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Dear Fisher,

As thls thing followe rather rlosely on your work
[ feel lnclined to submit 1t for the Annele. I think it is
moatly Just & tidylog up of lange ends, but thers are a few
minor vractical polnts in 18,e8.5. on ©.1%. “n .4 I think
that I am really rlogging & dead horee, but meanla still
wen't let it be burled. :artlett and E.S.Pearson wrote to
me lately accusling me of claiming nuwladpe lnaccaaribleé to
them, snd I em rather tirea of it.

I think that the kind of argument on p.10 vould be usaful

inverted when direct dletributions are wonted. E.g. take a set

nf measuras-; we hava
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which on integr:tién w11l lead to & definite distribution For
tre probabllity of X =#nd & given x endo: and since the total

probability »f x and s must be 1 it must be of the fare
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Thue the form 1s got while the multinle antegrat;nnu ara *hart-
clrcuited. (3) of um;r'sa really ocencels, but m
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. ifur n=2, amfl for n = 1 there {8 nn orableam.

“no W." .Btorer here got the 2 distrébution as & mosterior
probability last term, as the prebabllity distribution of =
the atandaﬁd}éiié:nﬂf 8 new set of obeservatlonas, a previous
et being the data ; it la exsctly your fors. 7The same applies
to the prediction of a set of means. The kind of argument I
used for'Student' suggested to me thrst thils should be ansther
casa where e direct dlgtribution should go over with no alter-
atlon #t 8ll, and it does.

By the way do you apopove of my exoression 'rtandard
variation ?' I prefer to restrict'deviation’ to ﬂavi?lung af
obeerved qu-ntitlier from the mean ; otherwlse guslificaticns
are needed to ehow which we are tolkkng about. I don't like
'standard error'- the word error makes Dingle see red -
bécause ln the gravity »roblem and your plst yields the error
of measurement is a very emall part »f the whole varistion
that 1s treated ar rendom. Equally T d-n't likedeither 'true
velue' or 'ponulstion parameter' but cannot eee enything
really satlesfactory. How about 'estirand'?
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