8th, Jannary 1947.

Ky dear Reo,

I am returning your paper with some comments. I wish I
had had en opportunity of discuasing the data with you before you put
in any work on it. The gomparison I think of interest betwean the
precision obtained by a full multiperametrie snalyels snd that
obtainable from two faotor dabta only should, I think, be mede on &
simple experiment, such ss the four faotor experiment of which I gave
yoii the data., I enclose u slip showing the frequencies in the eight
posaible modes of gamete formation in terme of the three resombination
frastions for eingle segments end one additional paremeter which the data
maet supply also, even when Eosambi's restriotions are spplied. I
goess that the data you have used are ocorpilations from different
egperiments garried mmt in different years though using similis genotypes.
I imagine that uﬁm them you will find considsrabls heterogensity
mm, which, of ccurse, undorminss the conolusion that the
differant groups are homogensous, My impression is that Pumett's
data in the D chremosoms difCans eigoifiosmtly not only from Xossmbi's
formila, but frem any formula giving s manctonis inoreses of F for
inorease of map distanse. But I & not supposs that further
experimsntal results would confirm thie,

I have suggested a few verbal alterations in terminology:. The
iikelihood is defined as s funation of the parameters, and I do nat
think that the phrase "likelihood of a smmple™ means anything.



The eume Weas- quantity 1s, of course, the probability of a sample from
given parameters and, spart from sn arbitrary factor, the likelihood
of parameter & glven sample.

Yours sineerelyy



