hovember 18th, 1938

Lear Olapham,

The measure of dlspersion you suggest ‘a
the loleson index of dispersion divided by the degrees 1f
freedom. 1 certainly think it might be a useful measure
of variability of plant density within the area samplad.
1f the area of sach -mﬁla wers lncreased and the difference
in density remeined the same, I should expeot the excass
over unlty to increase prupurl:iuntt&ly to tha area of tha
sample. This would ocour ‘Il‘l!ﬂtiuti'ﬂl, ur*‘dul* or
expected, density varled littls within cach sample square,
but 1t would not incremse sc ragidly f the squares were
big enoupgh to inolude eny considerable fracstion of the
variation in idesl density. Indeed, If one considers the
case in whigh the ldeal density varles very rapidly sbout
& flxed average =0 that sach square contains s larpe
number of pocsible sifiles of different ele-ibility, one
would get back to s Polsson distribution, the real
heterorens ity 't:;l!n,g undetected bsocsuse it was averaged ouf
within each sample square, This s 1 take 1%, is the

opposite of your practical omss,



2

in :H",. uhn:l.pgt of t-:_:_xvg;i“:l suppose the main
thing is to think what most people will readily meikte of the
word used, Now, I beliave groat mnnj will regard
"dispersion” as a natursl oppesite to "¢lumping", and mo
would think that " inder dispersion” mnnzt more than

‘'chance clumping”, From this polint of r1¢r Ashby's use

of the torm seems more natural. ior him,hl supposs, over
disperslin would mean some degres of apprdach to a peometrical
lattlce wiving uluh:'l,::-rmul veriation; In facdth\he 1is thinking

of the dispersisn 0f individusl plants, you of numbors

of plants in different samples, +t looks a8 though some
quite explicit, lf:nllbﬂrlti, form of staferent would be
néeded, rather than any short-cut phrass flike 'under

ltustion which

hort technical

disparsion' until the puasible types of
mAy ‘arise are widnly recognised, when

desl;nat ons will hurtlinlr be advantafecus,



