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A discussion on two celebrated examples of

application of linear regression

Evangelos Matsinos

Abstract

This work aims at providing some (further) perspective into the analysis of two
well-known datasets in terms of the methods of linear regression. The first set has
been taken from Hubble’s 1929 investigation of the relation between the distances
of galaxies and their recessional velocities. The second set relates to Galton’s family
data on human stature, collected for the purposes of his 1889 book on natural
inheritance.
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1 Introduction

Regression methods have been indispensable tools in the analysis of observa-
tions for over two centuries. The first description of linear regression may be
traced to one of Legendre’s books [1], published in 1805. It seems that Gauss
had already developed and employed the technique before Legendre’s publi-
cation, but had considered it “trivial” and unworthy of any special attention,
e.g., see Ref. [2].

The purpose of regression analysis is to provide optimal solutions (and pre-
dictions obtained thereof) to overdetermined systems, i.e., to situations where
the available amount of information (i.e., the number of the input datapoints)
exceeds the number of parameters being involved in the modelling of the pro-
cesses yielding the observations. The simplest of the regression models involves
the replacement of the entirety of the available information (e.g., of all lifes-
pans of incandescent light bulbs, produced by a specific manufacturer) by one
‘constant’ (i.e., by the mean product lifetime) and by one uncertainty (e.g., by
the ‘root mean square’ of the distribution of the lifetimes of the tested prod-
ucts): information is thus imparted to the potential customer that a purchased
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bulb of that specific brand and type is expected to withstand, say, 8 000 h of
operation with an estimated uncertainty of, say, 500 h. Consequently, it will
be very surprising if such a bulb eventually exceeds 12 000 h of operation, and
(in case that the underlying distribution of the product lifetime is symmetrical
about the mean value) equally surprising if it becomes dysfunctional before
it reaches 4 000 h of operation 1 . The next-to-simplest modelling involves a
straight line 2 (and two adjustable parameters, intercept and slope).

Numerous authors have occupied themselves with the details of the methods
of linear regression (ordinary, weighted, multiple, etc.). The task of listing even
the most influential of these contributions would inevitably result in a very
long reference list, and, in all probability, even such a list would be incomplete.
Therefore, I have decided to simply quote a few relevant books from my own
collection [3,4,5,6,7] and rather refer the interested reader to the works cited
therein, as well as to two articles which discuss the results of the application of
some standard methods of linear regression to simulated and experimentally
acquired datasets, see Refs. [8,9].

This work discusses details of the application of linear regression to two cele-
brated datasets, relating to different branches of Science and obtained in the
distant past: the first dataset (Section 2.1) is taken from Astronomy, from the
1929 paper by Edwin Powell Hubble (1889-1953) on the relation between the
distance r and the radial velocity v of galaxies [10], which became known as
‘Hubble’s law’ later on; the second dataset (section 2.2) is taken from Anthro-
pometry, from the 1889 (the year Hubble was born) book by Francis Galton
(1822-1911) on natural inheritance [11]. As the present paper grew longer than
I initially thought, I decided to abandon my plan to include herein a discussion
on two additional datasets.

All important details of the methods of linear regression which are applied
to the two aforementioned datasets may be found in Appendix A. That ap-
pendix serves as a short guide to obtaining the formalism which is relevant to
the various methods of linear regression, including the determination of the
optimal values of the parameters and of their uncertainties, as well as of any
predictions based on the results of the fits (including all correlations among
the fit parameters). It is recommended to the reader to start with the mate-
rial in the appendices, in order to become familiar, if not with the ‘theoretical’
details about the various analysis options, at least with the definitions.

For the sake of brevity, a number of acronyms will be used in this paper:

1 In practice, however, the latter tends to be more probable than the former, though
Statistics is hardly to blame for that mishap!
2 Although a constant may be thought of as a straight line without slope, such a
‘semantic narrowing’ in the definition of the straight line will be avoided in this
work.
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• PDF will stand for ‘Probability Density Function’;
• CDF will stand for ‘Cumulative Distribution Function’;
• DoF will stand for ‘degree of freedom’;
• NDF will stand for ‘number of DoFs’;
• WLR will stand for ‘weighted linear regression’ (‘weighted least-squares
optimisation’); and

• rms will stand for ‘root mean square’ (square root of the unbiased variance
of a dataset).

Finally, pc will stand for parsec, defined as the distance at which the length of
one astronomical unit (1AU := 149 597 870.7 km), representative of the Sun-
Earth distance, subtends an angle of one arcsecond: 1 pc := 1 AU (tan θ)−1,
where θ := π/1 296 000 rad; 1 pc ≈ 3.085678·1013 km or (after using the former
unit of length for cosmic distances, namely the light year) 1 pc ≈ 3.262 ly.

2 The datasets

2.1 Hubble’s dataset

2.1.1 The beginnings

The story behind Hubble’s determination of the famous constant, which has
been named after him, started over 100 years before Hubble was born: Clotho’s
spindle started spinning when Edward Pigott (1753-1825), an English as-
tronomer, developed a fondness for stars of variable brightness. Pigott’s fam-
ily moved to York in 1781, where Pigott met John Goodricke (1764-1786), a
deaf-mute with unparalleled visual acuity and sensitivity. Working in a pri-
vate observatory built by Pigott’s father, Pigott and Goodricke embarked on
a project aiming at exploring the properties of the most promising variable
stars, taken from Pigott’s precompiled list [12]. It did not take long before
Goodricke’s skills and attention to detail paid off: one year into the project,
he announced to the Royal Society the discovery of the periodical variation of
the brightness of the star Algol (β Persei) [13]. Apart from proposing a mech-
anism to account for the effect (and attributing it to the transits of Algol’s
dimmer binary companion), Goodricke also examined the variations of bright-
ness of several other stars, including η Aquilae (A) and δ Cephei (A) [14],
which became textbook examples of the Cepheid family of variable stars 3 ,
featuring very regular ‘sharply-up-gradually-down’ light curves, dissimilar to
the one obtained from Algol; evidently, the variation of brightness of these

3 Cepheid variable stars pulsate radially, varying in both diameter and temperature
[15].
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stars could not be attributed to stellar eclipses. Goodricke’s contributions to
Astronomy did not go unnoticed: at the age of 21, he was elected a Fellow of
the Royal Society, a few days before his sad passing.

2.1.2 The Harvard College Observatory

Over the course of the next century, many more Cepheid variable stars were de-
tected. With the invention of photography, the acquisition of accurate bright-
ness data was boosted. The Harvard College Observatory became the hub of
the developments in Observational Astronomy, and its new director in 1877,
Edward Charles Pickering (1846-1919), launched an ambitious programme
aiming at photographing and cataloguing all observable stars. Whether due
to budget issues (e.g., see Ref. [16], p. 205) or to the poor quality of the
work of Pickering’s male assistants [17], over 80 College-educated women were
recruited, to work at the Observatory as human computers, i.e., as skilled
employees, comparing photographic plates, processing astronomical data, and
contributing to Astronomy for the first time after Hypatia of Alexandria and
Aglaonice of Thessaly.

The computers excelled in their assignments. For instance, Annie Jump Can-
non (1863-1941), who was deaf after she turned twenty, conducted the main
work in the development of the Harvard Classification Scheme of stars, the
first attempt towards a categorisation of the stars in terms of their surface
temperature and spectral type. In an article entitled ‘Woman making index
of 100 000 stars for a catalogue’, the Danville Morning News reported on 10
February 1913 [18]: “When the work was new she could analyze at the rate
of 1 000 stars in three years. Now she analyzes 5 000 stars in one month, 200
stars an hour 4 . On Jan. 1 she had examined about 65 000, which means that
about two-fifths of the work is completed.”

Without doubt, Pickering’s research programme reached its climax with an-
other computer, Henrietta Swan Leavitt (1868-1921). Leavitt’s methodical
work was destined to make an indelible impact on Astronomy (and Cosmol-
ogy). Having been given the task of studying variable stars in the Small and
Large Magellanic Clouds (SMC and LMC, respectively), Leavitt catalogued
1 777 such objects between 1903 and 1908 [19]. The decisive moment came
when she focussed her attention on a small subset of these objects, i.e., on the
Cepheid variable stars in the SMC (see Table VI of Ref. [19]); on p. 107 of her
report, she inconspicuously commented: “It is worthy of notice that in Table
VI the brighter variables have the longer period.”

Following her intuition in subsequent years, Leavitt examined the relation

4 This is an erratum: evidently, the author of the article intended to write ‘day’,
not ‘hour’.
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between the period of the variation of the apparent magnitude (which is asso-
ciated with the apparent brightness) of the Cepheid variable stars in the SMC
and the extrema of the apparent magnitude for each such object. Her decision
to restrict her analysis to the SMC turned out to be of pivotal importance,
because the selected 25 (i.e., the 16 from Table VI of Ref. [19] and the 9 which
were added to her database between 1908 and 1913) celestial bodies were, in
practical terms, equidistant from the Earth 5 .

After plotting the period-brightness 6 datapoints of the 25 Cepheid variable
stars on a linear-log plot (logarithmic scale on the x axis, linear scale on the y
axis), Leavitt 7 obtained the “remarkable” result shown in Fig. 2 of Ref. [21]:
two nearly parallel straight lines, modelling the apparent-magnitude maxima
and minima of these stars, separated by about 1.2 mag (difference between
the corresponding intercepts); I shall use ‘mag’ to denote the unit of apparent
magnitude (which, of course, is not a physical unit). Two remarks from that
report serve as a prelude to the significance of Leavitt’s research:

• “. . . there is a simple relation between the brightness of the variables and
their periods” and

• “Since the variables are probably at nearly the same distance from the
Earth, their periods are apparently associated with their actual emission of
light, as determined by their mass, density, and surface brightness.”

The consequences of Leavitt’s findings were beyond reckoning. The measure-
ment of the period of a Cepheid variable star, whichever neighbourhood of the
Universe that specific celestial body occupies, could lead to an estimate for its
apparent brightness bSMC which that body would have if it had been confined
within the SMC. By comparing the body’s measured apparent brightness b
to bSMC, one could obtain an estimate for the distance between the specific
Cepheid variable star and the Earth, expressed (of course) in terms of the
SMC-Earth distance. As the distances of all Cepheid variable stars would be
expressed as multiples of the SMC-Earth distance, one would need to deter-
mine only one such distance (e.g., using the stellar-parallax method) in order
that all distances become known. Within one year of Leavitt’s breakthrough,

5 It is currently known that the SMC is a dwarf galaxy (with a typical diameter
of about 5.78 kpc), gravitationally attracted to the Milky Way, and separated from
the Earth by 60.5(7.0) kpc [20].
6 I shall use this short term when referring to the datapoints corresponding to the
period and to the apparent magnitude of variable stars; other authors prefer the
term ‘period-luminosity’.
7 The fact that Pickering, rather than Leavitt, signed the 1912 report is baffling.
The report starts with the sentence: “The following statement regarding the peri-
ods of 25 variable stars in the Small Magellanic Cloud has been prepared by Miss
Leavitt.” Although Pickering’s motive for signing Leavitt’s report is a mystery to
me, I decided to include him in the author list of that report, yet as second author.
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Ejnar Hertzsprung (1873-1967) provided a solution, however flawed 8 , to this
problem [22]. In spite of the serious underestimation of the cosmic distances
when using Hertzsprung’s results, Harlow Shapley (1885-1972), then at the
Mount Wilson Observatory, elaborated on Hertzsprung’s method and obtained
a better calibration of the cosmic distances on the basis of the apparent bright-
ness of the Cepheid variable stars [23]. The yardstick to measure cosmic dis-
tances had been invented. Or hardly so?

Looking at Leavitt’s period-brightness data from the comfort of my armchair
(next to a fast desktop, running present-day software) over one century after
she (arduously) collected the data of the 25 Cepheid variable stars, I no-
tice that the values of Pearson’s correlation coefficient between the logarithm
of the period and both apparent-magnitude extrema are very close to −1:
−0.966 in case of the apparent-magnitude maxima and −0.962 in case of the
apparent-magnitude minima, both calling for linear regression. To advance to
the modelling of these data, one first needs to establish a method to assess the
uncertainties relevant to the apparent magnitude (there is no mention of un-
certainties in Leavitt’s reports), and, to be able to select a reasonable model,
one first needs to revisit the procedure by which the apparent-magnitude data
are obtained.

