Jrd May, 1955.

My dear Meo,

I am encloeing a word on your atay in this country for the
"Libera Docenza",

I have been thinking of late sbout what I have oalled H.
'flducial ergument' in calculating probability & posteriori
valid in the light of expesrimental data, and I find that, proba-
bly ra & result of the obscurity of my wwn writings, end pertly
a8 the result of rather jealously competitive olaime by Keyman
and his assoolates, there has besn a great deal of confusion in
what has been saild about it.

Firet, it has been represented that fiducial probability
ie something different in mathematical logic from the classical
probability of the eighteenth century mathsmaticiens, whereas
I have alwaya thought it wae exactly th Em and should not
have otherwise called it probability, but\that the ressoning
which I call the filduoial argumsnt wae of a form unknown to
the early writers on probability.

3econdly, it hae been alleged that statements of fiducial
probability are not capable of verification by observatione of
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fraquency. It is8, to my way of thinking, esay to produce
numerous examnples to disprove this allegation, but I am mention-
ing these points in order to get your help, among others, in
locating the sourcea of these discrepancies and of pther mis-
apprehensions on the subject. I believe I can best clear things
up by working out explicitly what I should regard aa the proper
treatment {ﬂtparticul&r problems which have been discussed by
others, B0 88 to distinguish cases in which, as I ssa thinga,
genuine atatements of probability can be made from those from
which nothing of the kind can rationslly be iempied.

If you know of any controveraial discussion of these matters,
therefore, you might be able to give me & helpful indication.

Sincaisly yours,



