL and PV was
predominant in MPD. Mixed LPD and MPD were seen in 6
(12%) of the families, while 45 families (88%) had only LPD.

The number of pleiotropic diagnoses in the 800
interviewed CLL patients is higher than expected from sheer
coincidence and when compared with the expected
occurrence in the population. The observed numbers are seen
in Table I. The expected numbers are calculated from the
crude incidences in Norway and Denmark as a mean for the
five years of observation, viz. the total number of patients
with a certain diagnosis (all ages, women and men together
from all parts of the two countries) per 100,000 people per
year as a mean of data from the past 5 years (30-32). For the
observation of PV, however, no such mean crude incidence

-
[ 5]
w

Figure 1. Lymphoproliferative disease, three families with two affected
parents. Circle=female; square=male; white=unaffected; black=CLL;
crossed square=died at young age; black/white split =myeloproliferative
disease. The numerical values show the age at onset of disease. PV,
polycythemia vera.
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is available from Norway and Denmark and a closely related
Swedish normal data has been used for comparison instead
(33). Only diagnoses with an observed number higher than
two (Table I) were accepted for comparison to avoid the risk
of random influence from single observations. The
comparison between the observed and the expected number
of cases shows these remarkable differences in mean crude
incidence: CLL=5.4 cases /100,000 people/year=4.3x10~2
expected cases of CLL in 800 people from the population vs.
the 106 observed; diffuse large B cell lymphoma
8.2/100,000=6.6x10"2 expected cases in 800 people vs. the
5 observed; follicular B cell lymphoma stage I, IT and III
3.3/100,000=2.6x10~2 expected cases in 800 people vs. the
4 observed; multiple myeloma 3.9/100,000=3.1x10~2
expected cases in 800 people vs. the 4 observed; PV
2.6/100,000=2.1x10~2 expected cases in 800 people vs. the
4 observed; Hodgkin’s lymphoma 2.5/100,000=2.0x10~2
expected cases in 800 people vs. the 3 observed.

90

49
MD5
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29 40 59
ALL FL
65
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°F 43
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Figure 2. Skipped generations, carriers (aunt, uncle, nephew, niece
combinations) and mixed lympho- and myeloproliferative disease. Same
signature as in Figure 1. White/black split=nonCLL lymphoproliferative
disease; cross=still born. ALL, Acute lymphoblastic leukemia; AML,
acute myeloblastic leukemia; CML, chronic myelogenous leukemia; FL,
follicular B-cell lymphoma; MDS, myelodysplatic syndrome; MM,
multiple myeloma; NHL NOS=non Hodgkin’s lymphoma not otherwise
specified; PV, polycythemia vera; MPD, myeloproliferative disease;
LPD, lymphoproliferative disease.

Segregation. Birth order effect, parent-offspring (group 1):
Table IV shows that CLL-CLL parent-offspring
combinations were predominant over other combinations
(30 of 51 parent-offspring pairs) with a nearly equal
number of maternal and paternal pairs (17 and 13 pairs,
respectively). Transmission was seen to take place mainly
to sons, especially in affected father-offspring pairs with
CLL-CLL, p<0.005 (Table IV), and in pairs with parental
nonCLL (Table V) where there was a 100% transmission
of CLL to sons and a 67% transmission of nonCLL to sons
(Table V), p<0.005.

In three out of 51 families (6%) where both parents had
CLL we found an extremely high rate of CLL among the
offspring (Figure 1).

Birth order effect, all familial combinations between
generations (group 1-4): The parental birth order effect is
seen from Figure 4. In matrilineal inheritance, the affected
children are randomly distributed in the sibship while in
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Figure 3. Affected sibs without other affected relatives showing marked
lymphoproliferative predominance. Same signature as in Figures 1-2.

patrilineal inheritance, the affected offspring are mainly sons
late in the sibship. Figure 4 shows eight pairs:

Six parent-offspring pairs: 1st-2nd generation, 2 pairs (0
patrilineal pair; 2 matrilineal pairs where the numbers of
older/younger sibs to the affected offspring is 0/4 and 4/0,
respectively). 2nd-3rd generation, 2 pairs (2 patrilineal pairs,
1/2 and 2/1; O matrilineal pair). 3rd-4th generation, 2 pairs
(1 patrilineal pair 2/0; 1 matrilineal pair 1/2), and two
grandparent-offspring pairs: 2nd-4th generation, 2 pairs (1
patrilineal 2/0; 1 matrilineal 0/0).