The apparent brightness b of a star is linked to the star’s luminosity L, which
is the absolute measure of the power emitted by the star in the form of elec-
tromagnetic radiation of all frequencies, via the formula

b =
L

4πr2
, (1)

where r stands for the distance between the points of emission and absorp-
tion, i.e., for the star-Earth distance. From the measurement of the apparent
brightness, one obtains the apparent magnitude of the star by using the rela-
tion

m = −5

2
log10

b

bf
, (2)

8 On p. 204 of Hertzsprung’s article [22], one reads: “. . . so wird die entsprehende
visuelle Sterngröße gleich 13m.0. Diese Überlegung führt also zu einer Parallaxe
p der kleinen Magellanschen Wolke, welche durch 5 log p = −7.3 − 13.0 = −20.3
gegeben ist. Man erhält p = 0′′.0001, einem Abstand von etwa 3 000 Lichtjahren
entsprechend.” This part is translated as follows: “. . . in which case the correspond-
ing apparent magnitude is equal to 13m.0. This consideration leads to a parallax of
the Small Magellanic Cloud, which is given by the relation 5 log10 p = −7.3−13.0 =
−20.3. One obtains p = 0′′.0001, which corresponds to a distance of about 3 000
light years.” It is a puzzle to me how Hertzsprung obtained this result. Expressed in
arcseconds, the parallax would be equal to about 8.710 ·10−5 , yielding a distance of
about 3.543·1020 m or about 37 448 ly. However that may be, it is known today that
the SMC-Earth distance is significantly larger than both aforementioned values.
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where the quantity bf is the reference apparent brightness (i.e., the apparent
brightness which is to be associated with the apparent magnitude of 0). It
must be borne in mind that smaller values of the apparent magnitude are
indicative of higher apparent brightness: the apparent magnitude of Venus
lies between −4.92 and −2.98, of Sirius (α Canis Majoris) about −1.46, and
of Polaris (α Ursae Minoris) about 1.98; these three celestial bodies have been
listed in order of decreasing apparent brightness.

Using Eq. (2), one obtains the uncertainty δm from the uncertainty of the
apparent brightness δb, as follows:

δm =
5

2 ln 10

δb

b
. (3)

Although m depends on the choice of the reference apparent brightness bf , δm
is independent of that choice. It is reasonable to assume that the uncertain-
ties of the apparent brightness are proportional; under this assumption, the
uncertainties δm are constant. Without doubt, the matter is more complex
than it has been presented, yet the discussion above suffices for ‘the sake of
argument’ purposes.

Following the aforementioned train of thought, constant working uncertainties
(δm = 0.2 mag) were assigned to all apparent-magnitude data of Ref. [21]. It
must be emphasised that, provided that all assigned uncertainties are equal
(and non-zero), the exact value of δm has no bearing whatsoever on the results.

The separate linear fits to the data (compare the second and third columns
of Table 1) suggest that there is nothing against the hypothesis that the two
datasets be accounted for on the basis of a common slope parameter. The third
row of Table 1 contains the results of the joint fit to the data, using as parame-
ters: the intercept p0 of the straight line which models the apparent-magnitude
maxima, the common slope parameter p1, and the (positive) difference ∆p0
between the intercepts of the two straight lines which model the apparent-
magnitude extrema. The results of the joint fit to Leavitt’s period-brightness
data are shown in Fig. 1.

I left two comments for the very end of the story regarding Leavitt’s invalu-
able contributions to Science. First, Leavitt too was suffering from severe
hearing problems by the time she joined Pickering’s team in 1903. Second,
like Goodricke 135 years earlier, she did not live long enough to enjoy the
fruits of her labour.
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Table 1

The results, contained in the second and third columns of this table, correspond
to the separate fits to the maxima and the minima of the apparent magnitude,
see Table VI of Ref. [21]; the results of the joint (three-parameter) fit (featuring
a common slope parameter) are shown in the last column. The value of the slope
appears positive in Fig. 2 of Ref. [21], because the vertical axis is shown inverted in
that figure, evidently to conform with the common-sense expectation that brightness
maxima appear ‘above’ brightness minima.

Fit to maxima Fit to minima Joint fit

N 25 25 50

NDF 23 23 47

χ2
min 40.89 47.88 88.84

p̂0 (mag) 15.56 16.77 15.573

p̂1 −2.02 −2.05 −2.033

∆p̂0 (mag) - - 1.180

δp̂0 (mag) 0.11 0.12 0.088

δp̂1 0.11 0.12 0.082

δ(∆p̂0) (mag) - - 0.078

t-multiplier 1.022217 1.022217 1.010752

Corrected δp̂0 (mag) 0.11 0.12 0.089

Corrected δp̂1 0.11 0.12 0.083

Corrected δ(∆p̂0) (mag) - - 0.079

2.1.3 Hubble and Company

It was about time Hubble, a U.S. American from the state of Missouri, came
on stage. Hubble had been offered a job at the Mount Wilson Observatory al-
ready in 1916, but arrived with a delay of about three years after he answered
the call of duty and embarked on the task of defending the United Kingdom
against the Quadruple Alliance. When Hubble finally arrived at the Obser-
vatory, the 100-inch Hooker Telescope had been completed and was about
to yield unprecedented observations of the Cosmos for the next few decades.
Shapley was still at the Observatory, at the peak of his scientific productivity
[23]. That was a time when a paradigm shift was under way in the human un-
derstanding of the Cosmos, with the introduction of General Relativity a few
years earlier and the gradual emergence of Quantum Mechanics. Astronomers
were striving to provide answers to questions about the nature of the ‘nebu-
lae’, which were detected at an increasing rate with the help of the modern
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Fig. 1. The results of the joint fit to the period-brightness data of the 25 Cepheid
variable stars of Ref. [21] (Table VI therein). Filled circles: apparent-magnitude
minima; unfilled circles: corresponding apparent-magnitude maxima. The value of
the slope appears positive in Fig. 2 of Ref. [21], because the vertical axis is shown
inverted in that figure, see also caption of Table 1.

telescopes, and the size of the Universe; a relevant question was whether or
not the nebulae were part of the Milky Way. There was no shortage of argu-
ments for a few years, as the case frequently is when reliable evidence is scarce.
Intending to resolve the matter, the National Academy of Sciences proposed
a public debate between representatives of the two sides in the first half of
1920 [24]; this event became known as the ‘Great Debate’, though - for the
obvious reasons - I would rather replace ‘Debate’ with ‘Divide’. The two rep-
resentatives, Shapley (for those who propounded that the nebulae were within
the Milky Way) and Heber Doust Curtis (1872-1942) (for those who surmised
that the nebulae were independent galaxies), were different in nearly all ways
possible [16], not only regarding their views on the matter at hand: they had
different personalities, different ways of expressing themselves when providing
explanations to others, different skills when addressing the general public, and
- the icing on the cake - different social background. On 27 April 1920 (the
day after the Great Debate), there was no clear winner: the unquestionable
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winner was announced four years later, and his name was Hubble.

Hubble’s resolution of the question of the Great Debate was based on a some-
what serendipitous discovery: on 4 October 1923, he took a long exposure of
the Andromeda Nebula (M31) [16] and noticed peculiar ‘spots’ on the photo-
graphic plate. Following up on the issue the next night, he found out that two
of the spots were novae, whereas the third one turned out to be a Cepheid
variable star, the first one to be detected beyond the two Magellanic Clouds.
He evaluated the object’s distance and found it several times larger than the
typical dimensions of the Milky Way, suggesting that the Andromeda Neb-
ula was an independent galaxy, well beyond our own. Several other Cepheid
variable stars were detected in M31 shortly afterwards (also by Hubble), con-
firming the earlier result [25]. Following the scientific code of conduct, Hubble
broke the news to Shapley (who had moved to Cambridge, Massachusetts, to
assume the position of the Director of the Harvard College Observatory) in
early 1924. After reading Hubble’s letter, Shapley is said to have commented
to one of his doctoral students: “Here is the letter that destroyed my universe,”
see Ref. [24], p. 1142. That was Hubble’s first significant contribution to Ob-
servational Astronomy. He then turned his attention to a related problem.

In the early 1910s, Vesto Melvin Slipher (1875-1969) became the first as-
tronomer to measure the radial velocity of a nebula. Utilising the Doppler
shift, he determined the radial velocity of the Andromeda Galaxy (which, as
aforementioned, still had the status of a nebula at those times) relative to the
Solar System, and found out that it approaches the Milky Way at a speed
of 300 km/s, see first paper of Refs. [26]. Within a few years, Slipher had
enlarged his database to a total of 25 nebulae (see Table 1 of the last paper
of Refs. [26]), 21 of which were undoubtedly receding; in addition, four of
the receding nebulae had radial velocities in excess of 1 000 km/s (which was
enormous in comparison with the typical relative velocities of stars - about 30
km/s - in the Milky Way). Provided that there is no preferred direction in the
motion of these objects, the probability that at most 4 nebulae (in a set of 25)
either recede from or approach the Milky Way is equal to about 9.11 · 10−4.
This probability suggests a statistically significant departure 9 from the null
hypothesis that the distribution of the radial velocities of the nebulae is sym-
metrical about 0. Slipher’s results posed the inevitable question: why do so
many more nebulae retreat from the Milky Way?

In the early 1920s, Alexander Alexandrovich Friedmann (1888-1925) derived
(from General Relativity) the equations which became known in Cosmology

9 In this study, the threshold of statistical significance, which is frequently denoted
in the literature as α, is assumed to be equal to 1.00·10−2 . This threshold is regarded
by most statisticians as signifying the outset of statistical significance. A usual choice
in several branches of Science is α = 5.00 · 10−2 (which most statisticians associate
with ‘probable statistical significance’).
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as ‘Friedmann’s equations’ [27,28]: one of the solutions of these equations pre-
dicted an expanding Universe (see also Ref. [29], Chapters 10.3.4 and 10.8.3).
A few years later (and working independently), Georges Henri Joseph Édouard
Lemâıtre (1894-1966), the father of the Big-Bang Theory with his seminal 1931
paper [30], also came up with the same equations and attributed the recession
of the nebulae to the expansion of space [31]. It is far less known (or, perhaps,
intentionally overlooked) that what many call ‘Hubble’s law’ can be found in
Lemâıtre’s 1927 paper [31]: the ratio v/r (where, as mentioned in Section 1, r
represents the distance of a nebula from the Earth and v its radial velocity),
which in subsequent years became known as Hubble’s constant 10 H0, was
actually evaluated by Lemâıtre to 625 km/s Mpc−1 (see fifth line from the
top of p. 56 of Lemâıtre’s paper [31]), not far from Hubble’s two estimates
a few years later. Unfortunately for Lemâıtre, his paper had been published
in a journal of very limited dissemination. In addition, Lemâıtre’s efforts in
1927, to draw attention to his work, were not successful [32]. The consequence
was that the famous relation between the distance and the radial velocity at
which the galaxies recede from the Milky Way became known as ‘Hubble’s
law’, instead of the fairer ‘Lemâıtre-Hubble law’ (see also Ref. [29], Chapter
10.3.1).

Concerning the data on which Hubble based his H0 determination, I have
heard two Cosmologists remark in their seminars: “Hubble’s data seem to be
all over the place” and “I do not know what Hubble did in his paper.” I find
both comments lamentable (though, regrettably, I did not raise an objection
on those two occasions) and shall next address both issues. Available to Hubble
in his 1929 paper [10], were pairs of measurements of the distance r and of the
radial velocity v of nebulae. To account for the observations, Hubble employed
the linear model

v = Kr +∆v , (4)

where K was assumed to be a constant (to be identified with H0) and the
correction

∆v = X cosδ cosα+ Y cos δ sinα + Z sin δ (5)

compensated for the motion of the Solar System (i.e., for the motion of the
observer); the velocities X , Y , and Z were parameters, to be obtained from
the optimisation of the description of the observations. The angles α and δ in
Eq. (5) denote the right ascension and the declination of each observed object,
respectively. Hubble’s (r, v) datapoints, originating from 24 “nebulae whose
distances have been estimated from stars involved or from mean luminosities
in a cluster,” see Table 1 of Ref. [10], are shown in Fig. 2.

Was Hubble wrong when suggesting that the distances of the nebulae and their

10 Regarding Hubble’s constant, a caustic comment I usually make is that it is
neither Hubble’s nor a constant (given its dependence on the cosmological time);
H0 is the value of the Hubble parameter at the current cosmological epoch.
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Fig. 2. The pairs of measurements of the distance and of the radial velocity of the
nebulae on which Hubble based his main analysis in Ref. [10].

radial velocities are linearly related? Do the data spread “all over the place?”
The answer to both questions is negative. Pearson’s correlation coefficient for
the data shown in Fig. 2 is equal to ρ ≈ 0.790. Given that the resulting value
of the t-statistic is about 6.036, one obtains the p-value of about 4.48 · 10−6

(two-tailed). Therefore, there is ample evidence to reject the null hypothesis
that the two quantities, r and v, are not correlated: equivalently, Hubble’s
data do not spread all over the place.

