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On the Difference of Statistical Methodology between
R.A. Fisher and J. Neyman

MASATUGU ISIDA, Tosio UEMATU and SIGEKI SAKINO

In studying the theory of statistics, it is of fundamental importance
that we settle our standpoint as to the statistical methodology. It remains
also true when we intend to apply the results of the study in practical
problems. For the correct use of statistical method is possible only when
we understand the true meaning and the limitation of the method in the
light of our standpoints. To fulfil such a fundamental requirement, however,
is not a very easy problem, and it needs much consideration about various
respects.

In this situation it will be very helpful and suggestive to appreciate,
without any prejudice, various thoughts and methodologies, upon which
the existing theories in mathematical statistics have been developed.

This situation stimulated us to study the methodological difference
between R. A. Fisher and J. Neyman, two representative contributors to
modern mathematical statistics. Such a study is the main concern of the
present paper.

In Section 2 we have a brief survey of Fisher’s thought in connection
with the concept of likelihood, the fiducial argument, the test of significance,
and so on. In the same way we treat of Neyman in Section 3 mainly
referring to the development of his theory of testing hypotheses. Then in
Section 4 and 5 we discuss about the methodological difference between
them by analyzing some papers in which they argued with each other
about the mathematical foundation of statistics: in Section 4 about the
inductive inference and inductive behavior which are the logical funda-
mentals of their theories respectively, and in Section 5 about the concepts
of population and the mental processes of inference.

Especially we compare the confidence limits with the fiducial limits
and discuss whether we should accept the notion of error of the second
kind.
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HEHROMEIZY DT, 520N MEL DL 57k, B2 HFCTEREADTTI NEhE W
ST LERDBANALILTHS. ZOZLEXRFTHERL TR Z &k, HEIFEOHEDOERN
ELLISHENDEDIZBO TEETH 5. bhvbh iz 0—o0fste LT, 22 R.A.
Fisher ¢ J. Neyman ORIZERY RSN /ciF 2 OIHFEDO T e ¢ R ED, £0
HHFIINT 2HANEL FOERLES ML, M OMILOMANTIZH BN DONTHR LR
WEES,

T ThhbhorE L, Fisher O#fizt¥ ¢ Neyman D#fH %% AN dHEIZ R, 1 oAF
ZREFTNZ5ET5H5DTHD. HEHFZELTHE LSO T 3FER-—K. Pearson
PROK L TREY LS Fisher Otit3#12 % b 2B X, RN, Neyman 12 L 2T
EXh, AEMMOZYARELL EBE DI WIELH—IIRHZOREN SR L o9z
b EHEERFEhbRIERS .

W.S. Gosset, K. Pearson 72X iZih ¥ o/2tfitata12, Fisher X' Neyman ODR#IZH&
kDI, TEE ORI FICH T 2EANBEOCHEE.D, WILT 2 DD FMICHR Lz & &k
LZONBEYTHAD. ZOZDOOFHDMNANRETH20nE S5 T &k, HmOMFHHEEX,
WWHEORZ E W27k 50l ML EMIZET 22 LIXTER . £ IITEHEZ ORI
NI 2HRANREESABATHEDTH 5.

ZOHEDEME THATE, B¥bhbhOEFrEMCE L, EO#EEZ Fisher X0 Neyman
DENENDOFREFE LWL, TOEBLEMILITELLOILTDZLTHD. Qb
PEHIZEAT, MEOTELMEL, TOMBNEIIEY, HBOHZNEZIET, 1”1 L Thib
NWRE DR OREIZETHZENFETH B2, TOWMEIFDODO—DDREL 52 2HY
HEELT2bDETHRINDZILEHETEIIDOTHS.

§ 2. R.A. Fisher o#fs#ICisl) 308

Fisher |33t ¥ BABEORWNFTERTH 52 Z L 2P 2. KOoPLBEIZHKETROK
REBSECEELDDIZT B2 & Tk, BROMBEBRICY > TEOHROMNE, KW
FRIZLVFIZELWHRIZESZ EIZH .

FnisHiX Fisher O3 (2 375D THA 5 . RIEDFEL2 #BOTHE 5,

HEIRBPIHAHABANC L O THESN TS, ZOFBANTEITEIC D & ABEHIC b TRE R L D
Thbd. LHLEFOBEUSBEBCIEETLZLIETERY. Fh Chbiui I 0ElE RE 47
DIZ, BEIHBONIHBEEI L TH2ORIEL-TSH. ZORBOD LIZER, HENEEI
h, 7= -2BoN5. ZITERIEBADERX ISAET S L TR INBT LIRS T,
FINLBLNE T -9 —ILEANCET 2 B AEA TR Tk b, F— 7 —3BANC &
DT DN B L B RN E DMORBIZ L D TEMT S (D VEE) » 4.
HRIOHEE DL DIZZFEIC L2 THEL N ZHFOEROLE, HOHST (DEVHHELEZD
NDEI)MLEELEE, ThifH LsdhiEsbikv. oS IZbhbiliiFDF —5 —piE
LN THAS D EDORPERETS. iy Fisher | ZRBMEIETER (infinite hypothetieal
population) ¢ Z-31F7:. FLT, ¥ XTOF—F —ZZDERBMS DY Y FILLARLEINDEDT
H5. RFEMERBEMT 7 -7 —-nD%Al2 S COOFEMNFRL L TREXNDIDOTH
D, BHDOF— 7 — 12 L THE—DIZEEDLDTHTIERSL . T RENERSERIZT
EBREGVPEDART A~ —ZEOTREBESNDILENDD. bbb OBEEDERF -5
—~BINEDRF A~ —BHEETENE, F— 8 — 8T 5BANCET 2ERERE, &
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OREMOWBEDOHIZENINDZ LiZbh. L THRDIZI THRERERHEOESL, ZOBE
H& oz L >Tbh, FRBERREINS.

F— 5 DERID 1O RGO ER SRR DT X — 5 — 2 HETHICHY, TOHEMEL LTS
— I BB N EHHBIZEI L T, Fisher |2 Student % J# L T consistent, efficient,
sufficient T 22 & %ERkT 2. &KL unbiased TH 3% = & IIFEBEWIZIZET o T
Fisher O RET2EELETH 5.

KizZn 5z oW T Fisher 04.x ERNDOEH L RN B.

Consistency -——#fit 8 2 REMEMALHEL 254, FOEI QL S BERHD 7 XA —5 —
BT B L E, ZOHEHRIL consistency DEMEE T LS. (FERINM TRV AICHE
=)

Efficiency-——efficiency D#:#8 L 13 AR Y AKX LBE, TORIBOFHEITEE LM E
D TRADDERFEZL D ODERFHIE S L THS.

Sufficiency — F—BEANLHETE DMUMDV ZHKEHRED, ROLZBEHAD 72 —5 —1Z
B L Tdh DA RL LICEHR + b bBRWiie, TOME R sufficiency OBEMELMH T &\
5.

iz Fisher X2 Dk 5 MW I HABEERT IO THA 5 4. THITIZZODEHA
B, TO—DFHEOREERIINT HHANBETHY, fhioo—Dix fiducial argument, &
RIS NI DIN B DHERROIFTH 5.

Fisher o3&, M—&BE0Ob L TOERIME—HRYARETHY, £ DOHVERZ LIFELR
V. @ CEROBETFEFE CMICAEAE VAL LTS, TORCICKRESAHEEL, BT, MIREEY
IZEBEAE TS A LEOET LWL 2HDMIZE V7 TS MOSEED B— Tk /s
Ve ZOX S5 e —[EFR Y %R (unique sample) (2D T, —DDRFIAVMR RN HE =
H, FIND—DDRHREMERIINDR. TOE2IL RO BEERIZ NT 2EEANERTH
%. #Z Fisher (%, #—[[DOERT — 8 ~ M OHEINAHHBIGHIIBERAR T A -5 —I
B LT L THIE BRIEER) —efficient) Z & 2, LHdIOHHBOHIZTE
D127 OEREEVAD 5 £ T3 (sufficient). AR ERIIKEL LT EA2BE
Me—BHLie&, BHBIZIANTA—I—HBZ—HTHEWSEBEXRE2IMTHD0THE. —FHRA
—EBROWVEZ L TET 572017 unbiased 75 2T EM L/ 7o . B EAY Fisher @
EBRE, FOF—5 —~1ZBT2E 2O THB.

consistency, efficiency, sufficiency O{EE T HTFEY BL5FRE L ¢ Fisher %, K.
Pearson 7 A L7/cZ & D33 Helmert OREDE % #F#A. VB2 LOFLEL L\ Fisher
DOWATIE, BRL Y DE—EORTIERTTDOTELZREOHALIVFEILVWIOTHSD. D
FVHHER (F—2) MHELNLEE, TOLSRERNBOLNZIRENRAICLD L 5 BE
ADNRFRA—5 —DEEEENCHETZ2DOTH . COREERKIZT S &5 Fisher
DRTIHHEBLZRET D21 E 30, X LOBEREDEBFNCRET I EATE ehdke. Ln
LIIZZ DFBICHEE L HLEL R L O3, RIIhAEOENRFETHHZ LWL L
b ThHd. ZNTEBBEEAD T A —5 —OHFORME L — SRR Lo, RICEZZ oz
4 BRI DO FIEIZEMA T 5.