Such matrix models used for phylogenetic investigations
have only described tendencies in terms of posterior
probabilites (25, 26) avoiding the standard statistical
approach of specifying a null hypothesis and asking whether
or not data are strong enough to reject the null hypothesis.
However, to address the question whether the hypothesis on
birth order effect should be believed, and how strongly in
terms of standard probability, the sum of the posterior
probabilities, viz. the tendencies in terms of older/younger
healthy sibs in the eight parent-offspring pairs extracted from
Figure 4, can be converted to standard probability (26, 27):

> patrilineal (older/younger sibs)=(1 +2+2+2/2+1+0
+ 0)=7/3=2.3

> matrilineal (older/younger sibs)=(0 + 4+ 1+0/4+0 +2
+ 0)=5/6=0.8

The deviation of ¥ (older/younger sibs) to 1.0 (where 1.0
denotes no birth order effect) (27) expresses the degree of birth
order where the patrilinieal sum is significantly deviated

bSmob oo

Figure 4. Pedigree with conjugated data from all families with affected
members in two or more generations. Same signature as in Figures 1-3.
The numbers below the 2nd generation indicate the estimated numbers of
healthy offspring to the unaffected parents from 2nd generation. Sets of
the following unitary orthogonal matrices were included: (1) The
proportions of patient-offspring pairs (one affected parent) between the
generations 1-2, 2-3, and 3-4 (gl, g2, g3) with one of the six
combinations CLL-CLL, CLL-nonCLL, nonCLL-CLL, nonCLL-nonCLL,
LPD-MPD, MPD-MPD were designated (gl1,g2g3/al,l1; al 2; al,3; al 4,
al 6, respectively). Similarly, the proportions of affected parent-offspring
pairs with two affected parents (gl1,g2,g3/ a2,1; a2,2....a2,5), affected
grandparent-offspring pairs (g1,82,g3/a3,1; a3,2....a3.6), and affected
uncle, aunt-nephew, cousin pairs (gl,g2,¢3/a4,1; a4,2.....a4,6) were
noted. (2) These proportions were grouped into the combinations:
mother-son, mother-daughter, father-son, father-daughter designated
(g1,82,83/a5,1; a5,2.....a5,4) and also allocated to subgroups depending
upon the rank of the affected offspring in the sibship, for example 1/1
(only child), % (first of two children), 3/5 (the third child in a sibship of
5 children) etc., designated (g1,82,83/a6,1; a6,2;..... ab,n). Max (n) in
6a,n is 10 since the largest family in the present material has 10
offspring. Therefore, 6a,n provides a total of 55 subgroups=3 (1/1, 1/2 -
2/2, 1/3 - 3/3, ... 1/10 - 10/10)=X (1/1, 1/2, 2/2, 1/3, 2/3, 3/3, 1/4
............. 8/109/10 10/10)=1 +2 +3+4+5+6+7+ 8+ 9+ 10=55
per generation g2-g4. Data on the first generation, gl, with family
members born before 1890 cannot be safely crosschecked and is too
uncertain to allow an estimation of the rank of affected family members.
(3) Combinations of gl-g3 with al,n - a6,n resulted in a predominant
number of subgroups with no affected family members (value zero) Such
empty subgroups show the position of unaffected (healthy) members in
the pedigree and thus the affiliation of (i) healthy-healthy family
members between two or more generations as the majority of empty
combinations, (ii) affected parent-healthy offspring, and (iii) healthy
parent-affected offspring. (4) For the empty groups of matrices (3) above,
the number and sex of 511 healthy family members of groups 1-4 (total
523 minus 12 normal persons from group 5, Figure 3) and their
(older/younger) range related to affected family members in each
generation was compared with the mean family size per woman since
1890, covering the observation period of the present investigation in
Scandinavia (cf. ref. 56-58). Data from families with sib concordance
(Figure 3, Table III) is evidently non-commutative due to the lack of an
affected predecessor in the family and are therefore not included.