Using Hubble’s datapoints, I obtained the following results for K (i.e., H0), X ,
Y , and Z: 465(56) km/s Mpc−1, −69(79) km/s, 235(152) km/s, and −200(82)
km/s, respectively. Hubble quotes slightly different values and sizeably smaller
uncertainties in Ref. [10] (in all probability, he employed constraints in his
fit). His values read as follows: 465(50) km/s Mpc−1, −65(50) km/s, 226(95)
km/s, and −195(40) km/s, respectively. After enhancing his database, Hubble
updated his results two years later [33]; nevertheless, his H0 value remained
enormous (in fact, the H0 estimate of 1931 is even larger than the 1929 re-
sult!), suggesting that the typical age of the Universe (obtained from H−1

0 )
was smaller than the age of the oldest rocks found on the Earth (established

12



via radiometric dating), which in turn provides an estimate for the temporal
interval which elapsed since the Earth’s crust was formed. Hubble’s H0 result
stood for over two decades, and so did the age-of-the-Universe paradox (also
known as “timescale difficulty”).

It was Wilhelm Heinrich Walter Baade (1893-1960), another ‘user’ of the 100-
inch Hooker Telescope at the Mount Wilson Observatory (as well as of the 200-
inch Hale Telescope at the Palomar Observatory in the late 1940s), who came
up with an explanation for the paradox. Hubble’s results had been flawed,
because his estimates for the distances of the galaxies had been erroneous.
It had not occurred to him that the Cepheid variable stars basically come
in two types: the classical ones, which are young luminous stars, and the
older ones which are fainter, e.g., see Ref. [34], figure in Section ‘Calculating
distances using Cepheids’. The distance calibration had involved the second
type, whereas Hubble had been processing data pertaining to classical Cepheid
variable stars. The consequence was that the distances of the galaxies had
seriously been underestimated (to be so luminous, the observed star had to
be closer to the Milky Way). By how much had Hubble underestimated the
present-day distances? It turns out that Hubble’s distances were between 6.8
and 68.7 % of the present-day estimates (available from the NASA/IPAC
Extragalactic Database [20]), the median being equal to about 15.3 %. (I
find it very surprising that no one validated Hubble’s determination of the
distances of the galaxies for such a long time.) Within a few years of Baade’s
discovery, his doctoral student, Allan Rex Sandage (1926-2010), came up with
the first realistic estimate for H0 and for the age of the Universe in his 1958
paper [35]; in the abstract of that work, one reads: “. . . This gives H ≈ 75
km/s Mpc−1 or H−1 ≈ 13× 109 years . . . ”

I had been wondering for some time what Hubble’s H0 result would have been,
if present-day data for the galaxies, which are mentioned in Ref. [10], had been
available to him. To this end, I used the latest information from NED [20] for
all 45 galaxies mentioned in Ref. [10], i.e., for the then selected 24 (whose data
Hubble considered ‘reliable’), as well as for the 21 which, though mentioned
in Hubble’s paper, had not been fully measured by 1929. Information about
the right ascension, declination, and radial velocity can be found directly in
the main web page of these galaxies in NED, whereas all available distance
estimates may be downloaded using a tab therein. It does not take long to
realise that the variability of the distance estimates of these galaxies is sizeable
even today, nearly one century after Hubble’s analysis. In any case, I obtained
the median, the mean, and the rms of the distribution of all distance estimates
(no exclusion of results) for each of these galaxies, and finally constructed the
input (to the optimisation software) datafile using the means and the rms
values; alternatively, one could replace the means with the medians.

The measured radial velocities were corrected for the motion of the Solar Sys-
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tem, using updated information regarding the ‘peculiar’ velocity [36] and the
rotational motion of the Local Standard of Rest (LSR) [37,38], a coordinate
system obtained after averaging the velocities of stars in our neighbourhood.
The three components of the velocity of the Solar System relative to the centre
of the Milky Way will be denoted as (U, V,W ): in the coordinate system which
follows the right-hand rule (to my great surprise, the use of left-handed coor-
dinate systems is not uncommon in Observational Astronomy!), U is positive
towards the galactic centre, V is positive in the direction of the galactic rota-
tion, and W is positive towards the North Galactic Pole. The velocity of the
Solar System relative to the centre of the Milky Way is obtained by adding the
peculiar velocity of the Sun (i.e., the velocity relative to the LSR) to the veloc-
ity of the LSR relative to the centre of the Milky Way. The velocity components
U and W (and their uncertainties) were taken from Ref. [36], whereas V (and
its uncertainty) was fixed from Ref. [37]; the V result of Ref. [37] is compatible
with the estimate for the rotational velocity of the LSR which is recommended
in Ref. [38]. For the transformation from equatorial (α, δ) to galactic (latitude
b and longitude l of each celestial object) angles, Ref. [39] was followed, see
p. 900 therein: the radial velocities of Ref. [20] were corrected by adding to
the measured velocity the term ∆v = U cos b cos l + V cos b sin l + W sin b.

A few words regarding the treatment of a few outliers in the dataset of the 45
galaxies, mentioned in Ref. [10], are due.

• After its radial velocity was corrected, NGC 3031 appears to recede from
the Milky Way at a speed of 74.9(3.8) km/s, whereas its distance suggested
that it should recede at about 250 km/s.

• Six galaxies (SMC, LMC, NGC 6822, NGC 598, NGC 221, and NGC 224)
are separated from the Milky Way by less than 1 Mpc: the proximity of
these galaxies to the Milky Way results in irregular radial velocities. The
(corrected) recessional velocities of four of these galaxies are negative, imply-
ing that they approach the Milky Way (only LMC and NGC 6822 recede).
Regarding the treatment of these six galaxies, one may either replace them
with one representative object, situated at a typical distance (weighted av-
erage) of 0.055(21) Mpc and having a typical velocity (weighted average) of
(−5± 24) km/s, or exclude them from the database.

The results of the WLRs (without intercept) following the two approaches of
Appendix A.4, for four ways of treatment of the aforementioned outliers, are
listed in Table 2; the input datapoints (after all seven outliers are removed
from the database) and the fitted straight line in case of the EV2 method
are shown in Fig. 3. The crux of the matter is that, had present-day data
been available to Hubble for his 1929 paper, he probably would have ended
up with H0 = (71.0±2.9) km/s Mpc−1 (or with a similar result). The Particle
Data Group (PDG) recommend: H0 = 67.4(0.5) km/s Mpc−1, obtained from
a plethora of precise astronomical data [40].
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Table 2

The results of the linear fit (without intercept, see Appendix A.4) to the pairs of
measurements of the distance and of the radial velocity (corrected for the motion of
the Solar System) of the galaxies mentioned in Ref. [10]; the input (r, v) datapoints
correspond to present-day information, available from the NASA/IPAC Extragalac-
tic Database [20]. Results are quoted for four ways of treatment of the seven outliers,
i.e., of the (r, v) measurements corresponding to NGC 3031, as well as to the six
galaxies closest to the Milky Way (see text). The t-multipliers, corresponding to 1σ
effects in the normal distribution, have been applied to the quoted uncertainties.

Method χ2
min χ2

min/NDF p̂1 ≡ H0 δp̂1 ≡ δH0

(km/s Mpc−1) (km/s Mpc−1)

All galaxies: 45 (r, v) datapoints

Quadratic summation (EV2) 723.12 16.43 82 14

Linear summation 494.14 11.23 75.4 9.9

All but NGC 3031: 44 (r, v) datapoints

Quadratic summation (EV2) 690.61 16.06 83 14

Linear summation 468.56 10.90 77 10

No NGC 3031, six closest galaxies replaced by one: 39 (r, v) datapoints

Quadratic summation (EV2) 48.22 1.27 71.0 2.9

Linear summation 45.60 1.20 71.0 2.9

All outliers removed: 38 (r, v) datapoints

Quadratic summation (EV2) 48.08 1.30 71.0 2.9

Linear summation 45.47 1.23 71.0 2.9
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Fig. 3. The pairs of measurements of the distance and of the radial velocity (cor-
rected for the motion of the Solar System) of the galaxies mentioned in Ref. [10];
the values correspond to present-day information, obtained from the NASA/IPAC
Extragalactic Database [20]. Seven outliers have been removed from the database
(see text). The uncertainties of the radial velocity have been taken into account,
but are too small to be displayed.

16



2.2 Of sweet peas, moths, and men: Galton’s family data on human stature

Galton was an English multidisciplinarian, with important contributions to
subjects in a variety of branches of Science, ranging from Anthropology and
Biology to Statistics. Before I started writing this article, I did not know that,
in addition, Galton was among the very first to introduce weather maps in
order to obtain forecasts, in particular to predict storms. Nor was I aware of
the fact that he had been one of the pioneers of Forensic Science: in 1892, he
published a book on the analysis of fingerprints as the means of identifying
individuals [41]. In this paper, I shall focus on his 1889 book [11], which touches
upon the subject of natural inheritance.

In his book, Galton set out to explore three questions (see pp. 1-2). I let him
give a summary of these issues, copying a few sentences from his book.

• “The large do not always beget the large, nor the small the small, and yet the
observed proportions between the large and the small in each degree of size
and in every quality, hardly varies from one generation to another.” Galton
suggests that corresponding PDFs of the human height “hardly vary from
one generation to another,” though (so far as human stature is concerned)
the children are not close replicas of their parents.

• “The second problem regards the average share contributed to the personal
features of the offspring by each ancestor severally. Though one half of every
child may be said to be derived from either parent, yet he may receive a
heritage from a distant progenitor that neither of his parents possessed as
personal characteristic. Therefore the child does not on the average receive
so much as one half of his personal qualities from each parent, but some-
thing less than a half.” At this point, the laws of Mendelian inheritance,
which (presumably unbeknownst to him) had been developed by the time
Galton started writing his book, come to my mind. (Such inherited features
from distant progenitors, categorised as ‘latent elements’, are addressed in
Chapter XI of Galton’s book.)

• “The last of the problems that I need mention now, concerns the nearness of
kinship in different degrees. We are all agreed that a brother is nearer akin
than a nephew, and a nephew than a cousin, and so on, but how much nearer
are they in the precise language of numerical statement?” Here, Galton
expresses interest in the quantification of the degree of consanguinity.

I shall next address a few issues relevant to Galton’s family data on human
stature (‘Galton’s family data’ henceforth). Before skimming through Galton’s
book, I was under the impression that Galton’s assistants had been responsible
for all measurements of the height of the individuals on which the study [11]
was based. This turned out to be untrue. Galton discusses the data-acquisition
process in Chapter VI of his book, starting on p. 71: “I had to collect all my
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data for myself, as nothing existed, so far as I know, that would satisfy even my
primary requirement. This was to obtain records of at least two successive gen-
erations of some population of considerable size. They must have lived under
conditions that were of a usual kind, and in which no great varieties of nurture
were to be found.” Although, according to his first sentence, Galton “had to
collect all his data for himself,” the data was actually collected ‘through the
offer of prizes’ by individuals who were inexperienced with acquiring measure-
ments for scientific purposes (pp. 74-75). These individuals simply responded
to Galton’s request (p. 72): “Mr. Francis Galton offers 500l. (i.e., £500) in
prizes to those British Subjects resident in the United Kingdom who shall fur-
nish him before May 15, 1884, with the best Extracts from their own Family
Records.” Although the conditions regarding the use of any submitted data
were thoroughly addressed in the advertisement (pp. 72-74), those pertaining
to the data acquisition itself were not! A certain amount of disappointment
overtook me as I read the following passage in Galton’s book (p. 78): “In
many cases there remains considerable doubt whether the measurement refers
to the height with the shoes on or off; not a few of the entries are, I fear,
only estimates, and the heights are commonly given only to the nearest inch.”
He did not mention that this was mostly the result of his glaring failure to
specify the process by which the measurements of the height should have been
acquired. Nevertheless, Galton’s spirits must have had a miraculous recovery
as, a few lines on, he shifted his mind-set towards the thesis that “a fair share
of these returns are undoubtfully careful and thoroughly trustworthy, and as
there is no sign or suspicion of bias, I have reason to place confidence in the
values of the Means that are derived from them.” How can there be “no sign
or suspicion of bias,” if the fraction of measurements, which had been made
with the shoes on, remains unknown? Without doubt, the inclusion of such
measurements into the database is bound to introduce bias, in particular (for
the sake of example) if most of the fathers walked around the house (and let
their heights be measured) in shoes, whereas most of the other family members
preferred to walk (and let their heights be measured) barefoot.

