2Tth February, 1956.
My dear Mourant,

Looking at your paper on the Sikha, I see that you say "gene
frequency calculstions wers performed by the maximum 1ikelihood
method of Ceppellini, Sinisceleo and Smith (1955)". T have
looked et this paper and note that the authors' say "The method
is shown to be equivamlent to maximum likelihood and is therefore
statistioally effioient”. This may well be so, but the expoeition
ie 80 complicated that I find difficulty in epplying any check of
its equivalence., There is, of course, no novelty in the mo=oalled
counting of genes in that nll efficient scores will ocredit homo-
zypotes with coefficients double those of heterozygotee for the
BANM® geneE,

My question 48, however, did you, or anyone in the Anthropo-
logical Institute'e unit, really go through all its complication,
and, if so, in what respect was the arithmetie in any way simpli-
Tied ocompared with the direct maximum likelihood examplea, pub-
lished by other authors, which do have the advantage that the
scorss can be exhibited and seen to balance?

I am, of course, passing the paper for publication without



-

delay, but should be glad to kmow juat what has happened to
change your attitude to maximum likelihood techniques.

Yours sincerely,

Y o b b Lave e oy B s NS s
b b o, U weutd e 8 ...J.Ma.u.l&];u
piy Yok T whel i dnu..sML_(;ﬂ-.r,



end March, 1956,

¥y dear Arthur,

Thonks for your letter of March lst, Please do not trouble
to send the deta end fitted waluee for the UYikhs if they have not
been reduced by tha method of Ceppellini et gl., for I only
wvanted them in order to cheok that this method gives, as its
suthora seem to claim, the same results as meximum likelihood.

As there are people all over the world, or at least in Australia,
Bragil, Boston, ete., who have published rather simple muthndg,
much more intelligible than that of C.A.B. Smith, for solving the
equations of maximum likelihood, I presums that Mre. Kopsc's
attitude ia that only the method of Fisher is intolerably diffi=-
cult. Now at any time during the last thirty years very muthori-
tative and emarneat teachere have been pssuring statieticians that
Figher'e mathods of fitting are 8o intolerably diffiocult that in
preference they should smploy other methods, euch as that of
moments of ¥arl Pearson, or of others that hlv;:;unk below the
horizon, 1 was therefore rather grieved to find in vour bhook

such voloanie erruption of the same propaganda, It is actually



quite bmselsss as I or numerous statlstical teachers in differant
parts of the world, find their puplls gquite able to make efficient
fittings with the method of meximum likelihood, and I feel pretty
confident efter glanoing at the paper by Ceppellini et al., the
paper to which you refer, that this will not be found to supply
any nimplﬁrﬂjuat as gnni1uuhﬂtitutn. The algebraic development,
however, is so complex ae to be opagque, and I oannot tell whether
:ltl:l.ﬂ exactly my method heavily disguised, or some different
veriant that is being offersd, That was my only resson for
wanting to seoure date that hes been fitted motually by this
methed, Ferhape Mra. Eopeo can supply me with some.

I have verified in other omses that the methods of your book
are not egquivalent; and this I do not uritiuiwt for it i= for you
to judge what teclerance limitas you choose to use,

Sincerely yours,