(p<0.01), while the matrilineal is not, with the reservation that
only the number but not the rank of the affected female in the
Ist generation is included in the calculation due to lack of
proper crosscheck of her family data and uncertain data
available on the real family size in the population before 1890.
Since the patrilineal sum is upper deviation (2.3 larger than
1.0), this also shows that the patrilineal birth order is
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characterized by a significant number of older sibs to the
affected offspring, in other words that the affected offspring is
among the youngest in the sibship.

For control, this is in accordance with the findings from a
Cox regression analysis on parity and birth order with the
same data as described in the matrices (1)-(3) from all 51
families (Legend to Figure 4) which showed: maternal-
offspring combination: relative risk (RR), 95% confidence
interval (CI)=1.47, (0.89-2.43), p=0.12 (score and likelihood
ratio test) compared with paternal-offspring combination:
RR=3.25, 95% CI=(1.57-6.72), p<0.001 (score and
likelihood ratio test).

The power of the birth order parameter is furthermore
seen from the fact that Cox regression analysis of patrilineal
and matrilineal segregation (score and likelihood ratio test)
shows no significant difference if data on the rank of sibs to
the affected offspring are omitted.

The limit of impact is close to the square root of the value
(older/younger sibs to the affected offspring), p=0.078. This
means that a reduction of this birth order parameter, viz. the
value (older/younger sibs to the affected offspring), by its
square, and all other parameters constant, brings about a
difference between patrilineal and matrilinieal segregation
which is only a little above the traditional 5% limit (p=0.078
compared with p=0.050).

Sib concordance (group 5): The data of group 5 are fully
included in the calculations of pleiotypic frequencies but not
used for the estimation of a birth order effect since the data of
group 5 is clearly non-commutative. In contrast to all other
parts of the data used, that from group 5 covers only one
generation. The Perl processing described above is
unconditional with data from group 1-4 while the inclusion of
group 5, requiring an elusive converting factor, would turn the
data processing into a conditional stage with consequences for
the overview and interpretation.

No evident sex concordance was seen between the

affected sibs in any family of group 5 (3 male-male
combinations; 1 female-female combinations, 3 mixed male-
female combinations) in spite of a marked male
predominance among the affected sibs: 10 out of 15 (67%)
affected siblings were males.
B-cell expression in familial CLL. Sixty-eight out of the 106
CLL patients included were alive at the time of investigation.
Our diagnostic test battery for CLL provided findings from
flow cytometry, FISH cytogenetic testing, and the degree of
VH homology of the IgH gene rearrangement measured by
means of multiple PCR where less than 98% homolog was
accepted as a VH mutated status.

CLL was only accepted as a combined CD5-, CD19-,
CD20- and CD23-positive B-cell monoclone with weak light
chain expression kappa or lambda. The tumor size scoring
(viz. the number of CLL cells in the blood and/or in the bone
marrow, the number of regions with enlarged lymph nodes,
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and the degree of lymph node enlargement and splenomegaly)
in combination with the FISH profile and furthermore in
combination with the VH mutation status (40 (59%) mutated
and 28 (41%) unmutated) was not significantly different when
comparing the 68 cases of familial CLL with their sex and
age matches of sporadic CLL (p>0.05).

The findings from FISH testing in the 68 CLL patients
alive at the time of investigation were: 29 (43%) 13q
deletion, 23 13q deletion alone and 6 in combination with
other abnormalities; 8 (12%) trisomy 12q; 11 (16%) 11q
deletion; 4 (6%) 17p deletion; and 15 (22%) normal. The 6q
deletion FISH test was carried out in only 19 of the 68 CLL
patients (1 case positive).

Neither did we see any significant difference when
comparing the expression of the CLL cells in affected sibs
of patrilineal and matrilineal parent-offspring pairs (p>0.05).
Thus, in our trial with samples from only 68 patients in a
multifactorial testsystem, the B-cell monoclone in familial
and in sporadic CLL is indistinguishable (p>0.05).

Discussion

The precise mechanism for the transfer of the CLL
susceptibility genes from generation to generation is
unknown and no simple Mendelian pattern has so far been
described. Male predominance, the presence of pleiotropy,
and a birth order effect are undoubtedly parts of this
mechanism. In the present paper, a conjugated pedigree
based on matrices with parameters from a large number of
affected families reveals both a patrilineal and a matrilineal
inheritance of CLL (Figure 4). Such a sex-specific,
pleiotropic segregation gives association to an epigenetic
(viz. outside the DNA) segregation of polygenes where
genomic imprinting provides a plausible explanation when
interpreting both the existence of pleiotropy and the fact that
the CLL susceptibility genes must be available for the
meiosis at the fertile age (34-39).