Be that as it may, Galton’s records contain rows corresponding to different
families: the essential information comprises the parental heights, as well as
the ordered heights of all filial descendants, first of the sons, followed by those
of the daughters. To be able to analyse the data in his time 11 (using one
independent variable), Galton decided to combine the two parental heights
into one measure of ‘parental tallness’. As the arithmetical mean of the two
heights did not appeal to him 12 , he came up with a scheme of ‘transmuting

11 It was Carl Pearson (1857-1936), one of Galton’s doctoral students, who brought
Statistics to another level.
12 On p. 6 of his book, Galton writes: “A serious complexity due to sexual differences
seems to await us at every step when investigating the problems of heredity . . . The
artifice is never to deal with female measures as they are observed, but always to
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females into male equivalents’ by increasing the heights of all females in his
study (i.e., of the mothers and of the daughters) by 8 %. When I first had a
look at Galton’s family data, this factor appeared arbitrary to me, but (as I
shall explain shortly) it emerges from the data sample which was available to
him. After ‘transmuting the mothers into father equivalents’, Galton created
a hypothetical parent (by averaging the two values), a ‘mid-parent’ in his
own words (p. 87): “The word ‘Mid-Parent’ . . . expresses an ideal person of
composite sex, whose stature is half way between the stature of the father and
the transmuted stature of the mother.”

Galton finally presented the data in tabular form, see Table 11 of his book,
p. 208; all heights are expressed in inches (1′′ = 2.54 cm). Given in this table
are the frequency distributions of the filial height in nine histogram bins of
the mid-parent’s height ranging between 63.5′′ and 72.5′′, with one overflow
(mid-parent’s height in excess of 72.5′′) and one underflow (mid-parent’s height
below 63.5′′) bin. As I was not content with this table, I started investigating
whether Galton’s original data had appeared elsewhere.

This was how I came across Ref. [42] and found out that its author too, James
A. Hanley, had been in pursuit of the original data over two decades ago: on
p. 238 of his paper, Hanley writes: “And so, in 2000, I began my search for
Galton’s ‘untransmuted’ data . . . I also hoped that the children would still be
found with their families, that is, before they were marshalled into what Galton
called ‘filial’ arrays.” Hanley then continues to recount his efforts to localise
Galton’s records, which were finally ‘unearthed’ in 2001, in possession of the
University College London. I can almost sense his contentment as I read his
text: “The data were exactly what I had wished, in a single notebook, family
by family, with sons and daughters identified, and with all female heights
untransmuted. Because of the frail condition of the notebook, photocopying
was not permitted . . . In February 2003, I requested and obtained permission to
digitally photograph the material.” Digital photographs of the eight relevant
pages of Galton’s notebook are now, as a result of Hanley’s commendable
efforts, available online [43].

I copied the values, as they appear in the digital photos, onto an Excel file
(the constant value of 60′′ had been subtracted from all entries in Galton’s
notebook) and edited a few family records as follows:

• Family 70: one daughter, described as ‘tall’, was removed;
• Family 76: one son (between the heights of 68′′ and 67′′) and a second
daughter, both described as ‘medium’, were removed;

• Family 92: one daughter, described as ‘tall’, was removed;

employ their male equivalents in the place of them. I transmute all the observations
of females before taking them in hand, and thenceforward am able to deal with
them on equal terms with the observed male values.”
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• Family 95: one daughter, described as ‘deformed’, was removed;
• Family 118: the fourth son, described as ‘tallish’, and all five daughters,
described as ‘tallish’ (twice), ‘medium’ (twice), and ‘shortish’, were removed;

• Family 119: the first three daughters, described as ‘tall’ (twice) and ‘medium’,
were removed;

• Family 131: three daughters, described as ‘medium’ and ‘short’ (twice), were
removed;

• Family 144: the third son, described as ‘deformed’, was removed;
• Family 158: one daughter (between the heights of 62′′ and 61′′), described
as ‘short’, was removed;

• Family 159: the first three daughters, described as ‘very tall’ and ‘tall’
(twice), were removed;

• Family 173: the last son, described as ‘short’, was removed;
• Family 176: one son (between the heights of 68.5′′ and 66.5′′), described as
‘medium’, and the last daughter, described as ‘idiotic’, were removed;

• Family 177: two daughters (between the two reported values), described as
‘tall’, were removed; and

• Family 189: the second son and one daughter (between the two reported
values), both described as ‘middle’, were removed.

No measurement of height is mentioned in the aforementioned cases of deleted
entries. I thus came up with 205 rows (families) and a total of 934 children,
481 sons and 453 daughters. I cannot explain why Galton writes on p. 77 of
his book: “I was able to extract . . . the statures of 205 couples of parents, with
those of an aggregate of 930 of their adult children of both sexes.” Nor can I
understand why the filial multiplicities in the eleven (i.e., 9 + 2) bins of the
mid-parent’s height in his Table 11 (p. 208) sum up to 928.

2.2.1 Correlations between the parental and filial heights

It is interesting to compare the values of Pearson’s correlation coefficient be-
tween the sets of heights corresponding to all combinations of parental and
filial types. I am aware of three methods taking on the problem of unequal
dimensions of the input datasets (205 pairs of parents, 481 sons, 453 daugh-
ters).

• Method A: The analysis is restricted to the families with either exactly one
son or exactly one daughter. (Of course, families with exactly one son and
exactly one daughter contribute to both cases.) As the heights of the sons
and of the daughters will be analysed separately, the correspondence be-
tween each pair of parents and the relevant filial descendant (male and/or
female, as the case might be) is one-to-one (bijective). In the accepted data,
there are 42 families with exactly one son (the multiplicity of the daugh-
ters in these families is irrelevant) and 60 with exactly one daughter (the

20



multiplicity of the sons in these families is irrelevant).
• Method B: Within each family, the mean fraternal and sororal heights are
evaluated. (Of course, families with no sons or with no daughters do not
contribute to the corresponding dataset.) Again, a bijective correspondence
between each pair of parents and the filial descendants is created (all sons
and all daughters within a family are replaced by two persons - one male,
another female - with stature corresponding to the aforementioned means).
In the accepted data, there are 179 families with at least one son and 176
with at least one daughter.

• Method C: The obvious commonality between the descendants within the
same family is ignored, and the two parental heights are assigned to all filial
descendants of each family. The correspondence is multi-valued: each pair
of parents is linked to all of their filial descendants.

I do not expect the introduction of bias into the analysis in cases of methods
A and B.

The values of Pearson’s correlation coefficient, obtained when following the
aforementioned methods, are given in Table 3. Regardless of the method, the
correlation of the heights of both filial types with the paternal height comes
out stronger.

Table 3

Pearson’s correlation coefficient between the heights corresponding to all combina-
tions of parental and filial types.

Paternal height Maternal height

Method A

Son’s height 0.642 0.426

Daughter’s height 0.489 0.442

Method B

Sons’ mean height 0.520 0.364

Daughters’ mean height 0.494 0.367

Method C

Sons’ heights 0.393 0.323

Daughters’ heights 0.429 0.305
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2.2.2 Distributions of human height

Table 4 contains the approximate values of the mean and of the rms of the dis-
tributions of parental and filial heights corresponding to Galton’s 205 families.
The apparent similarities of these statistical measures for the male (fathers
and sons) and for the female (mothers and daughters) subjects, which the
contents of the table suggest, require further examination.

Table 4

Approximate mean and rms values of the distributions of parental and filial heights
corresponding to Galton’s 205 families, containing acceptable entries of 481 sons
and 453 daughters. The ratio of the mean parental heights is equal to about 1.083,
i.e., close to the factor of 1.08 which Galton employed in order to transform the
heights of the females into those of the ‘male equivalents’. In this work, there is no
need for such a transformation.

Family member Mean value rms

Father 69.316′′ 2.647′′

Mother 64.002′′ 2.333′′

Son 69.234′′ 2.624′′

Daughter 64.103′′ 2.356′′

The four distributions of the parental and the filial heights will next be sub-
mitted to a number of tests. Implementations of the algorithms relevant to
these tests are available in the form of classes in my C++ software library, de-
veloped within the framework of Microsoft Visual Studio. The input comprises
the original arrays (i.e., not histograms of these data).

The first test concerns the symmetry of the distributions about their cor-
responding median values. The results of Wilcoxon’s signed-rank tests [44]
are given in Table 5. On the basis of the two sets of p-values (depending
on whether or not the so-called continuity correction is applied), there is no
evidence in support of asymmetrical distributions about their corresponding
median values.

To test the similarity of the distributions of the height between a) fathers and
sons, and b) mothers and daughters, two tests were performed: the Mann-
Whitney-Wilcoxon test [44,46] and the Brunner-Munzel test [47]. The p-values
of these two tests on the data at hand are nearly identical, see Table 6: as
a result, there is no evidence in support of dissimilar distributions of the
height between a) fathers and sons, and b) mothers and daughters. Therefore,
on the basis of his data, no evidence can be produced against Galton’s first
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Table 5

The results of Wilcoxon’s signed-rank (two-tailed) tests [44] on the four distribu-
tions of parental and filial heights; owing to the largeness of the populations, the
Edgeworth approximation [45] is reliable (and has been used). The quantity n is
the dimension of each input dataset. The T-domain and the T-value are standard
quantities associated with the test. The two sets of p-values, depending on whether
or not the so-called continuity correction is applied, are nearly identical.

Quantity Fathers Mothers Sons Daughters

n 205 205 481 453

T-domain [0, 21 115] [0, 21 115] [0, 115 921] [0, 102 831]

T-value 9 244.5 8 881.0 59 025.5 45 352.0

Without continuity correction

p-value 3.849 · 10−1 7.021 · 10−1 4.512 · 10−1 4.180 · 10−1

With continuity correction

p-value 3.852 · 10−1 7.027 · 10−1 4.513 · 10−1 4.181 · 10−1

conjecture about the similarity of the two (one for male, another for female
subjects) PDFs of the human height 13 “from one generation to another” (see
beginning of Section 2.2).

The aforementioned tests suggest that the distributions of the height a) of the
fathers and of the sons, and b) of the mothers and of the daughters may be
combined into two distributions: one for the male, another for the female sub-
jects. To rid the data of the rounding effects 14 (which give rise to artefacts in
the analysis), random uniformly-distributed noise U(0,1), offset by 0.5 so that
its expectation value would correspond to vanishing correction, was added to
all available measurements of the height; in essence, this operation neutralises
Galton’s concern that “the heights are commonly given only to the nearest
inch.” Two new datafiles were created after the addition of the ‘noise’, one for
the male, another for the female subjects, and the resulting distributions were

13 Without doubt, the mean height of the humans gradually increased during the
twentieth century, e.g., see Figs. 6-8 of Ref. [48]. However, this effect has been
associated with better nutrition and improved healthcare. According to Ref. [49]:
“Poor nutrition and illness in childhood limit human growth. As a consequence,
the mean height of a population is strongly correlated with living standards in a
population.”
14 The height of 24 (out of 205) fathers in Galton’s family data is given as 70′′. Such
shortcomings would hardly have occurred, if the data acquisition had been carried
out by professionals.
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Table 6

Results of the two (two-tailed) tests for similarity of the distributions of the height
between a) fathers and sons, and b) mothers and daughters. The quantities n and
m are the dimensions of the input datasets (parent and filial descendant) in each
case. The U-domain, U-value, and T-value are standard quantities associated with
the two tests.

Quantity Fathers, sons Mothers, daughters

n 205 205

m 481 453

Median height parent 69.5′′ 64.0′′

Median height offspring 69.2′′ 64.0′′

Results of the Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon test [44,46]

U-domain [0, 98 605] [0, 92 865]

U-value 49 939.5 46 094.0

p-value, without continuity correction 7.881 · 10−1 8.805 · 10−1

p-value, with continuity correction 7.883 · 10−1 8.807 · 10−1

Results of the Brunner-Munzel test [47]

T-value 0.2702 −0.1505

p-value 7.871 · 10−1 8.805 · 10−1

tested for normality.

Numerous algorithms are available for testing the normality of distributions,
e.g., see Refs. [50,51] and the works cited therein. In this study, the normality
will be tested by means of three well-established statistical methods.

• The formal Shapiro-Wilk normality test, which emerges as the ultimate test
for normality in power studies (e.g., see Ref. [52]), was introduced in 1965
[53] for small samples (in the first version of the algorithm, a maximum
of 50 observations could be tested) and was substantially extended (for
application to large samples, certainly up to n = 5 000 observations, perhaps
to even larger samples) in a series of studies by Royston [54].

