SUMMARY

The first two regression lines, and the first correlations, were calculated by
Francis Galton, in his work on heredity in sweet-peas and in humans. When
‘regressing’ the heights of adult children on those of their parents, Galton
had to deal with the fact that men are Eenerally taller than women— but

l l - , , e PY without modern-day statistical tools such as multiple regression and partial
ra“ S m u I “ wo m e “ I “ 0 m e “ correlation. This Poster uses the family data on stature, which we obtained
® directly from Galton’s notebooks, to

(@ compare the sharpness of his methods, relative to modern-day

Galton’s data on human stature
(b) estimate the additional familial component of variance in stature
beyond that contributed by the parental heights.

In keeping with Galton’s plea for “a manuscript library of original data”,
these historical and pedagogically-valuable data are now availgable to the
statistical community as digital photographs and as a dataset ready for
further analyses.

Galton and Regression: An Introduction and Background

Galton defined regression as a reversion of a characteristic measured in offspring, The contours of equal frequency in the two-way frequency table (see right)
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they seem likely to faciltate the scientific fnvestigations described in the Record of Family Faculties and the Galton Notebooks sharper than today’s additive model? i.e., despite stronger computers and user-

preface he Kecord o Faculties . .. .
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2. To what extent do the deviates from the regression line segregate further
by family?
- a0 4 Galton’s two-way frequency table did not identify which children with the
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graphically?
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The 205 Families
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NUMBERS FOR WHOM HEIGHT
REPORTED AS A NUMBER...
Sons 0 10 481 2.3
Daughters 0 9 453 2.2
Sons + Daughters 1 15 934 4.6

PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS
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We may therefore regard the married folk as couples picked out of the general
popalation at haphazerd when applying the law of probabilities to heredity of
stature. _ :

ANALYSIS 1 ANALYSIS 2 M,S = Tall/Medium/Short men;  t m,s = tall/medium/short women.
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