September 19th, 1835

Dear Dr Usming,

I am very glad to see from your letter that
you only wish to sugrest ththlm E known the
Eraditional theory of errors proosdurs (the u
oontours of your paper) -Iﬁ appropriate. I gob
the impression Fﬂ what you had written that you
oonsidered that there was ground for choosing 1
rather than § , other than the possession of
definite lnowledge of the wvalue of o

If 1 remember right, 'Student' in putting
forward hls new test was perfectly oclear that he
regarded it ms a correction of the test traditional
up to his time, needed eopecially for small samples
owing to our uncertainty of the trus valus to be
ascribed to the variance I:III the population.

There is a good deal in the approash chosen
oy Heyman and Fearson that I disagres with, but, so
far, mn'hn- been lod uﬁ nothing more



than the conelusion that the testa of significance
which I and thoss who agrée wlth me had previously
put forward wers the best possible for thelr
purpose; in fact, to use their terminology, the

€ reglons sre uniformly the best pessible im
relation to one olasa of alternative hypothesis,

the population variance belng given, while the

& eontours are uniformly the ‘I:;nt possible for
another olase of alternative hypothesfs, the
varianss being uniknown, It is, howsver, in my
epinion, a pity that these writers have intro-
Aduged the concept of "errows of the second kind",
1.0, of mcoepting an hypothesis when it 1a falame,
sseing that, until the true hypotheals 1s specified,
such errors are undefined both in mepnitude and in
frequenoy. Their phraseology alsa encoursges the
very troublesome fallaoy that when *Shiltinn is not
sirnifioant the hypothesis tested should be mccepted

as true,
Yours sincerely,