• The Anderson-Darling test [55] with the D’Agostino 1986 addition [56].
• D’Agostino’s (or the D’Agostino-Pearson) K2 test, which was introduced in
1973 [57] and appeared in its current form in 1990 [51].

There is only one commonality between these three tests, the obvious one:
the tests result in an estimate for the p-value for the acceptance of the null
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hypothesis, i.e., that the underlying distribution is the normal distribution
N(µ, σ2). Without ado, I present the results of the tests in Table 7. The normal
probability plots, corresponding to the male and to the female subjects, are
given in Figs. 4 and 5, respectively. In both cases, a few outliers may be seen in
the tails of the two distributions. Although such datapoints may be excluded
in a more thorough analysis of Galton’s family data, it was decided to leave
them in the database of this work. On the basis of Table 7, as well as of
Figs. 4 and 5, no evidence can be produced in support of a departure of the
two distributions from normality. The two PDFs of the height corresponding to
Galton’s male (father and sons) and female (mother and daughters) subjects,
obtained from the means and the rms values of Table 7, are shown (side by
side) in Fig. 6.

Table 7

Results of the three tests for normality of the distributions of the height of the male
(fathers and sons) and of the female (mothers and daughters) subjects. The quantity
n is the dimension of the input datasets (parent and filial descendant) in each case.
The W -statistic, A2-statistic, and K2-statistic are the test statistics associated with
the three tests.

Quantity Fathers + sons Mothers + daughters

n 686 658

Mean value 69.254′′ 64.071′′

Standard deviation 2.636′′ 2.375′′

Skewness 0.001 −0.013

Kurtosis 3.361 3.192

Excess kurtosis 0.361 0.192

Results of the Shapiro-Wilk test [53,54]

W -statistic 0.9958 0.9976

p-value 6.45 · 10−2 4.73 · 10−1

Results of the Anderson-Darling test [55,56]

A2-statistic 0.6594 0.3764

p-value 8.52 · 10−2 4.11 · 10−1

Results of the K2 test [51,57]

K2-statistic 3.2791 1.1738

p-value 1.94 · 10−1 5.56 · 10−1
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Normal probability plot for the male subjects

Fig. 4. The normal probability plot for the male subjects (fathers and sons) in
Galton’s family data. The red straight line is the result of an optimisation with
equal statistical weights for all datapoints (see Appendix A.2). The departure of
the datapoints from linearity in the normal probability plot is equivalent to the
departure of the input data from normality.

2.2.3 Modelling

Regarding the modelling of Galton’s family data, two approaches would ap-
peal to the physicist, both involving the extraction of the mean filial heights
(for the sake of simplicity, both will be denoted as yi, but will be separately
modelled) for each family (of course, families without any sons or without any
daughters do not contribute to the corresponding datafile). Provided that the
filial heights are sampled from normal distributions with two family-dependent
means and two family-independent variances 15 , i.e., one variance relevant to
the heights of the sons σ2

M , another to those of the daughters σ2
F , the two stan-

dard errors of the means δyi are expected to be equal to σX/
√
ni, where σ

2
X is

to be identified either with σ2
M or with σ2

F , and ni stands for the fraternal or

15 In the language of the analysis of variance (ANOVA), these variances are associ-
ated with the within-treatments variations.
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Fig. 5. The normal probability plot for the female subjects (mothers and daughters)
in Galton’s family data, see also caption of Fig. 4.

sororal multiplicity in the i-th family. As explained in Appendix A.3, a statis-
tical weight wi is introduced, to account for the uncertainty δyi of each of the
two filial means: evidently, wi = ni/σ

2
X , and, as the plan is to perform separate

fits to the two types of mean filial heights, one may simply use wi = ni for
the purposes of the optimisation: the rescaling of the statistical weights (i.e.,
their multiplication by any constant ∈ R>0) has no impact on the important
results of the fits.

I shall next address the two types of optimisation to be pursued in rela-
tion to Galton’s family data. The first one involves multiple linear regression
(with the parental heights as the two independent variables), as detailed in
Appendix A.5. The second possibility involves the combination of the two
parental heights into one value, i.e., the one corresponding to the hypothetical
mid-parent in Galton’s language. However, the realisation of this possibility
does not involve Galton’s simple procedure, but a more rigorous one, namely
the separate standardisation of the two paternal heights: the notion of tallness
can be quantified (in the absolute sense) on the basis of a comparison of each
parent’s height with the heights of the parents of the same sex. To this end,
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Fig. 6. The two PDFs of the height corresponding to the male (father and sons)
and the female (mother and daughters) subjects in Galton’s family data. It must
be borne in mind that these two distributions represent “British subjects, resident
in the United Kingdom,” who decided to send the “best extracts from their own
family records” to Galton in 1884.

one may obtain an absolute measure of tallness for each of the two parents of
the i-th family by introducing the quantity zi with the relation

zi =
hi − h̄
√

var(h)
, (6)

where hi denotes the height of the parent, and h̄ and var(h) stand for the mean
height and for the (unbiased) variance of the distribution of the height of the
parents of the same sex; although the values of Table 4 could be used, I decided
to employ the statistical measures of the two distributions of parental height
for those of the families with at least one son (when modelling the fraternal
heights) and at least one daughter (when modelling the sororal heights), see
Table 8.
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Table 8

Approximate mean and rms values of the distributions of parental heights corre-
sponding to Galton’s 179 families with at least one son (suitable for the modelling
of the fraternal heights) and the 176 families with at least one daughter (suitable
for the modelling of the sororal heights).

Family member Mean value rms

Obtained from the data of the 179 families with at least one son

Father 69.099′′ 2.547′′

Mother 63.994′′ 2.367′′

Obtained from the data of the 176 families with at least one daughter

Father 69.418′′ 2.732′′

Mother 64.125′′ 2.289′′

After standardising the height of each parent of each family (using separate
distributions, as explained above), one may either proceed to add the two
z-scores or to average them (the choice in this work), and assign that score
(independent variable) to the mid-parent for the purposes of a WLR, as de-
tailed in Appendix A.1.

Before advancing, I should mention that I have not studied the papers relevant
to the past analyses of Galton’s family data; this work aims at applying a few
standard methods of linear regression, not at compiling a review article on
Galton’s dataset. The interested reader is addressed to Ref. [42], as well as to
the works cited therein.

2.2.3.1 Results of the optimisation in case of multiple linear regression

The results of linear regression, using two independent variables (the paternal
heights xi and the maternal heights zi), are given in Table 9 for the two fits
to the filial heights. The square of the Birge factor [58] is an estimate for the
(unbiased) ‘unexplained’ variance in each case, see also Appendices A.3, B,
and C.

Scatter plots of the standardised residuals (yi− ỹi)/δyi versus the fitted values
ỹi are given in Figs. 7 and 8 for the fits to the fraternal and sororal heights,
respectively.

2.2.3.2 Results of the optimisation in case of a WLR

To start with, the mean filial heights correlate equally well with the mid-
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Table 9

The results of linear regression, using two independent variables (the paternal
heights xi and the maternal heights zi) for the separate fits to the filial heights.
All quantities have been defined in Appendix A.5. Due to the largeness of the two
samples, the values of the t-multiplier are small, and modify (to the quoted preci-
sion) only the fitted uncertainty of p1x (from 0.041 to 0.042) in case of the fit to the
sororal heights.

Quantity Sons Daughters

N 179 176

F (p̂0, p̂1x, p̂1z) 1 236.75 941.58

Birge factor 2.65 2.33

p̂0 19.3′′ 18.8′′

p̂1x 0.418 0.374

p̂1z 0.329 0.304

δp̂0 4.7′′ 4.2′′

δp̂1x 0.053 0.041

δp̂1z 0.052 0.049

t-multiplier 1.0028 1.0029

parents’ z-scores: Pearson’s correlation coefficient is equal to 0.593 in case
of the mean fraternal heights and 0.592 in case of the mean sororal heights.
The results for the fitted values of the parameters and of their uncertainties,
obtained from the two fits to the available data, are given in Table 10. The
quality of the two fits is nearly so good as that of the corresponding fits in
case of the multiple linear regression of the previous section.

Plots of the mean filial heights versus the mid-parents’ z-scores are shown in
Figs. 9 and 10 for the sons and the daughters, respectively.

I left one issue for the very end. Was Galton’s approach to ‘transmuting fe-
males into male equivalents’ deficient? To answer this question, let us consider
two populations - one of male, another of female subjects - which fulfil two
conditions.

• The dimensions of the populations are equal.
• So far as human stature is concerned, the correspondence between the two
groups is bijective. In addition, for each male subject with height xi, there
exists a female subject with height zi = xi/k, where k is a constant.
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Fig. 7. Scatter plot of the standardised residuals (yi− ỹi)/δyi versus the fitted values
ỹi for the fit to the mean fraternal heights yi. The red straight line corresponds to
the ideal description of the input data.

In such a population, the means of the heights of the male subjects x̄ and of
the female subjects z̄ are related: z̄ = x̄/k; similarly linked are the rms values
of the two distributions, i.e., σx for the male subjects and σz for the female
subjects: σz = σx/k. Let us next focus on one family, with parental heights xa

and zb. Galton suggested that each mid-parent’s height mab should be taken
as

mab =
xa + kzb

2
. (7)

On the other hand, the average z-score, corresponding to the heights of these
two parents - see Eq. (6), would be equal to

1

2

(

xa − x̄

σx
+

zb − z̄

σz

)

, (8)

which yields

1

2

(

xa − x̄

σx

+
zb − x̄/k

σx/k

)

=
xa + kzb − 2x̄

2σx

=
mab − x̄

σx

. (9)
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Fig. 8. The equivalent of Fig. 7 for the fit to the mean sororal heights.

Given the constancy of the quantities x̄ and σx, there can be no doubt that,
provided that the two aforementioned conditions about the two populations
are fulfilled, Galton’s mid-parent approach and the method involving the av-
erage z-score of the parental heights, are bound to give identical results so
far as the quality of the description of the filial heights is concerned. In case
of Galton’s family data, the first criterion is undoubtedly fulfilled: the 205
families contain 205 fathers and 205 mothers. However, the second criterion is
not fulfilled (in the mathematical sense): given that the heights of the subjects
are sampled from continuous probability distributions, one cannot expect to
find any two subjects in the entire population, whose heights could possibly
have a ratio exactly equal to the ratio k of the means of the heights in the two
populations of male and female subjects; the consequence is that σz 6= σx/k,
and the average z-score of the parental heights is no longer given by Eq. (9).
Only one question remains: how effective (in terms of the description of the
input data) was Galton’s introduction of the mid-parent’s height via Eq. (7)
as the independent variable in the linear-regression problem?

The results of the two WLRs to the average filial heights, using as independent
variable Galton’s mid-parent’s height of Eq. (7), are given in Table 11. The
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Table 10

The results of a WLR, using as independent variable the average z-scores of the
parental heights and as dependent variable the filial heights. All quantities have
been defined in Appendix A.5. Due to the largeness of the two samples, the values
of the t-multiplier are small, and do not modify (to the quoted precision) the fitted
uncertainties of the two parameters of the fit.

Quantity Sons Daughters

N 179 176

F (p̂0, p̂1) 1 252.62 963.67

Birge factor 2.66 2.35

p̂0 69.20′′ 64.14′′

p̂1 1.82′′ 1.71′′

δp̂0 0.12′′ 0.11′′

δp̂1 0.17′′ 0.16′′

t-multiplier 1.0028 1.0029

quality of the fits is comparable to that obtained with the two methods of
this work. All things considered, Galton’s use of the mid-parent’s height as
the independent variable in the problem, which he set out to examine, was a
reasonable approximation.
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Fig. 9. The values of the mean fraternal height for the 179 families with at least
one son, accompanied by uncertainties corresponding to the standard error of the
means. The red straight line represents the optimal result of the WLR, see Table
10. The abscissa is the mid-parent’s z-score.
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Fig. 10. The equivalent of Fig. 9 for the daughters; there are 176 families in Galton’s
family data with at least one daughter.
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Table 11

The results of a WLR, using as independent variable Galton’s mid-parent’s height
of Eq. (7) and as dependent variable the filial heights. The optimal values of k
per filial type have been used: 1.080 for the fraternal heights, 1.083 for the sororal
ones. All quantities have been defined in Appendix A.5. Due to the largeness of the
two samples, the values of the t-multiplier are small, and modify (to the quoted
precision) only the fitted uncertainty of p1 (from 0.068 to 0.069) in case of the fit
to the fraternal heights.