BREEAD AT A - -2 bhice &, TORBEEAMNS OBRIZLDTHEIN I DHEE
DEFRROSRNE, THhEFEVE LT, ZOHEEL AV 0 OREDEEMOFELTH
s ey, Fisher (X Bayes OF#Ay2#2 % (inverse probability) 1IEH K&z b
DTRY. ThEACTIEHERIZILDVOHECHIFIAEL S 2 L5 T2HA 1980 £12F
L BZEHODTRBEAD T A —5 D5, 2LV BAIHEELFEET S &3, BEHAH
BEHEMETHILLAFTHOT, TDLIRBHFTICTUIHE L5 T ENEER LD D
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T#h%. #2T Fisher 1 fiducial argument » %513 &L MA L, HME OIS E
HEL L7z OFFEIRDES Thd. R72A—5—0DHEEL LTOIDERMHRT 2L 5%,
0 DEBEDOTEELMEIZNL, 0 0 DEDOHED T OFHEKRI)NEE 505, §The F(T,0) &
<. Fisher iz, F(T,0) iz T T#EELTO2BhFZ&icty, T 28AILEECE
WT OIZBETAHNS LE k525 0 OFGHERBEABONIEHE2ZZ2D0THD. TOHFEHZE T
MRF A ~T O PHEREREAREND. DF0 Pr{0=00T} & Pr{T<T,l0} 7FEH
Rt AR T B E EETHDOTHOT, ZOHIE % fiducial probability & £-317%. &
ZWWETEBIE, FT0) nEteEsT

oF

WdT

n T OFEERBEFEDLTOITHL
oOF
— ﬂ—dﬁ
7 0 o fiducial distribution 2452 2 E2 3RTH5. ZhEAVCTEEDOEEKE a IZk
F% 0 @ fiducial limits ¥ ET 22 L1275, TORIEIRDEY Thb.
EANSHHR T OFEARME To #3#EL, F(T,0) AT,

Pr{T =T} =a
5X57 0 ko, AKRILT

Pr{T < Ty} =«
k570 #HETNG 08 L 0 IEEAEeIIFS 0 O fiducial limits TH2. =
o fiducial limits OEERBHMAETIL, BT 2 confidence limits & B Y, EEAZIZFHEWHE
B DIz L D TE2 A2 EIXTERV. limits 22K 3L XD—D2DHE (&) & L THEMN
FAUBNTWRIZHERVWDOTHSD. ARAKE o b, BERROIIIEFTRN/ L 5 eBEROMEE, »
% ¥ fiducial probability (ZBiL 7-3ETH 5.

COHFEZE TR T RNERHIHET 2 Z & 1ER
XNTWBA, ZDZ &I fidueial probability o#Z 2 %4
ICBWTHRHIZEERZETHS.

FEE0HIE L LT fiducial probability 13—Z iz ¥
I N MAREREX 1L B A, Fisher 32 0 —&Fkr

fiducial limits

a « sufficiency DIFEZIZETWTEE S5 & $2RTHD.
s 1 K BEIIR D IR\ W TR AR O information Y = A T

BRARHETRINEZ LM EBIETEL DD TH .

Inverse probability (231 L CTFES 7 fiducial argument I 2 DD, FHIZEETH
5 —EO %, fiducial distribution, fiducial probability, fiducial limits &, 4 F TOMR
WK TEEBLZFEEINRVBREDRDDTHEH0IZ, HLDHEDD IO LixEHmD
BV THB. 20, TREOEETFEENERDETRVIEZ LASBERCHEIN LD TlER
{, BHINTI2EEBENLEGOAELE2 50008 LTRITRLAETNIERSRVWDTH
5. HiizdR~7- & 5 Fisher B3H—HDOEROMBRICEOE®R LTI ELDLHVDT
HOT, BELKDEREFL TAILEELWHERNED L 5MBETELNLEINE W EEND
HERR OO 2§ 5 Z L ITBERA s\ & 5,

M ERERAT X —5 —O#HEIZHT 5 Fisher OF 2 K2R ~7-4%, KIZHITHRBIBE DR
U i SN

Fisher 04, RFZTHEINDIBHEBZETH L5 THN, BEIHICEHORLEL
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%. 7= —pEAESMIE LI HEIRBEOEEN DO EEEH L BHT 212 L1EKRELS
s L LEDF =5 — 720 hBIREDEL S 2ED LI OFITIEVals e L TRERE S L
Oz 5.

BHBRIREIVSWEZHEES Thd, BVEXLERDRCHE-ERY ORBETLDOE
WIS LTI, BREL VIREDCHHEYRMETH S L5 Fisher DA 2 T OHN
Thd. RELZTTRABERD LS T2 L TROL S RGE, HHL W HADTERICHEEN
£ 5.

: R 0%
2 &

F L THRHBOD T AEREAREVEEERI ML S &5 efficiency O #HE 2 Kl
Brkr b oIl Lilind. 2 0SHNEETHNLENBRILROIZOBOFIZ 21T Th
B.

Fisher (3 E:BEUME DO HLFEEOERDOLEENE TS, EOTTNTOREHEEOHZT—F
—~ MDD DEARTH D (ZDFMLDMDFIZHISTEHENRBATNR) 525, HIH
z24¥, Neyman BJIZEZ UL EBBRE L ALNIHETHOTH, HEERELITO Z LAEK
2L ODTHD. FBEERICECULBEBERLRFE LI DDEFB2 BV ADIZE DR
723 Fisher OBBmTIXBRIN Tev (FIZELLIX 8§85 2.

Bl 2% Fisher 73 < #3932 % V& inductive infernce T 5.

B % &M
@r@

|
Ew m E T

Bata] [hata] [outa]

#E | #E #x
Fiducial
@{aﬂ—f—]gx 5] |;-l—/lﬂ & Probability]
BT RE

§‘ 3. J. Neyman OB L ZORE

Neyman ORI, BORDRRHEROD T S i, RABRBROZTHIZETEIKRDZ
EMNMTED, bbNEEE LTZOTHIETHHOBBDOREL B, BOXF2 Feiy
DTALS.

RBRERIHT DHEDOEL T /O THBICRARIN-DIIZ 1928 E£TH 5 GE3L[19] 1K),
ZOmIEHMAT WL &, EAZORLEE BB E 2072 b DL, EXOREH I
THERBEL VS G2 L 3CBbh s,
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RPTHLOEEIZEVCTHRIZRD L 5 1TBRNTWD: TH DR 7= THBa, ZORFHZER
TEHENE 3L, MEFTWAMECE L CTREADBR LTI LICL Y EDERbv. Z0
RN L THABREL L TCARTELNAERL—-2DOPHY TH 5, ThEGEZBR L THER
BT TER. TOBEELOBROBEL—DOKEICREL T, TOREIZLOTH
WiTBL03L5Z LIITRARKTHS. BUCHNIIHRME L DS Bk, ZO%HBE
BEL VI ZLIE—DODBETHEND, ANTIDOT, “Lv LEZ22REOHFEIRIHIDE
N, FRMCHEDRCFEIHVERC. La LREVFALER L L THVE 22012,
BADOBREDOFFEHEDERRFBRLIOEY I THEIDENDH B,

DX I RELFIBEDHEDEL T LZEETRIOTVAHESTHD. L LECHAEAT
Wl E, AZDORILIIECTHIZ, EROL S FBLFCHE DT Z &atbnd. BIbig
FHERACTRLADOREDFEOEKREEL T2k, REBEEHEDOFLEL, BICTERLG
“HW BREBRVERLTOWE WS FHICEATYS. ZORICI TR, T, —E0#HE
FEOTIRFERERETNEFROERICL DTREDOREBEORELHT 2 Z iz In T
7 REIZBET 2 WOBEOFUIIBT, HARERR L RERERIII - THEANRE L RT
T e e ot ERE A — IR, BLEROFE2EOBR—ARRIN TS,

