19th January, 1955.

Dear Hanaon,

Many thanka for sending me your review of Braithwaite's book.
I am, of course, baffled by ite metaphors, but perhapa I can get
the general drift. I can aesure you that modern statistical
technigues, wherever they may hu1un?d. did not originste in
industry or in sctuariazl work, h&ihin chemical laboratories,
experimentel faorms and such places, where the improvement of
natural knowledge is pursued. Of course, in doing scientific
work one may occcasionally carry out & preliminary scresning of
material entirely in the epirit of a sesd-testing station paseing
& batch for acceptance. I am concerned, though, that this sort
of procedure should not be mistaken for the means by which new
aclentific i;g;:;;Ehnn or improvements in theory, are actually
accomplished.

Still, I have dinned this in for an hour or so, and you
doubtless have heard quite enough mbout it, I recall that one
young man wanted me to start again st the beginning and tell him
wherein my methods and ideas differed from Neyman's, Of coursae,

one difference is that my work is not a mere parasitic restotement



e

of the methods and arguments available before my arrival.

wWhy do you apeak of Wald as though he had a theory of his
own on deciding between hypothesesy was that not the core of
Neyman end Fearson's celebrated work on the theory of testing
hypﬂtha&aa: in which they were carrying out a formality of
deducing, by a very circuitous path, the propertjsof statistical
eatimates from those of teats of significance based on such

estimtesy

Sincersly youra,

Eng.