Quantity Sons Daughters

N 179 176

F (p̂0, p̂1) 1 252.98 953.79

Birge factor 2.66 2.34

p̂0 19.9′′ 18.3′′

p̂1 0.713 0.661

δp̂0 4.7′′ 4.2′′

δp̂1 0.068 0.060

t-multiplier 1.0028 1.0029
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3 Conclusions

This work aimed at providing a modicum of perspective into the analysis of
two well-known datasets in terms of the methods of linear regression.

The first of these sets has been taken from Hubble’s 1929 paper [10]; that
work investigated the relation between the distances r of nebulae (identified
with galaxies later on) and their radial velocities v (relative to the observer).
Hubble assumed a linear relation between these two quantities, and determined
the slope in their scatter plot; that slope, which became known as the ‘Hubble
constant’ H0 at later times, was estimated by Hubble to about 450−600 km/s
Mpc−1 [10,33]. After revisiting Hubble’s problem, using his selection of galaxies
in conjunction with present-day (r, v) data [20], this work demonstrated that
Hubble could have obtained an H0 estimate close to the currently accepted
value [40] (which is several times smaller than his 1929 and 1931 estimates), if
accurate information (in particular, more accurate estimates for the distances
r) had been available to him, see Table 2 and Fig. 3.

The second dataset of this work related to Galton’s family data on human
stature [11]. Galton’s original data, retrieved from digital photographs of eight
pages of his notebook available from Ref. [43], contain records of parental and
filial heights for each family separately. The four distributions of the height
(two parental, two filial) were first tested for symmetry (about their respective
median values), see first part of Section 2.2.2. Subsequently, the similarity of
the distributions of the height for the male subjects (fathers and sons), as
well as for the female subjects (mothers and daughters), was investigated
and confirmed. The two distributions, obtained after combining the heights
of the male subjects, as well as those of the female subjects, were successfully
tested for normality. The two PDFs of the height, corresponding to the male
and female “British subjects, resident in the United Kingdom, who furnished
Galton with the best extracts from their own family records” are shown, next
to one another, in Fig. 6. The filial heights were subsequently modelled in two
ways:

• in terms of multiple linear regression, using the parental heights as indepen-
dent variables and

• in terms of a WLR, featuring the average z-score of the two parents as the
independent variable. Each of the z-scores of the two parents was obtained
on the basis of a comparison of that parent’s height with the statistical
measures corresponding to the distribution of the height of parents of the
same sex. My thesis is that the separate standardisation of the parental
heights represents the best option towards establishing an absolute standard
of ‘parental tallness’ in the general case.
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The two methods of linear regression gave nearly identical results (in terms
of the description of the input data), supporting the hypothesis of a positive
correlation between parental and filial heights, see Tables 9 and 10, and Figs. 9
and 10.

In addition to these results, this paper may also serve as a short guide to
obtaining the formalism which is relevant to the various methods of linear
regression, including the determination of the optimal values of the parameters
and of their uncertainties, as well as of any predictions based on the results of
the fits: given in Appendix A are analytical formulae for all these quantities in
case of one independent variable, for different types of input uncertainties, see
Appendices A.1-A.4. Appendix A.5 deals with the simplest case of multiple
linear regression, the one involving two independent variables. Appendices
B and C deal with two technical issues, namely with some features of the
numerical (as opposed to the analytical) minimisation, as well as with the
application of the Birge factor to the fitted uncertainties of the parameters.
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A Cases of linear regression relevant to this work

The structure of this appendix is as follows. In the next section, I shall give a
concise description of the WLR with one independent variable. The ordinary
(called ‘simple’ by some authors 16 ) linear regression with one independent
variable will be treated in Section A.2 as a special case of Section A.1. Section
A.3 addresses the problem of the WLR when ‘meaningful’ (i.e., representing
1σ effects in the normal distribution for each of the observations) measurement
uncertainties are supplied for one variable. To deal with meaningful measure-
ment uncertainties in both variables (a relatively new subject, which has not
been addressed in any of the books [3,4,5,6,7]), several methods have been
developed: Bayesian [60], errors-in-variables (e.g., see Refs. [61,62,63]), as well
as least-squares methods [64,65], etc. Detailed in Section A.4 are two rele-
vant options, including the method which is recommended in Ref. [65]. The
simplest of multiple linear regressions, i.e., the one involving two independent
variables, is discussed in Section A.5.

Not addressed in this appendix are established tests regarding the applicability
of the aforementioned methods (e.g., whether or not linearity is established in
a dataset, whether or not heteroscedasticity is detected in a dataset, whether
or not the fitted residuals are normally distributed, and the like). The technical
details of such tests are not difficult to obtain, e.g., see Refs. [3,4,5,6,7], and
there is no reason for repetition in this study.

For the purposes of this appendix, the quantity σ2 (the unbiased average of
the weighted squares comprising the minimisation function F (pk), where pk,
k = 1, 2, . . . , Np, represent the parameters of the fit) will stand for the ratio
between the minimal value of the minimisation function F (p̂i) and the NDF
in the fit:

σ2 =
F (p̂i)

NDF
. (A.1)

The quantity NDF is equal to the number of input datapoints N reduced by
the number of the parameters Np of the fit: NDF = N − Np. (Some authors
remove one additional DoF from N , believing that, by doing so, they will
obtain an unbiased variance. However, this approach is simply wrong: the
variance, obtained using the relation NDF = N −Np, is already unbiased!)

16 In my opinion, the adjective ‘simple’ should rather be used in order to distinguish
linear regression with one independent variable from multiple linear regression.
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A.1 The WLR with one independent variable

In a WLR, involving two quantities - namely x (independent variable) and y
(dependent variable) - which are expected to be linearly related (y = p0+p1x),
the minimisation function has the form

F (p0, p1) =
N
∑

i=1

wi (yi − p0 − p1xi)
2 , (A.2)

where a statistical weight 17 wi ∈ R>0, independent of the parameters p0,1,
is assigned to each pair of N observations (xi, yi). For the purposes of this
section, the input-data structure comprises the observations (xi, yi) and the
(independent of p0,1) weights wi. If the observations (xi, yi) correspond to mea-
surements of physical quantities, they are - more often than not - accompanied
by meaningful measurement uncertainties, mostly by uncertainties associated
with the dependent variable (δyi), frequently by uncertainties in both vari-
ables, and rarely only by uncertainties in the independent variable (δxi); each
statistical weight wi reflects the size of such measurement uncertainties.

The optimal (or fitted) values of the two parameters entering Eq. (A.2), namely
of the intercept p0 and of the slope p1, correspond to the global minimum of
the function F (p0, p1), where two conditions are fulfilled:

∂F (p0, p1)

∂p0
=

∂F (p0, p1)

∂p1
= 0 . (A.3)

From now on, the values of the parameters p0 and p1, which correspond to
the global minimum of the function F (p0, p1), will be denoted by p̂0 and p̂1,
respectively.

The application of these conditions leads to the emergence of the system of
linear equations

p̂0
N
∑

i=1

wi + p̂1
N
∑

i=1

wixi =
N
∑

i=1

wiyi

p̂0
N
∑

i=1

wixi + p̂1
N
∑

i=1

wix
2
i =

N
∑

i=1

wixiyi , (A.4)

or, after adopting a self-explanatory notation for the sums,

p̂0Sw + p̂1Swx = Swy

p̂0Swx + p̂1Swxx = Swxy . (A.5)

17 The case wi = 0 is equivalent to excluding the i-th datapoint from the optimisa-
tion. All formulae in this work relate to datapoints which are allowed to contribute
to the minimisation function F (p0, p1).
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Equations (A.5) may be rewritten in matrix form as







Sw Swx

Swx Swxx













p̂0

p̂1





 =







Swy

Swxy





 or GP̂ = C , (A.6)

where the 2× 2 matrix G may be identified with half of the Hessian matrix

HF =
∂F (p0, p1)

∂(p0, p1)
:=







∂2F (p0,p1)
∂p2

0

∂2F (p0,p1)
∂p0∂p1

∂2F (p0,p1)
∂p1∂p0

∂2F (p0,p1)
∂p2

1





 , (A.7)

while P̂ and C represent the column vectors of the array p̂0,1 and of the two
constants on the right-hand side (rhs) of Eqs. (A.5), respectively. The solution
of the matrix Eq. (A.6) is

P̂ = G−1C , (A.8)

where G−1 is evidently the inverse of the matrix G. In detail, the solution
reads as







p̂0

p̂1





 =
1

D







SwySwxx − SwxSwxy

SwSwxy − SwxSwy





 , (A.9)

where D = det(G) = SwSwxx − S2
wx. A unique solution P̂ is obtained when

D 6= 0.

The statistical uncertainties of the two parameters of the fit may be obtained
from the Taylor expansion of the function F (p0, p1) in the vicinity of the min-
imum F (p̂0, p̂1) = Swyy − p̂0Swy − p̂1Swxy. Given that (on account of the con-
ditions of Eqs. (A.3)) the first derivatives identically vanish at the minimum,
one obtains after retaining the first two terms in the expansion:

F (p0, p1) ≈ F (p̂0, p̂1) +
1

2

1
∑

i=0

1
∑

j=0

(HF )ij(pi − p̂i)(pj − p̂j) , (A.10)

which implies that

F (p0, p1) ≈ F (p̂0, p̂1) +
1
∑

i=0

1
∑

j=0

Gij(pi − p̂i)(pj − p̂j) . (A.11)

The covariance matrix of the fit takes the form

cov(p0, p1) =
σ2

D







Swxx −Swx

−Swx Sw





 . (A.12)

The statistical uncertainties of the two parameters are obtained from the di-

46



agonal elements of the covariance matrix:

(δp̂0)
2 = σ2Swxx

D
(A.13)

and

(δp̂1)
2 = σ2Sw

D
. (A.14)

I shall next address two subtle issues. First, many authors associate integer
multiples (e.g., 1, 2, 3, and so on) of the uncertainties of Eqs. (A.13,A.14) with
the confidence intervals corresponding to the same number (e.g., 1, 2, 3, and
so on) of σ’s in the normal distribution; the same applies to any requested
new predictions yp (see next paragraph in this section). This approximation
is poor when the results of the fit have been obtained from a small number
of observations N . Although the aforementioned quantities δp̂0 and δp̂1 do
represent the standard errors of the estimators p̂0 and p̂1, the extraction of
the correct confidence intervals necessitates the application of the so-called
t-multiplier 18 t1−α/2,NDF, i.e., a quantity which takes account of the size of
the dataset which yielded the results of Eqs. (A.13,A.14), and which follows
Student’s t-distribution for NDF DoFs (e.g., for N−2 DoFs, if two parameters
are used in the fit), see Refs. [4] (pp. 78-80) and [5] (Chapter 3.6). Using
the t-multiplier, the confidence intervals of the two parameters of the fit are
expressed as

pk ∈ [ p̂k − t1−α/2,N−2 δp̂k , p̂k + t1−α/2,N−2 δp̂k ] . (A.15)

The importance of this correction for small samples is demonstrated in Table
A.1.

I shall next touch upon the subject of forecasting, which, to my surprise,
is not addressed in any of the books [3,4,5,6,7] in case of the WLR. Let us
assume that the objective is to extract (from the results of the optimisation)
a ‘prediction’ for the value of the dependent variable (yp) at one specific value
of the independent variable (xp). Following the equation yielding the variance
of the prediction error on p. 86 of Ref. [4], as well as the covariance matrix
of the fit of Eq. (A.12) of this work, one obtains the expectation value of the
prediction yp and its standard error δyp as follows:

yp = p̂0 + p̂1xp (A.16)

and

(δyp)
2 = σ2

(

w−1
p + S−1

w +
(xp − x̄)2

Swxx − Swx̄2

)

, (A.17)

18 The quantity α is the (user-defined) threshold which is associated with the outset
of statistical significance.

47



Table A.1

Listed in this table are a few values of the t-multiplier t1−α/2,N−2, a quantity which
must be used in the evaluation of the confidence intervals of the parameters p0 and
p1, as well as in that of the confidence intervals of any requested new predictions
yp. This quantity depends on the significance level α and on the number N of the
input datapoints (xi, yi). The corresponding values in number of σ’s in the normal
distribution, which may be thought of as the limits of t1−α/2,N−2 when N → ∞,
are also cited. This table demonstrates that, if the multiples of the standard errors
of the estimators p̂0 and p̂1 represent numbers of σ’s in the normal distribution,
then narrower confidence intervals are obtained (e.g., compare the second and last
columns of this table). The confidence intervals, corresponding to the 2σ limits in
the normal distribution, are close to those favoured by authors in several branches of
Science (95 % confidence level); in Physics, 1σ intervals are predominantly used. The
values were obtained with the Excel methods NORMSDIST (CDF of the standard
normal distribution) and TINV (Inverse CDF of Student’s t-distribution).

