1lth September, 1957.

My dear Frank,

Thanks for ringing me up yesterday. I shall be immenaely
interssted to see what you think of writing about Idndley, for
his review had so many misapprehensions, and what to me is most
conapiouous, so euch capacity for ignoring parte of the book
which must have been new to him and subversive to much that he
has thought and taught. In fact the best answer to him might ba
quite in the naeture of a fresh review of tha book from the point
of vievw of one ready to appreciate sdvences in my own thought,
end the remeval of confusicns on & few perfestly definable
logical pointe, having received no explioit examination in much
of my previous work to which they are relevant, such as the point
about the semantics of the word 'probability' which, as it were,
has peeped into view occasionally in my own writings and those of
others, but whioch, reccgnized explicitly, played havoo with what
Neyman and Weld have taken for granted. The eonsagquenced in fact
go rather far, and I rather hoped when I wrote it that you would
like the introduotion to Ohapter V with its inoidental comment on



Gurdell's thaar&%} which has been emphasized very much as & high
point in recent axiomatic theory.

I shall be quite acoeasible in the States at Michigan 3tate
University, East Lansing from early October %o early December,
and through Chesater Bliss or Besas Day almost indifferently during
the other periods.

I told Gale here that I hed mentioned to you that he had a
problenm that might be worth dlecussing from the point of view of
exploring the capacity of a good electronio computer. I think
he will have thought enough sbout the thing to make & talk with
Hemly perhaps, or with Idipton, useful later.

dinoerely yours,

% [_cf. CP 272, p.270]
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