ZOHRLTHIIBTIZET B ODFEFLBNT V5. B2 RHEDOBEMLLFEL T, FEHll
SNV TANZOBBERANCDSIDTHIBERERDD LWSTEHFT, EXOFTEFIZH
ZEENE. EOFEFIEMENZY Y 7ARBHRBLT, RAOCBERVEORERATHD
HRELROBITEFTHD. ERORERTIELRIUZ L D-BEMOXIEHL T, FTT
EOELLDITEF L EBIZLA, BRERIZOWTEZ EBCHIT T 2RSS ERICEREINT
Wil TiE, EEHRTHDZ ELWIBRFAL T3, ZOEDOFICE RO 1987 £0F
IZRAZENTES ([26] @ p. 3344 M), FLEB —-DTEHFIZF\WTDH, inverse proba-
bility (Z DWW TDRENADEZ FAEEN TV TE, BRIZIEDDNIRVERNX TS, &
LTREOFTEFOFNL VRERTH B EEL TUB05, ZOETHIE Fisher 0E2 Feix
£ <ML ¥ %. Fisher | Bayes D17, a priori igHER®Z2 2 Z 212£< KHL T3
(§ 2 £H). 3% Neyman |3 inverse probability D32 #iZ45bh 2 a priori 7eiERIZE
FTAHHEAEITLSERMLTWB2, FHIZHE L/ LT inverse method # RE X & A & T HRH**
P ZDOWLO—HFTIFOTVS.

ORI THROFAEH DD, FHABIHEIBROFE2EOBIROBELRV/RL TOHZETH
B, BOBBITANTCZOEABEIIE T TERESN TS, 22 LIBIZE2BOFR L FERIZ
I OTRERRBBICLOTHIMT A FEY DTS, BlL, REDOELD I LIZDOCTDOREN
HBLEREABIZLIOTRETHDTHS. I THILEHEVIZE2 FNEERDIDTHD. 54
ZEY Y TUNLHKHE T, S 21FOTE (T, S) OEMANICEIKIBRLBELEZ, $-EL
DEABOER D 2HBIREL L THEYELD. ZORSE LEOERTZ OWMBEOLINDF
ChHHEBE L VFOIUELBENHRICAVDZ LIZEDT, 52 bhBRUNCHZEBS. 7272
L& 2HOBERII T OIS L. BIIRO L 3ZEL S, BRI LYY ZUEL S 45D 7-
@, 8) DEANEDMIE LIZH D, HOBREAD T 2~ —DfE (F7213, FIUZFENIT X

¥ EABNIFEBHOBREDRICELONDBLDHHBED L Y FREBLDEHZO L Y FITHIELT,
BLOREOFENEE2DI ThHS.

** apriori BEERIOLOEH VB L RBI TS, BIEIOKI RRI2EFERREZECRI Z2Z2F
b, BERTHSLHOBELFEAVTEBONASREELE T, Zht a priori KRBEOFHEE L
A D a posteriori RHERDB L BT 2. ZOK, HOH - oREEIE, ROBDO LT a priori
BRHEREL—~EL LTEBND a posteriori BRHERDOFTE 2 2L ¢ AL Litind., ZOERTE

DIREHEIZ— 2D inverse method TH 3 L WREXL T3, 2D 3LBEWRISFTIP LI L20D &
587N T 5.
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— 8~ D) RFOBBHADCKFOLENE L, SMIOHKE LIZH 2T, EOBEHD AT 2—5
—DEIZE N T A — 7 — DRI T DRLRFEOXLE L En3 X35z (7 8) =MD
HRELERSD ZEAELTENL, FRICEDTE2HEOBEROFMD LR T N TED. 2
DEZ FonbLHFEL CHIE, BIZ—BROBEEIT, 525N ElH0ORE & MRS oL E O REC
E0T, BELEOHERKROHME ZBRBIZANTREOCOFL & LT, RELREF 2| R L.

B [20] B CTHORERICT T2 2E2 HITHHEREL L 3. BORERIEENIHE
BT 2 DHRINZES W THID THIERFIIZ formulate X 7. ZDEESbhbhit, HAKRE
L5 L2178 (behavior) D7D DODEFENFR THB L B2 HIBITH D L EHILL
D ZENTES. RPPREAREONTOMELFIL LT, FI1EROFE2HOERDOE
ROMLRMEE THIZHT MR E L TOMLF RN T 5. ZOFDFEIH R EEL %
TREShRERSRWA, 3 THEEIBROELEOBIAEIZHEHARLWDOL LTHD
ND. bhbh 280 2R TR BR L 2O0, MLFENEFEDOD DHETIIED TIERM
FERBVE LRDIEANNIHRET D L1, HEMROCABNZROMNAL VEA LBNDNITE
. ZDX 5 EBRIIEFEOEMT AR TRV, BEORENIZ DEE, BROAFEELRISD
ENETELRFNELT27D0—20FBHWEERE L TE2ORRERbiw. FEMETT
HYN I VBB SR LEDS SO Ty, BFEEEEO EABIZI I ThELvwEWn)S
HBEEG2 D7D DTHD. M LTHRIRERCE L CEIBROUE2HEOMBRLEL L
%% FrirEi formulate 4%, BILE1EBOBROBEL S 2 TV, F2HOMEROER
ERANCT B L 5 0RHE (RRENE) 2AVIBREOHFXEZBEROLOL L THRIHT . HiO
WL [19] R AFHII I ZICHTOTHEIIRBEE LOSNTWBDTHD. MOHEIXTRHEIA
TRBIREEDL, FHLVBELDIZ, OB HEASH AN LD L L TEIZEDOR Y M
DT PETIRTHS. HBHIZ-21E, TEEREZEDERICZEZBIREFRD 5 LD —DIT
BELVDT, TOEYMEITEIL, RICBAIRLHTS LVEBICHEL TEHKRL TUTkbiRVvo
Thbd. ZOWIIIETHITEREIRIET 2 -ROMELITOTC5. B, BRI TH
OXLREE D B GE, FIORLREASIEEDOHETD TN TOMILRBIN LILEDORRE
HAEET 2BEI1E, REERREEORABIRREANBTHLZ L 2RL, TAITLVRE
WREHEDOFEYMOBI L L 2 T b, RIIFILE 2 BN REAVNEERFDOH AT b —RHR
21TV, HARBEOTIERC 2L 2R T 2B RENENFEET L2 L, TR
HEFEHELRT HR, %< OHRILRFUH LILEOR REHIHOEET HZ L 2R L TS, L
LEARFOBED LRDERBRITEIBE LD DTHOT, TOEAMIHHEALORED
BTN E WS ETORENFET D, FIZEHZBNEEAHIL, S2EBERFCBTZE0
RENBEOHE T, BEAIIZY Y 7L AELIRENE 2 SN E LEOHROBRIZFE L&
57 DT Tl bisw. Blbvwbhd 3 similar region 2% Tk dHicv. K5IC
IGH EEE /850 0FBAIZ similar region AfFEL LV Ay, FXFEL TOEMAICKS N
LSV EL G (8] ). Zo#H# similar region OF 2 Fi 4L, BREEC
B L a priori 283 &2 22 LICk V#EELRRT 5 Z L1k Neyman (372 Tuigu*

BIERUE2EOBROEE L HHICRE T 570 HIIHmED power function 7 2 #&
EHALL. BEMIRIHENOEAEZRFOHED LOWOMRIZ power function (ZBIL T2
W, BELEBEINAHTRBED TN Tzt d 5 —kiZ most powerful 7tk sibiid, zhit

*  admissible 7R 2 Q, F 7 test L WES (QOHLHSER) ¥ 0 & T 2,

_ P(wmax) KN . s -
2———P(me) DPEELERE B LREETCDH .