Genomic imprinting, a parental specific gene expression
based on intrauterine regulation of the fetal genetic material,
gives rise to monoallelic genes depending on the paternal or
maternal origin of the allele (35-39). Genomic imprinting
enables the female to transfer selected alleles to her offspring,
making a birth order effect possible (35-39). Such a birth order
effect has recently been discussed in relation to CLL and LPD
(15, 17,40, 41). When estimated by means of Haldane Smith’s
test for birth order calculation (17, 42, 43), or by means of
matrice conjugation in the present work, we find that
patrilineal CLL is mainly given to the youngest sibs while
matrilineal CLL is equally distributed in the sibship, where
CLL pleiotropy is seen in an excess of males (Tables IV-V).
Sex-specific imprinting, where sons are more prone to be
affected than daughters in patrilineal families but not in
matrilineal families, seems more likely than a subset of
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familial CLL associated with Y-linked inheritance, because an
association between CLL and the Y-chromosome has so far
not been established and because Y-linked inheritance alone
can explain the sex-specific segregation but not a birth order
effect. Genomic imprinting based on the maternal tolerance
produced by microchimerism induced by the male haplo-load
per pregnancy and per male partner (44-47) may well explain
the birth order effect where paternal LPD genes in particular
are transferred to sons late in the sibship, when an increased
tolerance due to earlier pregnancies makes a transfer of
foreign, paternal LPD susceptibility genes feasible. If so, male
predominance in CLL (10, 11) finds an explanation with this
mechanism and explains why no difference was seen in the
monoclonal B-cell expression when comparing familial and
sporadic CLL, neither in our small material nor in a larger
investigation of VH expression (48). However, genomic
imprinting in explanation of a birth order effect is not the only
model available. Smouldering stimulation of inborn CLL
susceptibility genes from autoimmunity prior to the
development of CLL has been pointed out as one likely
mechanism (49) where the impact of female-predominant
autoimmunity is obvious. In this way, a relationship between
chronic infection and birth order emerge from the well-known
risk of autoimmunity after long-lasting infection (49), or from
the influence of environmental life-style factors in childhood
such as exposure to lymphotrop infection from older siblings
(15,16, 40, 41).

The CLL susceptibility genes are supposedly clustered
polygenes (12). The impact of mutations in the susceptibility
genome is renewal of the pleiotropic repertoire (Tables II-
IIT) which also comprises a minor proportion of MPD at a
rate higher than would be expected from coincidence. Thus,
mutations in the CLL susceptibility genes seem to affect both
lympho- and myeloid cell lines, with a wider spectrum of
chromosomal alterations in the mutated cell lines than the
traditional profiles used for identification of subtypes of CLL
(e.g. 13ql4, trisomy12, del6q21, 11q22-q23, and dell7pl13
subsets of CLL with either VH-positive or VH-negative
prefix) (18, 21, 22). Familial MPD is well known (50, 51)
but very little is known about the susceptibility gene or genes
for comparison with LPD.

Bias may have an impact on data due to a systematic
underestimation of sample size. Only dead family members
have been sufficiently, viz. life-long, observed to rule out the
development of disease, especially with regard to CLL and
other disorders in elderly people. The concern about bias is
obvious in the present study, where 34% of the normal family
members were alive at the time of investigation, and this was
even higher (65%) in the healthy persons related to the
parent-offspring pairs (Table IV). Overlooked low-grade
silent diagnoses such as MGUS, MBL, low-grade non-
Hodgkin’s lymphomas, smouldering myeloma and stage A
CLL in otherwise healthy persons who were not tested for