N # of σ’s α t1−α/2,N−2

5 1.196881

10 1.066528

20 1 0.317311 1.028560

40 1.013332

80 1.006451

5 3.306822

10 2.366416

20 2 0.045500 2.148849

40 2.067963

80 2.032561

where the quantity x̄ stands for the weighted mean of the xi values of the
input datapoints and wp is (or would be) the (expected) statistical weight of a
datapoint at x = xp. It must be mentioned that Eq. (A.17) yields the standard
error of a new prediction. The standard error of the fit does not contain the
first term within the brackets on the rhs of Eq. (A.17), see also Chapter 3.7 of
Ref. [4] and Eqs. (3.6.4,3.6.5) in Chapter 3.6 of Ref. [5] (both assuming that
wi = 1, ∀i).

I shall finalise this section by giving the relevant expressions in case that the
theoretical straight line contains no intercept p0; datasets relevant to this part
may include force-displacement measurements following Hooke’s law, distance-
velocity data of galaxies following the Lemâıtre-Hubble law, etc. In such a case,
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the minimisation function reads as

F (p1) =
N
∑

i=1

wi (yi − p1xi)
2 . (A.18)

The minimal value F (p̂1) = Swyy−S2
wxy/Swxx, the fitted value p̂1 = Swxy/Swxx,

whereas its variance

(δp̂1)
2 =

σ2

Swxx

, (A.19)

where NDF = N − 1, as the linear model now contains only one parameter.
Regarding the expectation value of a new prediction yp at x = xp and its
standard error δyp, Eq. (A.16) applies without the first term on the rhs (i.e.,
p̂0), whereas Eq. (A.17) has now the form:

(δyp)
2 = σ2

(

w−1
p +

x2
p

Swxx

)

. (A.20)

A.2 The linear regression with constant (or ‘without’) weights

If all statistical weights wi are equal (to a constant w 6= 0) in Section A.1, a case
which is usually referred to in the standard literature in Statistics as (fulfilling)
‘homoscedasticity’, or if no weights are supplied (or are relevant) in a problem,
all expressions of Section A.1 apply after simply replacing all wi’s by 1. It so
happens that there is no dependence of any of the important quantities of the
fit (i.e., of the optimal values of the parameters of the fit, of the standard errors
of these parameters, as well as of any predictions and of their standard errors)
on the value of the constant w. Only the minimisation function F (p0, p1) is
w-dependent, but (as the important results of the optimisation - which also
involve F (p̂0, p̂1) - are ratios of quantities containing the same powers of w
in the nominators and denominators) the w-dependence is eliminated from
the useful output. This special case of linear regression, which is generally
known as ‘ordinary linear regression’ (OLR for short) or ‘ordinary linear least-
squares optimisation’, provides (in the eyes of many) better insight into the
nature of the various quantities. As a result, most contributions in the standard
literature start the description of the methods of linear regression by treating
the OLR case (and some do not even venture any further!).

I shall next cover some of the main features of the OLR, starting from the
fitted value of the slope. The determinant D is equal to NSxx − S2

x, which
turns out to be simply the variance of the input xi values multiplied by N2:
D = N2var(x). From Eq. (A.9), one obtains for the fitted value of the slope:

p̂1 =
N
∑N

i=1 xiyi −
(

∑N
i=1 xi

) (

∑N
i=1 yi

)

N2var(x)
=

cov(x, y)

var(x)
. (A.21)
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Pearson’s correlation coefficient ρx,y ∈ [−1,+1] between two samples (of equal
dimension) corresponding to two quantities x and y, defined by the formula

ρx,y :=
cov(x, y)

√

var(x) var(y)
, (A.22)

is a measure of the linear correlation between these quantities. Using the first
of Eqs. (A.4) with all statistical weights wi set to 1, one obtains

Np̂0 + p̂1
N
∑

i=1

xi =
N
∑

i=1

yi ⇒ p̂0 + p̂1x̄ = ȳ . (A.23)

Using this equation in order to replace p̂0, one obtains for the minimal value
of the minimisation function:

F (p̂0, p̂1) =
N
∑

i=1

(yi − p̂0 − p̂1xi)
2

=
N
∑

i=1

(yi − ȳ − p̂1 (xi − x̄))2

=
N
∑

i=1

(

(yi − ȳ)2 + p̂21 (xi − x̄)2 − 2p̂1 (xi − x̄) (xi − ȳ)
)

= Nvar(y) +Np̂21var(x)− 2Np̂1cov(x, y) . (A.24)

Making use of Eqs. (A.21,A.22), one finally obtains

σ2 = var(y)
(

1− ρ2x,y
)

. (A.25)

The quantity on the left-hand side of this equation is routinely interpreted
as the part of the variance of the dependent variable which remains ‘unex-
plained’ (after the optimisation), whereas the fraction of the variance which is
associated with the ρ2x,y term is considered ‘explained’, in the sense that this
fraction of the total variance of the dependent variable is understood as essen-
tially originating from the variation of the independent variable. Of course,
all these expressions are analogous to those obtained in the WLR after re-
placing the numerical measures ‘mean’, ‘variance’, and ‘correlation’ with their
weighted counterparts.

A.3 The WLR with meaningful measurement uncertainties only in one vari-
able

At least so far as physical measurements are concerned, this is the most fre-
quent, and hence useful case. In Physics, all measurements of physical quan-
tities are expected to be accompanied by meaningful uncertainties: measure-
ments of physical quantities without uncertainties might provide a general
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impression about the order of magnitude of effects, but are hardly of any use
in statistical analyses. As a result, particular attention is paid in extracting
such uncertainties for the physical quantities which are under experimental
exploration, i.e., uncertainties which are indicative of the likelihood of the
departure of the measured from the true values. Unlike most other branches
of Science, Physics favours 1σ uncertainties in the normal distribution, repre-
senting a confidence level of about 68.27 %.

In short, the pairs of N observations (xi, yi) are replaced in most Physics
studies by triplets of N observations (xi, yi, δyi), and the optimisation problem
reduces to a WLR with statistical weights wi := (δyi)

−2. Had it not been for
one additional consideration, the treatment of this subcategory would have
been unremarkable. So, what makes this case special?

The fact that the measurement uncertainties δyi represent 1σ effects in the
normal distribution implies that each standardised residual

yi − ỹi
δyi

(A.26)

is expected to follow the standard normal distribution; in the expression above,
the quantity ỹi represents the fitted value at x = xi, obtained via the modelling
as the case might be, in particular, via the linear model y = p0 + p1x in this
work. As each of the quantities under the sum in Eq. (A.2) follows the standard
normal distribution, F (p0, p1) is expected to follow the χ2 distribution with
N DoFs. Given that two parameters are used in the general problem of linear
regression, the minimal value F (p̂0, p̂1) is, in the context of this section, χ2-
distributed with N − 2 DoFs.

One of the obvious advantages of the use of meaningful uncertainties is that
the quality of the fit (or, equivalently, the adequacy of the linear model to
account for the input dataset) may be assessed on the basis of the p-value 19

corresponding to the F (p̂0, p̂1) result for the given DoFs.

When dealing with the subject of this section, there is one notable difference
to the formalism developed earlier in order to treat the general-case WLR:
it relates to the standard errors of the parameters of the fit, δp̂0 and δp̂1.
Equations (A.13) and (A.14) may be rewritten as

δp̂0 = BF

√

Swxx

D
(A.27)

19 The p-value represents the upper tail of the CDF of the relevant distribution; of
the χ2 distribution in this case.
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and

δp̂1 = BF

√

Sw

D
, (A.28)

where
BF =

√
σ2 . (A.29)

The importance of the quantity BF of Eq. (A.29) in the problem of linear
regression was (to the best of my knowledge) first addressed by Birge in 1932
[58]. Although BF should (in my opinion) be called ‘Birge factor’, the Particle
Data Group (PDG) use instead the plain term ‘scale factor’ [40] in their com-
pilations of physical constants, and recommend its application (in the context
of this section) only when BF > 1; if BF < 1, the factor is omitted from
Eqs. (A.27,A.28), the intention evidently being to prevent the decrease of the
statistical uncertainties δp̂0 and δp̂1 when the input uncertainties δyi have
been overly generous (which may be considered a ‘rare event’ in Physics, yet
this is another story). Being a particle physicist, I abide by (and have nothing
against) the PDG recommendation, see also Appendix C.

Last but not least, if only meaningful uncertainties δxi are supplied in a prob-
lem, one may swap the roles of the quantities x and y, and perform a WLR
using the linear model: x = q0+q1y. The optimal values of the two parameters
of the originally intended straight line y = p0 + p1x could then be retrieved
from the quantities q̂0,1 as follows: (p̂0, p̂1) = (−q̂0q̂

−1
1 , q̂−1

1 ).

A.4 The WLR with meaningful measurement uncertainties in both variables

My first effort towards obtaining a solution, when I first encountered such a
problem in the mid-1980s, rested upon the use of the WLR method with sta-
tistical weights inversely proportional to the square of the product of the two
uncertainties for each input datapoint. In that implementation, the statistical
weight wi was defined by the formula:

wi :=
1

(δxiδyi)2

∑N
i=1

1
(δyi)2

∑N
i=1

1
(δxiδyi)2

. (A.30)

Given that the statistical weights of this equation fulfil
∑N

i=1wi ≡
∑N

i=1(δyi)
−2,

one arrives at a situation reminiscent of Appendix A.3 with redefined sta-
tistical weights, and could trick oneself into considering the minimal value
F (p̂0, p̂1) χ

2-distributed with N − 2 DoFs. Although the statistical weights wi

sum up (by construction) to the same constant in the two cases, those given
in Eq. (A.30) also take account of the uncertainties δxi. Of course, one disad-
vantage of using the weights of Eq. (A.30) is that an input datapoint needs
to be excluded if either of the two input uncertainties vanishes, whereas such
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an exclusion is necessary only if both input uncertainties vanish in case of the
following two methods of this section.

Several methodologies were developed during the last decades for dealing with
this problem in a rigorous manner 20 . A recent article [65] lists and compares
the most important of these methods. Following the results of his analysis,
the author recommends the use of the so-called ‘Modified effective-variance
method’ (EV2), in which parameter-dependent statistical weights are assigned
to the input datapoints: in the general case, each such weight is given by

wi(pk) :=





(δyi)
2 +





dy

dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

x=xi





2

(δxi)
2







−1

, (A.31)

which, in case of linear regression, takes the form

wi(p0, p1) → wi(p1) :=
(

(δyi)
2 + p21(δxi)

2
)−1

. (A.32)

Owing to its obvious dependence on one of the parameters of the WLR, the
application of a statistical weight of this form introduces non-linearity into a
linear problem and calls for numerical minimisation, see Appendix B. I shall
next elaborate on the emergence of the statistical weight of Eq. (A.32), by
allowing myself to be guided by physical intuition.

Referring to Fig. A.1, one may argue that the contribution of each input
datapoint to the minimisation function F (p0, p1) must involve two quantities:

• the minimal distance di of that datapoint to the ‘current’ (i.e., relating to
a specific iteration of the numerical minimisation) straight line and

• the input uncertainties δxi and δyi.

One may argue that the aforementioned contribution depends on the relative
largeness of the quantity di, judged in terms of a representative combined
size of the two uncertainties δxi and δyi. To assess this, one first obtains the
coordinates of point Q, representing the intersection of the ‘current’ straight
line and its orthogonal straight line passing through point P :

(xi⊥, yi⊥) =

(

p1 (yi − p0) + xi

1 + p21
,
p21yi + p1xi + p0

1 + p21

)

(A.33)

and obtains the distance di as follows:

di =
|yi − p0 − p1xi|

√

1 + p21
. (A.34)

20 In particular, errors-in-variables models emerged with the principal scope of pro-
viding reliable solutions to this particular situation [61,62,63].
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The two uncertainties δxi and δyi may be interpreted as representing different
effects: δyi is directly associated with the statistical effects regarding the spe-
cific observation, whereas δxi may be taken to represent systematic effects, i.e.,
effects which are induced on y as the result of the variation of the independent
variable. Projected on the orthogonal direction, the systematic component of
the uncertainty is equal to

δxi

∣

∣

∣

∣

cos
(

π

2
− θ

)∣

∣

∣

∣

= δxi
|p1|

√

1 + p21
, (A.35)

whereas the statistical component of the uncertainty yields

δyi cos θ = δyi
1

√

1 + p21
; (A.36)

of course, p1 = tan θ. As these two uncertainties are independent, the strict
application of Gauss’ law of error propagation suggests the use of the combined
uncertainty in the form

√

√

√

√

(δyi)2 + p21(δx
2
i )

1 + p21
. (A.37)

Therefore, the application of Gauss’ law suggests the summation of the two
uncertainties of Eqs. (A.35,A.36) in quadrature, leading to the minimisation
function

F (p0, p1) =
N
∑

i=1

(yi − p0 − p1xi)
2

(δyi)2 + p21(δxi)2
≡

N
∑

i=1

wi(p1)(yi − p0 − p1xi)
2 , (A.38)

with wi(p1) given by Eq. (A.32).

