7 March 1832.

Dr. Hubert D. Goodale,
Mount Hopa Farm,
willlamstown,
Magsachusetts,
ulEll‘l

Dear Lr., Goedales

Thanke for your letter and chequej I am sorry you were
troubled twice with the latter.

I see by your letter that we are getting right down to
the heart of the problem. In your third paragraph you
Buggest that 1f we compared

H + 0D (a)
with 2H - D (b)
the relative variability of (a) will be less than that of (b).
I muat eay at once that I think thie most unlikely, and that
in suggesting it you must be thinking of the abaolute varia=-
bllities, The absolute variability will probably favour (a)
againgt (b) as I have written it} but I might equally have

written

E - % ")
Er % = Eﬁ (b")



and 8o cut down the absclute variability as low as I liked,
without in the least affscting the value of the formula,

This only shows that absolute variabllity ls the wrong basis

for comparison, The case ig different for relative varia-
bility, for on changing from (b) to (b’) not only is the
variance of different estimates of the same bull divided by

4) but the variance of the mean estimates of dirferent bulls

is also divided by 4, and so the equivalsnce of formulae

by 'y b”y ete. is shown by giving the sams relative variability.

Ify however, (a) did in fact give the lowest ralalive
variability, I should not hesitate to say it was in facl the
beat formula. It would mean, I suppeose, that within the
offapring of tha same bull, there was merc corralation between
dam and heifer, But in any case, is not the formula which
discriminates most clearly between different bulle bound to be
the beat?

If you could send aleng the actual data, with suma of
equares and producte of heifera and dsms, and totals narely
for different bulls, I think I could gonvince you.

Yours eingerely,