blood disease are very likely (3, 14, 52) and such overlooked
cases are in part the explanation behind the presence of
skipped generations, carriers and horizontal inheritance which
cannot be ascribed to a genetic manifestation alone, even if
all possible precautions related to ascertainment in sequential
sampling of pedigrees have been taken (42, 43, 53, 54). The
age at diagnosis has undoubtedly changed during the long
observation period of the present study. The increased
incidence of CLL in very old patients in Scandinavia in recent
decades (30) partly reflects a more efficient diagnostic
process, while we are uncertain to what extent medical
advances have influenced the age at onset of disease in the
youngest LPD patients, for example those with ALL and
Hodgkin’s disease. In the present study, we saw a younger
age at onset of disease in offspring than in parents (Figures
1-3), but due to these reservations, we find them hard to be
ascribed to anticipation (4, 55), in spite of the fact that from
a basic genetic point of view, birth order and parent’s age are
usually closely related parameters (43). Furthermore, the
sample size of 15% early spontaneous abortions in females
in Scandinavia in the time window used (56-58) is an
underestimation. Such spontaneous abortions, experienced
only as a strong late menstruation, counts as pregnancies in
an evaluation of parity and the number of male partners
related to epigenetic parental imprinting. Furthermore, we are
aware of the influence of a change in male fertility in the
latest generations investigated, every fourth man in
Scandinavia has no children of his own at present (59).
Finally, the 105:100 ratio between newborn male and female
babies, the slightly higher death rate in newborn males than in
females, and the generally increased life especially in recent
generations and especially in women, are theoretical factors
to take into account when the numbers of affected sons and
daughters are considered (56-58).

Acknowledgements

We are grateful to the patients and their families for their participation
in this study. Professor Daniel Catovsky, Institute of Cancer Research,
College of the University of London, UK, and Professor David Haig,
Department of Organismic and Evolutionary Biology, Harvard
University US, are thanked for help with the interpretation of data and
helpful comments. Professor Sven Ove Samuelsen, Department of
Biostatistics, University of Oslo, is acknowledged for his invaluable
help with the statistical models. Signe Ngsterud and Birgit Skjelvik
are thanked for excellent technical assistance. The study was
undertaken in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki. We thank
the Royal Danish Archives and the Provincial Archives of Sealand
(record no. 2000-441-0023), the Danish Data Protection Agency
(record no. 2000-41-0184), the Danish Scientific-Ethical Committees
(record no. 01-224/01), and the Danish Board of Health (record no.
123-63-2000) for permission and assistance in verifying data. We
thank the Norwegian Data Inspectorate (record no. 07/00254-2), the
Social and Health Directorate in Oslo (record no. 07/324), and the
Regional Committees for Medical Research Ethics in Norway (record.
S-06353b) for permission to carry out the study and for access to

93



in vivo 24 85-96 (2010)

data. We are grateful to the University of Oslo, Faculty Division of
Aker University Hospital, for financial support (grants nos. 2006,
2007 and 2008V1J).

References

1 Yuille MR, Matutes E, Marossy A, Hilditch B, Catovsky D and
Houlston RS: Familial chronic lymphocytic leukaemia, a survey
and review of published studies. Br J Haematol 7109: 794-799,
2000.

2 Houlston RS, Sellick G, Yuille M, Matutes, E and Catovsky D:
Causation of chronic lymphocytic leukaemia — insight from
familial disease. Leuk Res 27: 871-876, 2003.

3 Marti GE, Carter P, Abbasi F, Washington CC, Jain N, Zenger
VB, Ishibe N, Goldin L, Fontain L, Weissman N, Sgambati M,
Fauget G, Bertin P, Vogt RF, Slade B, Noguchi PD, Stetler-
Stevenson MA and Caporaso N: B-Cell monoclonal
lymphocytosis and B-cell abnormalities in the setting of familial
B-cell CLL. Cytometry B, Clin Cytom 52: 1-12, 2003.

4  Goldin LR, Pfeiffer RM, Li X and Hemminki K: Familial risk
of lymphoproliferative tumors in families of patients with
chronic lymphocytic leukemia, results from the Swedish family-
cancer database. Blood 7/04: 1850-1854, 2004.

5 Goldin LR, Pfeiffer RM, Gridley G, Gail MH, Li X,
Mellemkjaer L, Olsen JH, Hemminki K and Linet MS: Familial
aggregation of Hodgkin lymphoma and related tumors. Cancer
100: 1902-1908, 2004.

6 Segel GB and Lichtman MA: Familial inherited leukemia,
lymphoma, and myeloma, an overview. Blood Cells Mol Dis 32:
246-261, 2004.