** Neyman 3 a priori KO HEEX D L ZHBHO LS5 THD. KR LM apriori DFHEZ 23 Z
LIZBERBHNTHHRTE I G [31] ). FWENC a priori G/ % 2 T W< Z&iX von
Mieses 7= AtEd 7L 53 Thsds (B~ [17], [18] & R).
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REHBREETE L BND LS Z &2 D. FiIAUSH LOBERFAIR T, 0L S5 k—k
IZ most powerful AREEIFELEVRENKEL HD. TV THRIEIRROREEDE
BE, ZOLSHRBEITEDL SICE LTI VARIFE L. TR F [21], [26], [27]
Thd. ZhEFORICECTRITRERERDZBLFLEAL, BHHO L Y HITh 2 EEAR
HREL 2520 E2 . 25 L TREREDEHTH 2 -85&12—HZ most pomerful 7tk
RBEVFET DNENEHET B0, AMBRTA MORRREAROBEDIHDOEEH
LTW3., 22 TEET N X3, —Z2 most powerful iaEiEsile g4, —iZ most
powerful ZAREREHEL A I LARYTH S LFIIEFHRBERTEL TWBDO T LWE
ETHB., THIZEEL TRIZRD L SIZBRNTWS. THHEICHL L 3 27 58H&020 HiZ,
RTRFUTEL T AL, RCEFNZETCTRENER LT OGERIHET VW5 Y
LD, LD TREDICHIZEVTH ZOOBREAH 5. BHEEBILODTHERINIBECE

WTIEMAIZD BROBOES£HIZV. L LIRS D formulation DERETIZEADOEEN
AVEB2BEHAKRTH D, —kEZ most powerful 7e RERELIRAT I E I h &V 3FBEIC
SEFIAKTHS. | L. (DHRIOBEFEIIHAYORAEZ BN TEHY, BEHBIIhE L
DIV EBDOTWB). ZOFENGY, EAFOEBOERICE » THENZERIIED THE
LTW2IZ3#5 T, RRIVFEHRE LTOIBEFOTWD I EHbNS. IEERTNED
Eid, EROBEDOEITE T, BAOBRREMIOLIERERNLBE L THHET I LNTE
Xz ThE, ThUBEIEENBEROERE G CESBRPHED LW FBZ FNBRIH T3
BN BETHD. ZDHEIT Fisher 0EZ HL iz 22X 0T 58 Th 5.

WOBBIILBOFHZIZF N TERE AL THDT, MBEDIZFLA Y OHEENE Ui D
TRIZEBEIE TN Z Dt TOREAAYT A, Wald TH-or. Wald i3 decision
DI L 5T Neyman OBRAFIZREI LT 5.

Bk Neyman DO{RFREHRDREIZOVTER L7725, RKiChbhbiUIEOmBHER (Fhu

HRDOBEAYTNTORHRCOWTLE LTH D) OEPLROTWIHEEROZOFFHDE
KON THNTA LS. ERBERIN LEOEZ WL, A—FHETICICTERERVERL
7obE, T OBEROKDAANEE A ERE A EIRIZ S0 L AFRE O < IR & 5 Bk TERE &
OB NDHDTHAH. WA 2 IRBEICH T 2RH H AEORICZ 2T T AR
0.01 THB L, HAHEOH, BEFALSH Y TLEEOTRELITI &5 BIE2 HLLED
THEHEGI 2L —FET2E, €05 bHEEOHEIC H RNEHNSh, R OHEIC H 284X
N EWS T EREWRT D, ABfE—DREOBEANS DEREOY > 7)) v 7 w3 ek
REET 2. ZDO&ET Fisher LZERABNILTZ §45H). EOMOB/EDO > bRLIELL
Wb DB confidence limits w3z K& fiducial limits O# 2 2o ¢ %%y, FERICH
THERDIT L EE L2 FOHBO—OOMLRWFHKELEZZbND (§ 4 £M]).
- Neyman OREFIZNT 52D & 5 78# %2 Fit confidence limits DFEx HIZHHIIRINT
Wh. H Y7L x OFEK 1), @) AVGEBEXMCLVBEAD AT A -y~ ¢ DIEST &
0@ <0<b8(x) DT E<FF5Ha, EEENallb P{H@)<0<h@}=a EitROZ L = 8%
Thod. Fr7hand 0@, (@) 2EUIBERO T 4 —5 —DEDEIIKE (0(),0(2))
EABHABRNE LOMTHE. WCINEFTTREDOZ L& a 2REL [0 AXE (@),
(@) ZEEND ) EVIERIHET A LIZTER . CANERCIRE a 2OV E
Hix, BREHNODOY Y TLOBHTEEBOBVEZ LOFHE2EL ThHTEHE2 bR 5. B
ZOEBEDE Y B2 LIZHWT, T8 AKH (0@),0@)icadtnsg ) &\ 5 2 e NEBICES
BED a BB VIBHRTELZONDEDTHA. Zhik 0 DRRY FOHETIXRL T, dizo
WC LD SKRIBST 52T %8, TN T HHERICMAL S iRu*



WHELDOFERICH T 5 Fisher Dir# & Neyman Oy 3

Neyman DOH&DOHRLBREMADOE 2 FILRDOZ L BOTHHETHSB. LiL ik iAdbTh
BEFELOBEL L CHRBIIERIATWAEWIERIIB\CTHL. ERMECHKIT LAY
2HEIZH Neyman DFZ FOVFIZELWEZ FEL 38T LD V2 RO TIERWTHS S 2.
ZHITDOWTIRE /- RIZHR T 5. i Neyman 0%z Fi A7 Tdie bW ASEF S IA
WZ e rbhbhid@E#HL T 5.

B ko 2¢iT Fisher & Neyman (Z 2\ TEFNTRN7228, ZOHD 2HIZH W Thivbiuk
W& DRMFLFLIILT, TORANERLHSAC LTI EY CH 5.

§ 4. Inductive inference & Inductive behavior

AT E R IEH T BRIV AU HER ORBERAER | 128 L TBLZ, Fisher & Neyman DRIZIX
FOILHO L TCIEIRIEAE LWHER A SRS, Fhid inductive inference & inductive behavior
DZODIFORTHSH. ZOEBRIIZADOHDH/EIHOTHIZEDEBPLITHDOTHS.
FNZHDIZE NI D THRRDDAFEITHA 5. (UTFD Z &2 2 v TEEwHX [16] RO
[31] &#&H). *

WENBLEND AT, REIFE2ICATIHEOFECBE L TAOMIZIE T 2 A7V IR T
evs, Z AT -5 = '5039‘%‘%&1« 5 EHEANTHDEF2 TS, THIIKHEEHAVS
ENBIZYROZETHDB. 72157 — 9 —nbDRINEV3 Z L DBHRIZEL THEDE 2 i
DEYERILTHDOTHS.

Fisher |23\ Tz 57— & — 2B DRI E W 3 B 12 HARBIFICH W TE MBI T B Ak
FOLHDTHA (%ix inductive inference +\3 FFEXFAV-3). HRIIEARABZOEBEIZHK W
THHEZERL, BRIOVWTOHME L VESIETITI 5L T2 LICDAELEDD, £O
7o D Fik e LT inductive inferene 2 IV TWLKRTH D, HIZFIOEHRI L TECHEDOT
B M EINVEAINT, A OFABKRENELND E VI T L, L OHEREEDLE
ZORBEHAAVONDZ LIZILRERTHD. HARKNT 201, Z0 &5 mBHEwEIBIZE
test of significance PP HIZF THHLI TN Z £ Ths. Neyman OFEFEBRERNSEFE D
T Wald (o3[ > CH# 2 formulate X ¢7: decision D2 K%, Fisher DBk %4
DHFIZE TRHRLIEINTLIALR VL DTHB EWS5RTHS. Fisher (2L hid decision DF

¥ G omSFEHTAIDOL S FEERILT 55D, Bayes DAREAVAHMAFETHD., 20
HEizid iz o\ T D apriori K FHANETH B4, ZDK/ apriori 9T A2 HEL#ITHES
¥ L LC Neyman i confidence limits D52 E L HLARTH B, HROFRLLT, § o
ST 2RO E O THKS. confidence limits DFAR A TR S b T 2HY, ()
0<6(x) a2 MSFRRIT 2HETH 523, Bayes OANE\ 5 FEOHATE, x &35~
TABBONIFEDOTT, § ORIFOHERE, 0 BHLO2TEZXLALREZMCALERNELLN
5T CThs. Bayes DARIC & 5 HIMAH L von Mieses (I & VHEIEE N, TOFHOHELEYE
L GaxX [17],[35] £B). ZOHFE T2, a priori O EEET 5 4080 LA, 20 BT
BHREEH BEOHNMEEZ > 2 <FIAT5RTHS. von Mieses D confidence limits 33 % H#Ht¥]
1%, confidence limits DFAIZIZx DTN TOEY FIZELTH ST DO—2D Y2 F2E25E\
BThod. FINECHMYI e e, a2 B2 xo LWVWIEEEDRLEMDLEHE, 0 C2WTERE
BDZERTNDNENSZEThHD, ZOHAx OB LDHEE L ZHdFAEVT L, TOHFE
ERYELS ZRHEECERA LI TH B,