To cope with underestimated uncertainties (which, unfortunately, cannot be
considered a sporadic phenomenon in Physics), many physicists favour the
linear summation of the uncertainties corresponding to statistical and sys-
tematic effects. For the sake of example (taken from Particle Physics), two
experimental groups measured (over two decades ago) the strong-interaction
shift ǫ1s [66,67] and the total decay width Γ1s [66,68] of the ground state in
pionic hydrogen, utilising the same low-energy pion beamline (πE5) at the
Paul Scherrer Institute (PSI), the same degrading device (cyclotron trap),
similar crystal-spectrometer systems, and measurements corresponding (pre-
dominantly) to the same X-ray transition (3p → 1s). In spite of the obvious
similarities, the earlier collaboration (the ETHZ-Neuchâtel-PSI Collaboration)
recommended the linear summation of their statistical and systematic uncer-
tainties, whereas the later one (the Pionic Hydrogen Collaboration) favoured
the quadratic summation of their corresponding uncertainties. In essence,
there is no conflict between these two choices: some researchers choose to
‘err on the side of caution’ (use of the L1 norm when combining statistical
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Fig. A.1. The figure facilitates the development of a solution to the problem of linear
regression when meaningful measurement uncertainties in both x and y are supplied.
The minimisation function uses the distance di of an input datapoint (xi, yi) to the
‘current’ (i.e., corresponding to a specific iteration of the numerical minimisation)
straight line. The projected components of the two uncertainties on the orthogonal
(to that straight line) direction may be quadratically (EV2 method [65]) or linearly
summed (see text).

and systematic effects), whereas others assume a somewhat bolder stance (use
of the L2 norm).

In the context of this section, the linear summation of the uncertainties cor-
responding to statistical and systematic effects yields:

wi(p1) = (δyi + |p1| δxi)
−2 . (A.39)

Last but not least, if the uncertainties δxi are (on average) considerably larger
than δyi, it might make sense to swap the role of the two variables, see also
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ending paragraph of Appendix A.3. (Regarding Table 2, the MINUIT-based
application yielded identical results with the two options.)

A.5 The WLR with two independent variables

Numerous articles in the literature have treated the problem of multiple linear
regression. In this section, I shall detail the solution to the problem involving
two independent variables x and z, which is the simplest case in multiple linear
regression. Assuming the linear relation y = p0+p1xx+p1zz, the minimisation
function reads as

F (p0, p1x, p1z) =
N
∑

i=1

wi (yi − p0 − p1xxi − p1zzi)
2 . (A.40)

The observation set now comprises N quadruplets (xi, zi, yi, wi), reducing to
N triplets (xi, zi, yi) for constant statistical weights wi = w 6= 0, in which
case the WLR with two independent variables becomes ordinary. Using the
notation of Appendix A.1, one obtains

P̂ = G−1C , (A.41)

where G−1 is evidently the inverse of the symmetrical matrix

G =















Sw Swx Swz

Swx Swxx Swxz

Swz Swxz Swzz















, (A.42)

and the column arrays P̂ and C are given by

P̂ =















p̂0

p̂1x

p̂1z















(A.43)

and

C =















Swy

Swxy

Swzy















. (A.44)

After a few algebraical operations, one may obtain the inverse of the matrix
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G as

G−1 =
1

D















SwxxSwzz − S2
wxz SwzSwxz − SwxSwzz SwxSwxz − SwzSwxx

SwzSwxz − SwxSwzz SwSwzz − S2
wz SwxSwz − SwSwxz

SwxSwxz − SwzSwxx SwxSwz − SwSwxz SwSwxx − S2
wx















,

(A.45)
where D = det(G) = SwSwxxSwzz + 2SwxSwzSwxz − SwS

2
wxz − S2

wxSwzz −
S2
wzSwxx.

The diagonal elements of the matrix G−1 yield the standard errors of the
parameters of the fit as follows:

(δp̂0)
2 = σ2SwxxSwzz − S2

wxz

D

(δp̂1x)
2 = σ2SwSwzz − S2

wz

D

(δp̂1z)
2 = σ2SwSwxx − S2

wx

D
, (A.46)

where σ2 has been obtained after using NDF = N − 3, as the general linear
model now contains three parameters.

Following again the procedure set forth in Chapter 3.7 of Ref. [4], one obtains
(after some effort) the expectation value of the prediction yp and its standard
error δyp corresponding to x = xp and z = zp as follows:

yp = p̂0 + p̂1xxp + p̂1zzp (A.47)

and

(δyp)
2 = σ2



w−1
p + S−1

w +
σ2
z (xp − x̄)2 + σ2

x (zp − z̄)2 − 2ρx,zσxσz (xp − x̄) (zp − z̄)

Sw

(

1− ρ2x,z
)

σ2
xσ

2
z



 ,

(A.48)
where x̄ = Swx/Sw, z̄ = Swz/Sw, σ

2
x = Swxx/Sw − x̄2, and σ2

z = Swzz/Sw −
z̄2; the statistical weight wp has been explained in Section A.1. Finally, the
weighted version of Pearson’s correlation coefficient ρx,z reads as

ρx,z =
Swxz − Swx̄z̄

Swσxσz
. (A.49)

For the sake of completeness, I shall finalise this section by giving the relevant
expressions in case that the theoretical straight line is expected to contain no
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intercept p0. In such a case, the minimisation function reads as

F (p1x, p1z) =
N
∑

i=1

wi (yi − p1xxi − p1zzi)
2 . (A.50)

The minimal value F (p̂1x, p̂1z) = Swyy − p̂1xSwxy − p̂1zSwzy, whereas the fitted
values of the parameters p1x and p1z are as follows:

P̂ =







p̂1x

p̂1z





 =
1

D







SwzzSwxy − SwxzSwzy

SwxxSwzy − SwxzSwxy





 , (A.51)

where the determinant D = SwxxSwzz − S2
wxz. Finally, the standard errors of

the parameters of the fit are obtained from the equations:

(δp̂1x)
2 = σ2Swzz

D
(A.52)

and

(δp̂1z)
2 = σ2Swxx

D
, (A.53)

where NDF = N − 2, as the linear model now contains two parameters. Re-
garding the expectation value of a new prediction yp at x = xp and z = zp,
as well as its standard error δyp, Eq. (A.47) applies without the first term on
the rhs (i.e., p̂0), whereas Eq. (A.48) now reads:

(δyp)
2 = σ2

(

w−1
p +

x2
pSwzz + z2pSwxx − 2xpzpSwxz

D

)

. (A.54)
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B Numerical minimisation

The numerical minimisation can be achieved by means of a plethora of com-
mercial and non-commercial products. In my projects, I have always relied
on the MINUIT software package [69] of the CERN library (FORTRAN and
C++ versions). In this work, the FORTRAN version was used in order that
the analytical solutions, obtained after the C++ implementation of nearly
all methods of Appendix A, be validated. The treatment of the two methods
of Appendix A.4, which feature parameter-dependent weights wi(p1), was ex-
clusively covered by MINUIT. (The same goes for the fit leading to Fig. 1.)
Regarding my MINUIT-based applications, each optimisation is achieved by
following the sequence: SIMPLEX, MINIMIZE, MIGRAD, and MINOS. The
calls to the last two methods involve the high-level strategy of the numerical
minimisation.

• SIMPLEX uses the simplex method of Nelder and Mead [70].
• MINIMIZE calls MIGRAD, but reverts to SIMPLEX if MIGRAD fails to
converge.

• MIGRAD, undoubtedly the warhorse of the MINUIT software package, is
a variable-metric method, based on the Davidon-Fletcher-Powell algorithm.
The method checks for the positive-definiteness of the Hessian matrix.

• MINOS carries out a detailed error analysis (separately for each parameter),
taking into account all correlations among the model parameters.

All aforementioned methods admit one optional argument, fixing the maxi-
mal number of calls to each method. If this limit is reached, the corresponding
method is terminated (by MINUIT, internally) regardless of whether or not
that method had converged. To have confidence in the results of the optimisa-
tion, it is recommended to the user to always inspect the (copious) MINUIT
output, so that the convergence of the methods and the successful termina-
tion of the application be ascertained, or any setback during the execution
of the application (e.g., lack of convergence of some MINUIT methods, erro-
neous evaluation of the Hessian matrix, large estimated vertical distance to
the minimum, etc.) be discovered and resolved.

Although MINUIT is robust, some attention is required in order to avoid cases
where the application might get trapped in the ‘valley’ of a local minimum.
This is not unlikely to happen in non-linear problems, e.g., when using the two
methods of Section A.4 of this work, featuring parameter-dependent weights.
There are several ways to safeguard against this possibility. For instance, one
may repeat the optimisation using different initial guesses for the parameter
values (thus modifying the point from where MINUIT starts the minimisation
of the user-defined function), broaden the initial guesses for the uncertainties
of the parameters of the fit, or simply restrict the parameter space by intro-
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ducing lower and/or upper bounds to some or to all parameters. To cope with
this issue, the MINUIT developers also offer the (time-consuming) method
SCAN, which scans the parameter space for an optimal starting point in the
minimisation problem.

Finally, it must be borne in mind that the MINOS uncertainties for the pa-
rameters of the fit do not contain the Birge factor of Eq. (A.29). Consequently,
it is up to the user to programme the user-defined function in such a way that
the Birge factor be applied to the uncertainties (e.g., if BF > 1), or be omitted
(e.g., if BF < 1 while the PDG recommendation is followed). Similarly, it is
the user’s responsibility to obtain and apply the t-multiplier to the MINOS
uncertainties.
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C On the application of the Birge factor to the uncertainties of

the parameters of a fit

When no suspicion can be cast on the modelling in a problem, and the un-
certainties of the input datapoints are meaningful (see beginning of Appendix
A), the minimisation function is expected to follow the χ2 distribution with
N−Np DoFs (Np being the number of parameters used in the fit). As a result,
the expectation value of the minimisation function at the minimum should be
equal to NDF, which implies that the expectation value of the reduced χ2, i.e.,
of the ratio σ2 := χ2

min/NDF, to be identified with the square of the Birge fac-
tor BF, is equal to 1. This property of χ2-distributed quantities has led most
physicists to the subliminal use of the approximate criterion χ2

min/NDF ≈ 1
as a ‘rule of thumb’ when assessing the quality of fits.

Glossing over the arbitrariness in the interpretation of an approximate equal-
ity, this practice could be meaningful in case of large samples; however, it
is misleading in case of small ones. Nevertheless, even for large samples, the
χ2
min/NDF ≈ 1 criterion might provide a general impression about the quality

of a fit, yet it represents no rigorous measure of that quality. For instance,
does a resulting χ2

min value of 900 for 800 DoFs, yielding a χ2
min/NDF value of

1.125, indicate a satisfactory or an unsatisfactory fit at the 1 % significance
level? Although one might be tempted to consider such a fit ‘satisfactory’,
the p-value, which is associated with the aforementioned numbers, is about
7.77 · 10−3, i.e., below the 1 % significance level of this work, suggesting that
the fit is (in the strict statistical sense) anything but satisfactory.

The correct assessment of the quality of fits rests upon the use of the p-
value which is associated with the χ2 distribution for the given NDF. To
this end, a number of software implementations of dedicated algorithms are
available, e.g., see Refs. [71] (Chapter on ‘Gamma Function and Related Func-
tions’) and [72], the routine PROB of the FORTRAN implementation of the
CERN software library (which, unlike most other CERNLIB routines, is avail-
able only in single-precision floating-point format), the functions CHIDIST or
CHISQ.DIST.RT of Microsoft Excel, the function chi2cdf of MATLAB, etc.

A few words regarding the application of the Birge factor are due. For the
sake of argument, let me assume that the χ2

min/NDF result of a fit exceeds 1
(equivalently, BF > 1). So far as physical observations, accompanied by mea-
surement uncertainties of the input datapoints, are concerned, the quantity
BF may be interpreted as the amount by which the input uncertainties need
to be rescaled, so that the new reduced χ2

min becomes equal to its expectation
value of 1. If, on the contrary, the fit is already ‘satisfactory’ (i.e., when the
ratio χ2

min/NDF does not exceed 1), the PDG maintains that the rescale of
the uncertainties of the input datapoints is not called for.
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