7 Sellick GS, Webb EL, Allinson R, Matutes E, Dyer MJS, Jgnsson
V, Langerak AW, Mauro FR, Fuller S, Wiley J, Lyttelton M,
Callea V, Yuille M, Catovsky D and Houlston R: A high-density
SNP genomewide linkage scan for chronic lymphocytic
leukemia-susceptibility loci. Am J Hum Genet 77: 420-429, 2005.

8 Caporaso N, Goldin L, Plass C, Calin G, Marti G, Bauer S,
Raveche E, McMaster ML, Ng D, Landgren O and Slager S:
Chronic lymphocytic leukaemia genetics overview. Br J
Haematol 7139: 630-634, 2007.

9 Wang SS, Slanger SL, Brennan P, Holly EA, De Sanjose S,
Bernstein L, Boffetta P, Cerhan JR, Maynadie M, Spinelli JJ, Chiu
BC, Cocco PL, Mensah F, Zhang Y, Nieters A, Dal Maso L, Bracci
PM, Canstantini AS, Vineis P, Sevenson RK, Roman E, Cozen W,
Weisenburger D, Davis S, Franceschi S, La Vecchia C, Foretova L,
Becker N, Staines A, Vormanen M, Zheng T and Hartge P: Family
history of hemotopoietic malignancies and risk of non-Hodgkin
lymphoma (NHL), a pooled analysis of 10211 cases and 11905
controls from the International Lymphoma Epidemiology
Consortium (InterLymph). Blood 709: 3479-3488, 2007.

10 Olsen JH: Epidemiology. [n: Textbook of Malignant
Hematology. Degos L, Linch DC and Lowenberg B (eds.).
London: Taylor & Francis pp. 466-481, 2005.

11 Sgambati MT, Linet MS and Devesa SS: Chronic lymphocytic
leukemia: Epidemiology, familial and genetic aspects. In:
Chronic Lymphocytic Leukemia. Cheson BD (ed). New York:
Marcel Dekker Publ. pp. 33-62, 2001.

12 Di Bernardo MC, Chrowther-Swanepoel D, Broderick P, Webb
E, Sellick G, Wild R, Sullivan K, Vijayakrishnan J, Wang Y,
Pittman AM, Sunter NJ, Hall AG, Dyer MJS, Matutes E, Dearden
C, Mainou-Fowler T, Jackson GH, Summerfield G, Harris RJ,

94

Pettitt AR, Hillmen P, Allsup DJ, Bailey JR, Pratt G, Pepper C,
Fegan C, Allan JM, Catovsky D and Houlston RS: A genome-
wide association study identifies six susceptibility loci for chronic
lymphocytic leukemia. Nature Genet 40: 1204-1210, 2008.

13 Capalbo S, Callea V, Musolino C, Guglielmo P, D’Arena GD,
Fragasso A, Battista C, Giustolisi R, Brugiatelli M and Liso V:
Familial B-cell chronic lymphocytic leukemia in a population of
patients from Southern Italy. Int J Hematol 79: 354-357, 2004.

14 Landgren O and Kyle R: Multiple myeloma, chronic
lymphocytic leukaemia and associated precursor diseases. Br J
Haematol 7139: 717-723, 2007.

15 Catenoud L, Gallus S, Altieri A, Negri E, Talamini R, Franceschi
S and La Veccia C: Number of siblings and risk of Hodgkin’s
lymphoma and other lymphoid neoplasms. Cancer Epidemiol
Biomarkers Prev 74: 552, 2005.

16 Altie A, Castro F, Bermejo JL and Hemminki K: Number of
siblings and risk of lymphoma, leukemia and myeloma by
histopathology. Cancer Epidemiol Biomarkers Prev /5: 1281-1286,
2006.

17 Jgnsson V, Tjgnnfjord G, Samuelsen SO, Johannesen T, Olsen J,
Sellick G, Houlston R, Yuille and M, Catovsky D: Birth order
pattern in the inheritance of chronic lymphocytic leukaemia and
related lymphoproliferative diseases. Leuk Lymph 48: 2387-
2396, 2007.

18 Dohner H, Stilgenbauer S, Benner A, Leupolt E, Krober A,
Bullinger L, Dohner K, Bentz M and Lichter P: Genomic
aberrations and survival in chronic lymphocytic leukaemia.
N Engl J Med 343: 1910-1916, 2000.

