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Dear Fisher, " {FHQ}J

I have read your paper on the methods (plursl intent-
ieonal) ot momente with interest. A bit on the severe side, nerhaps,
but probebly called for. "o-ever you teppt me to a:zX whether you
would coaslder a short paner for your jJournal on the relatlon of
maximum likelihond to inverse pronability. 2n ildea seems to have
grown up that they ars opnosed, and L think this is ver; much in
need of correction. It ie iost 334 that ¥.P, always sccepted 1.1,
end yet wze stlcky ebout 1Lh&11h¢;d, and sdopted a method of
flttlng that wes locbueisieat wlth l.n. Wpinch and I geve the
& gepnce ol the re«latlon, for sasplling, in nur 1919; paner, but 1t
would atend & bit wore penerslizatlion. We mi;ht Leve ;ohe further
et tie tlme, but for one thing we thought it was ocbvious, and for
prother we tlought thet etatleticlans already vased 1t} se indeced
they did for eempling aad fitting norsel 4°etribuslone.

i 2w interested ln your doubte ebout Pearson curves as such.
Ttey heve not cows wy way mach ; I once ggt &2 Aletribution of the
xP e 2 x form, in rodicectlvities of rooke, but have not had
enytiing more coumpllcated. in eelemclogy tre law of acror lis
precticelly a normal lav w'th & uniforn dlstribution superposed ;
the latlaite Yesrson curves don't seem to fit the outlying cbserv-
gtlons very well, but Lt seere posalble to locate the normal
dlstributlon very wsell wlthout anpthing more complicated than the
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dodge R{Hlll in my Etrastourg paper, which 1s guite complicated
eacugh when Lhere are anme huJiradE of groune-to fit. Fowever I
should like to know whetler there ie any evidence (1) that tre

&.FP. funcilon with infTinite tajle both wagg 18 better tran the
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expiasutisl of & cuartie, which would make the mstFod of moments
right (2) whether the one with finite liuite -a‘an’ +b 18 any ketter
than ic got by tzkiong & new variable
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and fltting & normel distributicn ? The functicne would no longer
look 1llke & single tamlly, but I don't think that 12 any | reat
objection. ‘'he £.F. onee aren't really because an luzaploary tall
e rejected to keep the results reel.

In aetronomy the queetlon of correctlog an ohserved fraguency
distribution for & known etandard error ls continuslly comlng up.
YAdington gave & method a long time ago |reprdduced in Erunt ) whloh
is mathemet'cally equlvalent to solving a‘; heat conivotlion e-uation
for nepgstive time. If he hed the true probabilitles presusably it
would be all right, but 1t 1s applied to the observed numbers and
Lf apnlied couwpletely [ think wo:ld na¢anﬂarily1divaréa. o you
know any way of dolng 1t otrerwise th'n for the normal law ? The
kind of thing 1t ie applied to 18 the dlstribution of absolute
magnltudes of stars.

Yours sincerely,

.
e i



