Gth Febrmiary, 1951,

"y dear Harrod, —

I was oat inturested to have your letter on i, T.fl. (have
I got $he initiels right?) lorton. I mi writing at onoe in resject
af that whioh oen be lLrmwdiately verified, but I expeot Bo be
gble to write moro fully later.

1 had never heard of lorton dmtil I sew your mention of
hiim in gormeotion wlth the Mloomsbury seot. (By tho way, I
fotind that whole chaiter  ont instruotive und entaptaining, )

I certainly thought I had secn cverything sublished in this
country on Mathenatienl and Statisilonl Genetlce L the firad
twenty=five years of* the camntury. T do 1ot thlnk I have #er
BEan '_::urt.nn"n work eysn refarped to. 1 have Just now nﬁr'.é-d
that there is nothing u:-!'.hiﬂ in Fuunett's lapge oif rint l.';i-ﬂi-_
lsotion which waseed to my dezartment on his runlmﬂuﬁt nor
im oy own collestion. The sbeince fro. Pumﬁt'u. 18, howover,
mueh. the more ﬂimdr.tnant elnge he vao rn.tumx- o ﬂ-innt'iun
here from 1910 and ot the height of his pe utation i‘m:'- thul
nu:;:t ltran or fifteon years.

(leor;e Owen, who 18 lecturer iu Usnoties hero and n Pellow
of Trinity 1s going to hunt out Norton's reeord no “ellow , and
exhune, 1if possibles, the Pellowohip thesis roferrud to.

At the moment I do not think your new voralon co:l8 esocane
eritieiemn, for it gives the imiression that Yorton actually

made a naterlal contribution to the advence ctn o the subjeot.



"hat 1s poasible, ary tho thosis vey show, 1s that he poule

hove nade esuch a contribution, but in fact mever made it
for shg of the many reasons whioh deter neoples from publios-
tion, It may be that you will have to chellenge laldane

to roduce evidence for the statement, which mecms to me

extraordinary, that "he supplied rigorous proofs Tor oany
fundamental theorans."

Yours olncerely,

PS. 7his Theai's 43 ol b it faccnsel v, Prianedy lorlon was fitlos o
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