19 Harris NL and Ferry JA: Classification of non-Hodgkin’s
Lymphomas. In: Neoplastic Hematopathology. 2nd Edition.
Knowles DM (ed.). Philadelphia: Lippincott Williams & Wilkins;
pp. 691-753,2001.

20 Muller-Hermelink HK, Catovsky D, Montserrat E and Harris NL:
Chronic lymphocytic leukemia/small lymphocytic lymphoma. /n:
Pathology and Genetics of Tumours of Haematopoietic and
Lymphoid Tissues. Jaffe E, Harris NL, Stein H and Vardiman J
(eds.). Lyon: IARC Press pp. 127-130, 2001.

21 Chiorazzi N, Rai KR and Ferrarini M: Chronic lymphocytic
leukemia. N Engl J Med 352: 804-815, 2005.

22 Herve M, Xu K, Ng YS, Wardemann H, Albesiano E, Messmer
B, Chiorazzi N and Meffre E: Unmutated and mutated chronic
lymphocytic leukemia derive from self-reactive B-cell precursors
despite expressing different antibody reactivity. J Clin Invest
115:1636-1643, 2005.

23 Jgnsson V, Houlston R, Catovsky, Yuille M, Olsen JH, Fajber M,
Brandt B, Sellick G, Allinson R and Wiik A: CLL family “pedigree
14” revisited: 1947-2004. Leukemia 79: 1025-1028, 2005.

24 Emery AEH: Estimation of factors affecting the genetic structure
of population, segregation analysis, multifactorial inheritance.
In: Methodology in Medical Genetics, 2nd Edition. Emery AEH
(ed.). Edinburgh: Churchill Livingstone pp. 12-66, 1986.

25 Baker A: Basic ideas and examples. /n: Matrix Groups, An
Introduction to Lie Group Theory. Baker A (ed.). London:
Springer pp. 3-43, 2006.

26 Lewis PO: Phylogenetic systematics turns over a new leaf.
Trends Ecol Evol 16: 30-37, 2001.

27 Holder M and Lewis PO: Phylogeny estimations, traditional and
Bayesian approaches. Nature Rev Gen 4: 275-284, 2003.

28 Weston P: Bioinformatics, Software Engineering. Chichester:
Jon Wiley & Son pp. 1-125, 2004.



Jgnsson er al: Familial CLL

29 www.docstore.mik.ua/orelly/perl/cookbook

30 www.cancer.dk alt+om-+kraeft/fakta+om+kraeft/kraeft+i+tal/
NORDCAN

31 www.cancerregistry.no/cancer statistics

32 www.lymphoma.dk

33 Berglund S and Zettervall O: Incidence of polycythemia vera in
a defined population. Eur J Haematol 48: 20-26, 1992.

34 Hartl DL: Modifier theory and meiotic drive. Theo Popul Biol
7:168-174, 1975.

35 Haig D: Parental antagonism, relatedness asymmetries, and
genomic imprinting. Proc R Soc London Ser. B 264: 1657-1662,
1997.

36 Haig D: The kinship theory of genomic imprinting. Ann Rev
Ecol Syst 31: 9-32, 2000.

37 Haig D: Self-imposed silence, parental antagonism and the
evolution of X-chromosome inactivation. Evolution 60: 440-447,
2006.

38 Edwards CA and Ferguson-Smith AC: Mechanisms regulating
imprinted genes in clusters. Curr Opin Cell Biol 79: 281-289,
2007.

39 Reik W: Stability and flexibility of epigenetic gene regulation in
mammalian development. Nature 447: 425-432, 2007.

40 Chang ET, Zheng T, Wier EG, Borowitz M, Mann RB,
Spiegelman D and Mueller NE: Childhood social environment
and Hodgkin’s lymphoma. Cancer Epidemiol Biomarkers Prev
13: 1361-1370, 2004.

41 McNally RJ and Eden TO: An infectious aetiology for childhood
acute leukaemia, a review of the evidences. Br J] Haematol /27:
243-263, 2004.

42 Mantel N and Halperin M: Analyses of birth-rank data. Biometrics
19: 324-340, 1963.

43 Emery AEH: Parental age and birth order. /n: Methodology in
Medical Genetics, 2nd Edition. Emery AEH (ed.). Edinburgh:
Churchill Livingstone pp. 40-53, 1986.

