August 8, 1939

Dear Jeffreys,

Many thanks for your interesting letter. I think your
analysis ls ldentliocally eguivalent to mine and would lasad
to the numerloal values given by Bukhatme. I hope you know
his table, as it 18 & very usefully arranged one. I ges, and
like, your distinction bhatwesn estimation and tesats of
Bignificance, but am not quite sure of its spplioation in this
CAGS. You ars probably right that the languege used by
"Student" and myself is not adequate to get into symbole what
r:;'ara trylng to say; but, of course, the effort to £1ll in
all the steps 1s full of the danger of saying somsthing quite
different.

I am beginning to reallse that we know much more about
the methods we praotiese in reasoning than about the aystems
of logical poatulates neceseary to Justify these .
Gnnnuqunntlrrnunh a questlien - which sounds urgent and im-
portant to purely deductive minds - as: "Is there any new
prineiple or postulate required or assumed in this mathod?"

outa very little loe with me, because I do not know that the



prinelples or postulates required for previous methoda have
aver been satisfactorily taped. Unleas that hsg been done,
énd I respect Whitehead and Ruasell, Keynes, ato, as I respect
the leaders of forlorn hopes, tha first question msked is
really meaningless. After all, may not the recognition of
logloal rigour be as ampirlnal as the recognition of the three-
dimenelonality of space?

I think you are right that we should use "Btudeant's"
paeudonym when referring to his work, and his true name only
when referring to the man, other than the author.

Thanks for telling me sbout Watson's lemma. I had not
known of 1%, and 1t 1s certminly very pretty.

foura slncerely,