HHBHER BT 2% von Mieses D= D k 5 72% 2 4% Fisher ¢ ZE~F—H LT3, HELAV
A2HFFERIEERXELES. FIZEBEAD 25 2 — 5 —#HEFORIE T, von Mieses IXFTROML,
Bayes DRARX & ¥ & ¥4 %54, Fisher itH< 8% a priori R MEA V2 2 & 2ok, TOHE
Fisher (¥ fiducial probability * i\ 2R TH. MLHEELNHEDEHFE YRR T 2R CH V- 2HEEN
2RED. von Mieses DHHFED 0 DY FOMER(x ¥ BE L fMh T o T 28R &, #HdEED
BIR & L CEWR-ST bh b, Fisher DAL % 5 Tidft\s. Fisher ® @ =X ¥ % fiducial probability
%, von Mieses DELDOHE L IFESMNIZERESLEEROWETH 5. .
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% 7513 acceptance procedure THOT, FDITEXHIETE 5717 5 £ { acceptance procedure
rEETAHIEICLY, AHMOITENIZFEWTTELHEFBELLS (LbAWITERLETEET S
W) £ BRLDTHD. FAEKLERRZEOHRIBBEOME CIzizy . Fisher (IRD & 51
WL THAREOMEIABO MR ES X5 L2 L T500THD. SREESSED
ZEIZE 0T, ANERHENBLAOBNEZRITT AL L VBBIZERDEVIDNIDHFED
BXTHDH. ZOBKITEFY Lok, LEROZEEERNENIZTOBRRSHT DM FMET S
ZEFRBRCLEATED L. BRELTELALZAE N ED LS RBERTHCON DM E
W5 Z LB, FTACHBOW RO FEL L 200 HTDITERFTH 5. )

Zint Fisher DBRTH 5. : .

Fisher ¥ B->C Neyman DHFED 7 — 5 — 15 DIFEHIL, #Dv5 inductive behavior ®
BRIZEVWTTH D, ZOBEHD FLOHBEL BARZOHRCE VTS, HARF O
RIZBTHHBEL LT, BNERTORABRNESIEBEI A T Wiz HE 2 5.

WTOWSFHZ Liehizid, RIYBMZOEBIBABROBLDEFLTHSH. BELDET LI,
RAEFIROBYELEL L TR X7 entities (2L TEZHXN/BONDEFHOEY Th
3. DhADHNITETLEERT 2R DOBHEL, BAINAT—F—II—BTH2bDTHHI L%
HRETS. LT~ —"bRFLAEGTFETHRBEDO-BIAALNZ EZ 2 DAL, bhb
NEEFLABEY LD THDEEZDL, T TRTINEEFTMILBY LS DOTREFE L 5.
EFMCLDOTIRBIRDDOB LS THVWLDOLHVBIRTH B2, HFV@EYLLDTEHST
b, ROENEROLOIZFZRIIL2Z b HVES.

E FNIZ1% deterministic 7% @ & indeterministic b D& 2ibD. BEFIZE L CTEHELHF
RIDONFEANREBE L TORH¥THOTC, TOEBICHZ2OIHERRTHD. TOHEHEE
13, BBRAICBNTE AEANBELEBLLAZLDOTHD. (DL 5 MEBHROBRBOE LA L
L7-#M 5073 von Mieses (2 k2T EhTWw3).

PED L3 RBHRTELZLNALHFEOEBIIBWT, KRBT L TR DOFEHRE T TH&ICH
WHENDFEVRIETH D, COBEDOBZBEBIIROLIIZEFLDDIIENTE 3.

(i) HEEA LT HHFUET HRFOMOBMONDHREI L S DL BEHICEB T 5.

(1) ZHFOEFDOMDOE 4D EERTT .

di) 7~~~ 2B TENIZESE, LBRORHOBONDOHDOE LI L L HNEBEH D
ZfTBIRRE ST H. Tt act of will Th .

LEZODBRBOE I HEORNEII NS ZE FIRNMRHEEREVIL DI AR B .
@) xHme2RERo-L, () EERWERECTH 2. (i) db#EETREA KL, ZhiE
decision T 0, act of will TH 5.

ZDL 51z%# % T Neyman (I inductive reasoning &\ 3 ETHOLIN TV 2FWELY, +
DARRHMSHHKRT inductive behavior & \~3 F1EHITH 2 & kT 5.

1%7%! inductive reasoning ##E# T HMHEED L BRFIZRF T2 DIE, THNEDALH,
AM®D belief 2% L TS MBEL 52 T NDHL 3 FHOAX L EVHT I eNTED &L
T8, RUOABOIFBOXREE &b Di% belief TharLEz TWT, aDiTB L
DIBEDHE L DFRERIZ DO TUITFEBERE L T isWETH 3.

FE—DHIZOWT Neyman ZRD & 51BN, ZDILFr L 2BEOREEDORLY Fi, —
MOBHROBEOB TBIEY ODHBRT T — 5 —~DT T, 567, D belief 2B 53 T2
AL SCHEL TS NHBREDAKXELHEL, Lr2BTORBRCESTEFETIEVS5Z &
1276%. FiNZ 04 belief OF%OMBICEHL THEZEOMTIELT L —&K L. belief
DI PE LS DO DTH D, BEFIECHGOUEDOR LM+ ERT 5 Z L2k
20, FREERBNRESITIEIRS, @< F40RFEEOLBIZEET 2EFRTH .
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B0 HIZ DT Neyman i, #0F 2 Fe4 0 B HBET 37012, ALK LD belief iz
BLTEY 528 LIELERDE VWS ZEIZEALEROAZHF T 5. BILFRITHBTRITT
DA, NIBRFHFHIH S Z 3 EFRVEREREL T, £330 & ARXERIE D5
BDZLEELTHEBIZADEVITERIY LS. SRETFTWAECHSVWTIORNEYTHD
WENMTE DAL, Neyman D2 Z OflizL < /LT 5.

PO TIE, HEROEMIZ, B2ONH8O00DFEHOBED S LOENEB L2008 LVhE
BRT20-0DDRIFIRE2 DL ThHhd. FORBEARELIVHFER S 2D LIMNTLLTER
Vo B EWHER, REOFDOBOERIZLD L, FAFIIEADEFLE S, belief &aild
2N THD. LHhLbhbhOFTE2BHShBRICET VW THET 27200 B 4 DWRER
FEOEELHEL, FRIZLVHETHL, FODVDVWDEEIZ, ThHENDGFALL belief 12
EULTRD I VEE2 2 HELENZLIICLTRRZEIETE S,

P ED X 57c Neyman Diriit behaviorist OB TH Y, BEL FD mEN D E2 HR
THBH. %D inductive behavior DFz FIZHARBRKLEHD TR —~fFDHRZEDOTEY A
NBZENTEBLHLDT, Fisher DV 3 Lk SIZFNATECHEDTTHIZE T Hr—~HOERELS
WWEEAHNE YDA EE Neyman (3T EZ RO TH 5.

§ 5. Fisher & Neyman 0%

Fisher »* Neyman ODOED#RFEDOHIFFIIRGE 1934 FEEHICH LN/t REB2 L 5THD. B
FOHLEBEE /s 0ix fiducial argument DR IETH D7, Neyman (Z L D THELLDH
#17- confidence limits DF % Hix, FARERINTWOHDE (1934 F£) 1\ Tik, Fisher
NEOL LANIZHRE L 7= fiducial argument G [11] ZHHK) LRAFERIOLBEbh T,
Neyman E & 1934 4£.Z confidence limits DL FHE L2 SRR\ T, BHEOHEDH
BRI LS EDTUIV R BED TV 3 2 L 3 ABNCH LD DOTHY, BFOHEHRE
Fisher Db D2 FICREX LD HF LB OTNDOTHD. THITEOYURKE T, hOH
BIZE D TOA—DRERORED N7z 72 8 T d > 7o Fisher 0 & S FIEPHEA (iducial
distribution &) (% Neyman (ZIZEBED T X\ b DAIH D723, Zhixfdss Fisher OV iF
WEALIZ Neyman (2B DT\ DThdb. FaiEns ORmILDOANE L Royal Statistical Society
ZFWTRERL, FRIZOWTERI IR, FRIZH T/ Fisher 0F 2 T & {B&%
o7z, Neyman »FHIZK L Fisher (% fiducial probobility & fiducial distribution 7%
Fisher OHERTIIABHREST TH D BN, BIZINHBHACONZ DI, TEKHENFE
TOHETRLINE 22~/ (Neyman OHEBRTIZ MHBOTEMIZ HLEE Lin). T I
BT Neyman (I ADEBNE RHILDTH 3 & WHIRELESD LS XDk T0%%
Fisher ¥ Neyman 3 Zh FhMmic g OMEH L BE X7 (Fisher D#H ¢ [13], Neyman
DX [24] &5 ). A7t fiducial argument & confidence limits (IF U Dnve o3
DOHENS T LEDSDTELDALYH Lich, ZORIZIHEENFEIZIA LD THD L
VW5 EED HO7. B Bartlett A33C [6] KUt [6] IRV THENFE LI DTHIHLWIE
R&EfR~N7Z &z LT Fisher (3—HDBR LB NTRHFL TWB Bz [14] £R).

