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Dear Fisher,

When a series of cbservations (ordered with respect
to time,) have been used to fit a function by least squares
we of'ten want a rough test of independence of the errors.

A general treatment would be a matter of serigl correlation
with complicationa. But if a set of errore are truljrr&nﬂﬂm,
persistences and chenges of sign arc emually likely, and we
ocan get a rough test by comparing their actual numbers with
BEn even chance.

If however, one of the functions fitted (y = Zdpfm(t)

with o, adjusteble) is a constant,we mubomatically introduce
one chenge of sign at least by the fitting. Is there any
general rule for the effect of fitting 4's for a lot of
different £y at once?

I have a paper by a man who has fitted a lot of mean
places of E-yms over 20 years or so and reestimated orbitel
glements and masses of the lnner planets from them. He has
fitted 16 parameters; his repidusls in right ascension show
17 perkistences end 17 changes of sign, in declination
19 persistences and 17 changes. I think that with the
number .of parsmeters fitted there ought to be a decided exceas
of changesa if the errors were randon.

Do you know anything to the point?

Yours sincerely,

sgnd. Harold Jeffreys.



