28th November, 1956.

My dear Harrod,

I only recently heard of your new book on tha foundations of
induotive logio, and have Just been able to look at a copy.

Needless to say it interests me very greatly, especimlly
8inge, starting from very different standpointe, we seem to have
conourred lergely on all the essentimls. In partiocular you seem
to make a good deal of use of the logical situation which I
reoognize as that of tests of significance, which ie, of course,
quite different from the very artificisl set up developed by
Neyman and Fearson to interpret these tests.

] mean that you often use inductive inferences of a kind
which I desoribe on page 4% of my book &8 "more primitive, or
elemental” than, end not Justifying any exact probability state-
ment .

I am sure that what you oall the foundationa of induotive
logio are at this level, which is perfectly capable of mathemati-
gal spegification; end that the concept of mathematical proba-
bility, as used in the eighteenth century "Dootrine of Chances™
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(& concept considerably narrower than the axtendsd meaning which
Keynea wished to give it), is so highly specimlized that it
scarcely ocooura in the great majority of scientific inferences,
though ocmsea of special interest can be found in which it 1s

quite properly applicable.
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The mathematics in my haukjﬂalm I 'i:hink. unl:.r tq implement

the more general arguments, and Are no more than & vehicla for

the correesponding reasoning,

Sinocerely youra,