DX S3ERNY L1 Neyman i3\ L\ kB v REIC T 2 0 EM L& U, fiducial argu-
ment ¢ confidence limits D H5, BWAMIZIEINDIBREDP LTI BBEBDTHB
EERTDIMLERE L GEX [28] &), T OHIIZFVTHYT Neyman 1 IfiE0OHEE

MEZATEE L T\ 5. BlH7%i: Behrens-Fisher OfEE* 2 B L ¢, = OREEIZIT 5 fidueial
argument (I confidence limits ORAEEPFE L V2 L2 LT3, Bz iz =20 Fik:

¥ ZOoDERBERCOVTOSEREORBOREOEE TH S, #E LI 38 Hersle k.
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DOFHIZ OV THN TV 523, Rizikit fiducial argumaent DERIZH 2 HERIZDOWTOHE 2 T
HIBIZEDTIE e BETERVLDTHE I L EBRITWS.

iz Thhbild, Fisher ¢ Neyman D%z HFDAREHEDORFORAENTZTZH
Dk, HERETEIIIBRINDLICBIDTHD. bhhbhIlEDEL HFOELHL .
2T B7=00Z, BMTEEOZBROPBFICOVTEL BT,

Neyman OERIE 8§88 1id i~k 52, A—FBOT TOEROEVIE 2 LTI\ THXTEH
B L TR STOLNEL TEASARVLDTH D, A—FHEDOT TORROEVE2 LIXZHRT
NAELICEHZICERTED LD TIZRY. L LTI &S REMICEIZE 2 S Tk
T, EIBIEE—BEAALDEVRZ LDV Y 7 ) Y T EIZHIZBEWTWSDTH 5.
ZHIZK L Fisher 122Dk 5 2 EBROBVIE LI b HEABEMRL T2 FFICEH W TUIHRED
TEASITEER THDEEL D, RO O TIBRIERVFEIVEREZ LTI LILL YV EDHE
AR END S D T, HESTHEFDDSDONEICHFEOPEICI W ClRLEG B L TF
ETHLELZTWB L8 bND. LA LBIEKEOL D ¥ L L TEdHHERRIEET
REIND LHBZTVHRTITARL, RROFMAFRIIE LT, HROFRECI VTR %L
inductive inference M7= DFEE LTHE2, Z0 X5 rEnbHit¥%2#ALL > T25
BDOEZHL L THRORERIZOTHD. HROBROZLUHIFIIMIIELT TS, Th
Bk T & DFEHUZ D %  DEBE LD TSRV ERITERT S, ROFTEFOEFL 2
43 DL LTo induction inference # HIZFHIZBV THIH THDOE 2 KX THEIND. HOMER
DEZFBETHE—DDEHZ, BROMEORRELDZFEHEIHENHRIDDLVS52LTH
3. BEYEBOBVIEZ LI TELDZ L, BOMBCET2ERLOZENLLTH
FEEKRTHD. EMFOTH TCERERIIEZIIELEIBVEZES DD TRV, ZOHKWOT
THb BRABMEEDTHCHOC, TOEAEMOD BRIV TIoTREORZLEMEL T~
— MBI A LT HHE, RIXEORBIET 2MENOFENMRRELKT 2D TH DT, TH
LA LRBEDOTFTIZERPREIEL L bIE 183 L3 RERED T TCOMMIEEWRILOTHS.

ZD& 32l T Neyman (2 & D TIRBERIZORFENEFH L L TWEERERDDOT, ThHE
WCER AR HEBLIDRXERDOEVIE LIZKITH2HNHEESL LTOERISITNTELINLTHD.
NIZK LT Fisher Ti, MEAZNHBEROEND LIPRFTIHHMIONTH2T (%
LELMIHEEEL LLTEZTCVWELE5THE, FTRIEIEBROEDIE LIZSWTRH I 2 EH%
T C, RECHEHAD S LbOMEIZ LTV 2ET0E0EEFITE W THH L WIEHKTH LT
WA (X (9] 2R). ZORBIZES LTREOEZYMEHET LTI 5L W50 THD. T0D
& 5z LT Fisher 0@BBIRICE V- TIBERIZOW T ERT 5 RHIZ, XL —EORE (i
b ZDORYUMIR Y B X LOKBROBIZIS W THADLND L 570 bDTIFV) & LTHEZ T
515 ThHbH. TOFZYME Fisher 0FAHIFIZLOLTEHIILO>TWE LS5z Bbihs.
BB\ IR D E 2 F O UM EEO LRI B HOBMBOEFORRITBL L CREE
ENDERDTVZ0nbENE. LICHLKHBEREENEZTNEHETR LD LROTWS
TedVy, HEOERCHEVCUEAELWRERICHAND Z L, TOBETHIENEREL—
DF#Ee LTHZ S &4 Fisher 12 DTREETHHE WS 23RV LS.

Y ED L 5B E L FOENSBBERAE ZhND EORIY Y 7N T2 ADELH
WCITHRRD L 5 H B E V2 L 5. Neyman O BEIL V> 7L 2E 2 5BEEIZITHICH
—BREANSEYEZ LOY Y 7)) v e BET 5. URtOBEaLDTEELBER*Z 2 T
X (FRBBRRELTEBLGILSERRTDBHERDBLEITHELZTAL). MLTHY 7T Z hE
DREHOHDENDZHH—DDLDnbLELNIELZ DA, TOH—EOY > 7Y ¥ 7tk
F2BHZ L3P LT, —7% Fisher OBE T3 GazC [16] M), R—0OBHEHNHDOKRY
B LDV 7Yy IrRELBNBDICIE, VY TAne bR NEREMAEFENIEET
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DTG EISHR. FRIIRIX IS TEEREIRST2REERD & & SREOHEIZ ITETH
3. LiaLbhbhst unique sample 3 LT significance test #13HA & THHEEAITIE,
D ¥ 5 I RBHAOHEIHAI RGBS 0. FRCIIOL 5 AGEE, ZOBRBETO
MLV Y FADOTLE LTRYRbDL L THRELEIBEHOTNELENRDH DLV EDA
ZEFWTEZ TORERLRY. FOMhAEZEEL T EANLREINS BVEZLOY
Y7y 7 BETHEZHE, bhbhomy i WEOMBMOBRIIE RaLiol. Z0NL 5T
Fisher 3#%%2 35D Thb. WOILBISHOBENR (multiplicity of population) DFEx
NEERWILDITTHB*

* o FeHEIHERm L VI e, BhhLF - - bETORORBEHICHE L THRT I LEEKT S
4 hid, Neyman OIKEELOY v 7 ) v Z7ICRTED L 37 T L NI h e vwi Z il IS
TEXBEXF, %627T power HUIOERLT THRBL TPV FRAEHN TV LV 3T LIZOW
T® D.R. Cox D##iL, LWRD Fisher ORHF LV L EMELE . LTIC Cox DL 2 e—2 DI
DVWTHRNRTHD GHxX [7] 8.

SEXRBHEHOFHME 0 *HECLTCw3Ed. BLZOHFEOBERIL, FHMEA# 0 THE
NEL 6,20 B2 02>0:d BRAOOEHFBER X, e OEAND, K& 1/2 32O DOEETH
bhndbDed., X4 v 7 S ALbhidl, FAnEbLon0 BEAMDLELALLD ThH S H T
DL 4. ZOREH =0 %, &R 0=0'(=0cy) =5 LIEET HE 2 H¥E 5 7217 Neyman
D formulation TH 2 THh 5.

MOBEZLOY > 7Y v reEZTDLETHE, v 7L 3, & Jok 1/2 3 OOHEERT
RBELTELAZLDTHS. bhblUiZ0eiy+ v 7L BHT% 2 C most powerful 72T
EPRETAHILATESD, —F power DE TR LARD L INREENEL DD, BIb I, Xt
2 DHTHEZT, TUEOH vy 7ALMCE LT £ £ most powerful 7RZEHIE W), We 2 %o
TEE, BL S B I AbBEbRLEEIE W Ci5%, S nhbEBbhnfeci W k3
BREERT 5.

HE1IOHFEOFEDOEZFE, S Mz J1 2bBohicrHorBEaTDH, Z8E 3 CRE
Ligvs, BIB4iE S 28 3y b e bhin, bhbil BBYVELOSY Y 7Y v 7252 To0 i 2.
DFEP LY Y 7ARELNZZLHEIBS. ZOZELEBELLVE2 DHETIE power 215 5.
power T CTREFEDOHERLEDHILTAEUREIOFBEOHF AL VWRTHS.