44 Nelson JL: Microchimerism and autoimmune disease. N Engl J
Med 338: 1224-1225, 1998.

45 Rush LJ, Raval A, Funchain P, Johnsen AJ, Smith L, Lucas DM,
Bembea M, Liu TH, Heerema NA, Rassenti L, Liyanarachchi S,
Davuluri R, Byrd JC and Plass C: Epigenetic profiling in chronic
lymphocytic leukaemia reveals novel methylation tagets. Cancer
Res 64: 2424-2433, 2004.

46 Adams KM and Gadi VK: Autoimmunity in CLL, grave
consequences of gravidity ? Leuk Lymph 47: 1445-1446, 2006.

47 Raval A, Byrd JC and Plass C: Epigenetics in chronic
lymphocytic leukemia. Semin Oncol 33: 157-166, 2006.

48 Crowther-Swanepoel D, Wild R, Sellick G, Dyer MJS, Mauro
FR, Cuthbert JG, Jgnsson V, Matutes E, Dearden C, Wiley J,
Fuller S, Catovsky D and Houlston RS: Insight into the
pathogenesis of chronic lymphocytic leukemia (CLL) through
analysis of IgVH gene usage and mutation status in familial
CLL. Blood 111: 5691-5693, 2008.

49 Vanura K, Le T, Esterbauer H, Spith F, Porpaczy E, Shehata M,
Eigenberger K, Hauswirth A, Skrabs C, Kr'mer E, Schwarzinger
I, Streubel B, Steininger C, Fonatsch C, Stilgenbauer S, Wagner
0O, Gaiger A and Jdger U: Autoimmune conditions and chronic
infections in chronic lymphocytic leukemia patients at diagnosis
are associated with unmutated IgVH genes. Haematologica 93:
1912-1916, 2008.

50 Rumi E, Passamonti F and Della Porta MG: Familial chronic
myeloproliferative disorders, clinical phenotype and evidence of
disease anticipation. J Clin Oncol 25: 5630-5635, 2007.

51 Landgren O, Goldin LR, Kristinsson SY, Helgadottir EA,
Samuelsson J and Bjgrkholm M: Increased risk of polycytemia
vera, essential thrombocytosis, and myelofibrosis among 24577
first-degree relatives of 11039 patients with myeloproliferative
neoplasms in Sweden. Blood /72: 2199-2204, 2008.

52 Rawstron AC, Bennett FL, O’Connor SIM, Kwok M, Fenton
JAL, Plummer M, de Tute R, Owen RG, Richards S, Jack AS
and Hillmen P: Monoclonal B-cell lymphocytosis and chronic
lymphocytic leukemia. N Engl ] Med 359: 575-583, 2008.

53 Vieland VJ and Hodge SE: Inherent intractability of the
ascertment problem for pedigree data, a general likelihood
framework. Am J Hum Genet 56: 33-43, 1995.

54 Vieland V] and Hodge SE: The problem of ascertainment for
linkage analysis. Am J Hum Genet 58: 1072-1084, 1996.

55 Daugherty SE, Pfeiffer RM, Mellemkjaer L and Hemminki K:
No evidence for anticipation in lymphoproliferative tumors in
population-based samples. Cancer Epidemiol Biomarkers Prev
14: 1245-1250, 2005.

56 Birth statistics in Denmark. /n: National Board of Health, Vital
Statistic I, Birth Registry, 2007 Copenhagen: State Publ Med
www.sst.dk/information/birth and
www.statistikbanken.dk/statsbank/5a/selecttable FOD3 (Birth in
Denmark since 1901).

57 Irgens LM: The medical birth registry in Norway. Epidemiological
research and surveillance throughout 30 years. Acta Obstet
Gynecol Scand 79: 435-439, 2000.

58 Statistisk  sentralbyrd  (Statistical ~ Office, = Norway).
Befolkningsstatistikk 1998. www.ssb.no/emner/02/nos/befolkning.

59 Jgrgensen N, Asklund C, Carlsen E and Skakkebaek NE:
Coordinated European investigation of semen quality, results
from studies of Scandinavian young men is a matter of concern.
Int J Androl 29: 54-61, 2006.

Received October 22, 2009
Revised November 25, 2009
Accepted November 26, 2009

95