Lo LR O BRE TR OME 2 58, BVELDOY Y 7Y v 7Ofic 3 0FbEYVES
L nH IR F - — DR DI EERRIETHD. b S 4 ) HAHEBALY Y TLT
HoHeEmorEszit, S LRABOY T A0BLDEY FIZHELTCOHAL LD THDOT, £
T3 CRBLCEZRLS TSR, MBI L S 2 Iy hbiddonfe@orindh X RE
LTCEXBRETHD., DL S5CHIZ power DAY EXL TREEDRBFLEHHZ LIV TH 5.
@ BUVEBELOY Y FY Y 7OEZFAECRYLR IR O L 2 RCHTAT IR EL LTRA
2 Barnard £ H T3 Z LAHRK D, =PI OVTROBRZ FDO—HERNTHS.

4 AB B3 00MBEARAEPOHORECHEND P02 R 5MEEE2 5. HEOLDIZA
HORRLARES “HE” 750 “PBE 500 HEINZE L, 20 e thEh I
Thbbhbt. O “AB 5 BEHOLAHLBORELXEEKTH DY LVIRHERETSHD
Drt. 2DV EE LTINADOHINLTRD &5 hERELHET
ErExb5. NED I LOmAITIZINE A ¥, n AT IZMBEBYHE A
(m+n=N) FiL7%, EROBHORELRS. HLALHET NEH T

G

CBEMTNEHEIZ v aZEDD., ZOL3XLTERLALER 4 a ¢

¥, ROESERTHObENS. B | b d n
ZDHED Neyman fiDEZX FRRDFEY TH5H Ghx [32] & T r s | N

)

FTRIEDO LOMEEWY L FOHE, ERONRE L TONFOBHIEREh TWa., HICH B
WEZDOEBEONEOHZET IHHTH S, RIERLAIBROLDIZERDOBIERELEEZ DN, *
MEZ_EBEORBOH Y TIZY2TDI Y <4 ¥4 vz IZBHALTTHD. ILE LERATHM DL
BoEshdThid, EREBCADNEBOH N TORBEIERE T 2. FHODBEEROBVE LIZ
REHRDDTHD, EXTWANEDHD I LIKILODEMNr A, MidbD O HHsF (r+
s=N) L3512, RELBTHNZ LOED L S5 R LB 25R I minlrls!/Nlalblcld! =15 5.
PhbNRBEFEONEDEEZRAT V200, RENETHIE rs BFEETH B & LT L. XT
DEETEROBERN DM VIED., LOMKHEINIHERIIZ, LCRNABROREWEROE VKR
LIZRTEIEREE L LTOE®REESLDTH 5.
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FHLB4WEONAHLTTRL, FrEWBEACE T #EH 2 Licve 7, MEO LD
IOREY L HF TR L. TOHFCEAHORBAEMEL T, £I0hb2 v aichiian i
NAETHHLELZDED, RBANZBO TR EFAOMEZHLABOBEMALEELT, 20K 40
LENEL m AR n AT 05 v S 2l EheZrdeh, workErFe L Tixbi
WV, FOHBEAITREROBIELIZS vF w4 ¥4 Ya YZBHLTELBDTIRERL, baAbhoH®
HES I3 AREINLBEAL SOBIVELOY 7)Y B2 BRTH 5.

ZDEZXHFIZHT S Barnard ORI ERD LS Bichb. LOWMY LT HFOBES v ~<1 €4
Ya VI LCERDOBIELEZEZD L VIDIE, HLELRENLDIDTHS., HL2A3LEL
EBEELLATAHETHLI LD O XE RS, S0L3hBECHREBEEROBVELIIEY ST TE
2B LEERTH D, NEADH Y HBEOODIZEELT, TOLEHEEL TV LW 3BIZR~ND
ATWBEY EFH b, BRLEROBIVELEZEUO 2B TEXLH I LIMBTE3, HLEOY
Brh, FOISXHERLZEX TTLIERFTEINDHT O, FHEOERHIOWTHEFTOBRIEIN T
Wk hn, PIZETEEEDL > RGERDE, A—fGORFNEHXIMELSVTHA5 L, &
VRELDOY > 7Y v 7eEZTOLZLRRBERELETHAH 5. Lhrl, ~ROFECTHIHICHERELED
BEZLOY > 7 ) Y 7O THLZ TR EW3EIZ L <.

Z#ht Barnard DEXHFTHD. 2 D & 5 e ELXHH S, Fisher D& 2 ¥, LE = fiducial
probability CE X ¥ B RV FLREI AL TR LAV & Wi FEIZEA T2 Gx [1], [2],
[3],[4] M), 33X [4] CRTHEILELE DL LTRHEOB CHEEMD LE b BT 2R b5E2H
O¥F¥H formulation FRA T2, LA LBRALIORTIMEORESFARV CELHICES
T, BOFEORANEE Chhhbh B X¢ s BRI S5 CBbh 3.

ZD & 57 Fisher OF 2 FH# L VBT B0 RIZEFNIC—R 2 HT TERIZNT S
Fisher o) Fo ATV Z &zl &5 GaX [6] ). $EK (@, ¥) (T2 TONEOEH
ENRF—7— & LTHBOATVWEEL, 2DELDEIZNL YD FH0 58K of, TN E(y)=
a+of DEMRBHCHBHI LMNFOEHENLD FOTBL . ZOR B OftEE:L L THIHE b
=X1@ D) Y-/ 2@=B) 2B ENTEL. A—D A=3(e—2)? #HO¥ ¥ 7Lz L,
b \IFEN B, T o/ A DERFHRES (ADEELBIZERE L THEZX D). BuRH B=H *
RET BI0 t=G—B) YA pEdE N=2 0 t5Anc Lt 2 L e Avhid S v, Sha
ZDHED Fisher DRV FThs. ZZTHEROIER 2 [ZH+380 A 2EELTLES
HThd MdEFRIRMETEDODTHLEL DLW EER TR, EASLEELTLESDTH
5. ZO¥4 Fisher (32 AEREHTARVE LTWABRTIZRW. 2 W E70dh BT LAmsio
TWABZERMSRTD L\ 727 ¢ IHERERTH 5 &\ 5 Jidk 3R Y > TR
HY, cZBLTHEAES DR, (2,9) OBEMECIS VT A LA UADEE LTHllEh L
SHEEDATHAH. Hb b 2 FHE B DEbLVITE 6/A 2bD2TCTHMTHE WS T &
acceptance procedure & L COY > 7 ) ¥ I D@EE (LDOFA I Wi ¢ DEHENE L /=23 DTAN
BUHIZ LIZEB L T L) BT 30D Tikky. FRZBHER Yy Lz L, D3
HIT2EEBRLIELETEFROTOBER L ELOLNZ2DDOIIHINT 5D THS. HHMEAIIFHE
DERTHOT, TOHBRALEE LTS, cOBMIE -+, oy TODOFEELTHEDLD
Th L. TANZOFOEEICET S Fisher 0#E2 FThsd. ZDL35ELFHIRHELT
Neyman MRE¥D L 31ZE2 203HBATHA 5. Neyman OFEIT e g E THEEKE L
THEkAvbha TS Y, sOBRIMEL*ER T 5848, ThENEEINLEVIEEDOT
ZRT By OBAEOS e EZ TN 2 THhhRI B, ROFEICIIHERIZ > TR
(2, ) SIS T HABEMSEZ DR TWT, UBOHROEBIFZ - TUIH FTHZORE
M2 &R TA2EEOHIERIN, TANDLDOEYBELOY > 7Y ¥ FOEEICET W TEHRN
EHLRRIRGRDTHD*

* FUMECHTAIRETENESIDT, COBAHEHIWIBHOBE®RNHEZE TEOTHKS. Fisher
DFEITIE, BohicF—s—-CHL, SOI3hF—-7—2525 557 BTEKxITOWTIE,
FTOBRE N B R LEES22L50bDeW3HRE 2 3) BREAL LT, R B=H THE
ENHBEHANBFRILVIDOAEMAEREND. ZHIZK L Neyman D&z, BEHS O 727 —
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fiducial argument 7% Neyman (Z & D TLEETE VDY, ZADITHAN ERD L 51T
/T LT VDD THD. RIZEHEALHIZOWT fiducial argument (2 2OWTHOZADER
DIEELR L TAHE > G [16] Rt [31] £H). ‘

4, FHE u OERBEEANSO F 7L 2,20 DNEENTEE, ThELEIZLTHD
fiducial probability #H 44 ® Fisher BEDHBML I OTARELS. DY TIhb Z=
Sx/n, 2= 3 (#i—B)Y/ (n—1) 2V, Filt=@— v n/s 2IERIE ZhiE 3T Lo
5. BUTISHEE 9% 52708, WIST5 t/Vn OfEE i, PAZ—te<u<zi+ tos}
=95% THhn. ZZT I s DEICHIES ARIUL p o 2F-MOmER L L THl21E P{9L
I<u<93.0} =952 #75%. BILHEMAO AT A—F— u 2t 91.9 & 93.0 iz HhH BT Lt
BUDHERT 2 5. Zhnt Fisher 0FEx HTh 5.

Neyman D#z HiZ Licdiz i TSR A L. B—0RITER P HEONE ORI
S EBRTHD. T,8 TWHEELCHY, LHDT Z—st, T+sty bFE5THD. £h
BOEBEEZ2 DI LIZL VE—DRDOBERNEREFOTH2DTHS. FINEhLFICHEELA
, HLTENRFLERELHES, ThFCBAL THEMDOHERY DL T 5 Z LITEEKERT
BB, LABDIEORXTIDI I ENRENTHD. X H ZWOERELTEZLRLD
DN, EBORTIEINNFEREHE /L OTWS, EREIL 4 OFEITERTHOTCHEMADF
A—F—DEDEL LTEZL N TW5AH. #HIZ 91.9<u<93.0 L5 HiFIZARDHEDS v h
ARnTHOT, BIHLFORRIZLIN0THS. Neyman DEx F Tl B—DXORERDERIL
B LEBDOTIZRTBEVIEZ LOY Y7 ) Y TR NT Z—sto<u<ZT+8ty 755 T &AAYITHE
BEETHD. FINE_ORIZIVTIZID L SERSFIZTTER.

ZHIZK LT Fisher 3kD & 3K+ 5. TBREMDOAAZA—5— 0 LIHHE T (ZEL,
P{T<0}=5% 72% BRIz & v significance test #175HH, ZORDERE LT (@) “012
Ta#Zz258K 5% 227 2vivnie (b) “Tix 0 L V/IXCEER 5% 282”7 L)
WWHIZERASERLOTHY, HizT & 0 OMICHEET 2BERERLADOTHS. ZOHFET
HEDONNHFITER (0, T) OBEFCELZbDE L TEREFOTVS. EOVWETIZZOD
BEMIZEZWT O TODELEMNERTHE D DOTRWL, i WO T—FEELT
B L THEXHZ N LRV ED VDT, THTHRD X 5 7:8H D significance
test OHFFAITIE, HEICY ST 0 PEELTCTOLRBCE LR HET T LV, EBEZD
BE 0 OEBNID BOIEAFIIEFEITIERL TRV, ZDZ & TH regression DORFREIZ
BOTHEZEEROGH A EHEICBEMBR LWL RAKTH 5.

- ZOk’s Fisher 0%z FiZizbh b iz 3 bMBOV2RENH L. BET OXxbT ¢
OEBLE:2 TEK 0, T) OBEMAY#2 20 ThiLE P{91.9<u<93.0}=95% ORERKIT
BRI HLES. ALINSOREN # EFEL THE L P{Z—sto<u<Z+st}=9%2% 5%
RIZ T, 8 OBMEZBIZANMERE LTHEAINDZ L, E53BRLTIVongbia.
regression ORJEE DEPEZELT B L LADOE®RLT B\ (O, T) M+ 2S8R+ %
2 BUUET #EFE LD 0 OBROHETIZHL &b ¢ D a priori G MHABEIZANLN D
OTHRTNIZFEBBETE /. BRI T 0 BUBREIN L TEL LN Z7HIIE, Z0BE
DEFUIZICTEINIZZD 0 DEZ FOEMLTEICT 2BEN LT NERLIRNTHA 5.

ZD & 312 EDBITIE Fisher 02 FiZizblbh OEEDEBENS THIIMNERE LEEVD

DY B, iz Fisher 7404 fiducial probability 2 HERD X A —F —IIX 4 5 #HR

§ =13 TR, BUVEBELOH Y 7 ) v 7R TF -9 —ZBLADNDTHASEHEER (v dE
B33) LALT, REDCF—5—-OTTd »2BHEM», ®H f=F THESHIBEHTHD LT
B ERBUNELLEREIND,
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DHEENS LEXEE 22D ERTIHH, bhbhi 3T B AL2HEFOEEY R X 51285
DTHAB. L LEFHTLE fiducial probability & %\ i fibueial distribution D% % FAi4e<
BHLVEDOAECZE-HIZE V2 VTHH 5. ZhEOREIIFERD AT 2 —5—D
EIZ DOV THERDOHENL L LI EHObT —20 (NI D Tixie) L E 2 25T
k% (Quenoulli ™A ct). confidence limits DEELFEMEIZ—2>DHETHD. TEEEITE
FAHREED L 5 B E IR BEENENMITSNAETH S5, A—0ORERLDOEVEZ
LOY Y7y OB FNRBEYCHVEES (REFHECL OTUIZD L 5 RBENHENTD
D1E3) 2BV Tid, confidence limits DEF 2 Fiz L WHIETH % T2 70\ ZFRENAE
iz fiducial limits D2 2EIZRIT 2B LUHEEER LIE LRV, —D0OHIEE LTHE2 5
ZEIIFINBTHAS.

Fisher ¢ Neyman D#HEFIZE L T45—D, BlZR~N7/-L 57 Fisher 0¥z FERTE LW
#il& LT, Behrens-Fisher OfjfE# H1F 5. ZhidiHL [28] 23T Neyman 23E EF7:d
DTHBH (Fisher DH/X [18] bEMEINicL). KEXnR 0 OO E I e BHIE %
NENZDODERBREADOELNS DY > FATHHE, TALHE CEEELFEOREMLDD
Y TNTHDH0ENIZ DT D significance test DFEETH 2. S 2>OREFOEEHE S
RO W, EoF8E o R a? L. ThEDY Y 7LOELDY Y TILEEY F,F &L,
7 s£=21(2—2)%n(n—1), s? =1 (&'—F)Yn'(n'—1) ¢+ E<. L BHL t=pu—7/s,
V=W —Z/¢ FEITMLIZEN TN EHBEE n—1 RO 0/—1 O t-F/H L5 BREKTH
5. BEZ AW —pw) — @ —B)}/V¥+s2=t'cosR—tsinR L7552t 255, 7215 L R=s/s
. BRENEThHIUE (T—F) /A8 +8%=t'cosR—tsinR &7/c%. #Z t'cos R—tsin R D5
finghug, @—F)/N&+8% 2B LIZLY, S2xbhi test 2475 L TES. 22
T Fisher (2 R D+ BANEIZ X 3T EEET 5. M t'cos R—tsinR #t &t/ OEBOLIZH
LTEBIETHELZD. MdIDt L ¢V i RICECCEICHIRE Mz Ls 2 38K LTH
ZTWL. Z0E 3T hiEwis t'cos R—tsin R OFHIIBFIZEM Z & TE 3%, 2 CHE
272500, #HROBFIZECTRIZMONIETHSHE L THEHEL, LT E ¢ IZBT5
FAEDHME t'cos R—tsin R OGH# T4 TH5. Neyman OE% FCik, R¥rEET2D
X, ZOEMNBLNILEVIZHOLETEZBZETHY, LRkdD Fisher D Lk 3450 FTsk
OH7z t'eos R—tsin R OGHIIHEBEOITWHI &il7nd. EBUZHIZ B #BET Lt v 5540
TT @) ORBESMERD, ZOFRENEFMTIIE & ¢ OMmIrtkizkbh sl &, RUZD
gAiZid Fisher 2k L7722 LTWBRERO NI A—~5~ o> R o”? NEHbN TR Z &%
AL TS, ZOLSTKEOHERDOHE RN L 7L, Fisher 0 FIZHG 7 icfi&E>Tw
5Z&iZis%. Fisher BB FDI L 3L M2 TWBDTH5D. HWHRDENE s, 8 OEFEFE
T5R, RN ERRLEZBIRTIRVDTHS. 8, 8 OEXEA L - LTHRITFORRIZE
HBWEIRHEROLZ L LT, t & ¢ BEICHTE -0ROERE L TEETAL 5 nBEMLE2
T DTHS. ZOBBIIBEANBAECETE 5T L (ZOHEZBRITHhi2T)
RELEXIND LV RAIZWWEDLEDLTHAS.

Fisher & Neyman O###IZx7545— 2>ORFNEEIE 2EOBRP»DCHINLTHD.
RIZZHIZOWTRNE 5. ZOriz#EE inductive inference & inductive behavior @ —
DDHEZFONILNALRT B,

Neyman (22> Tix behaviorist DIrEns, RFEBREDORIBEIZHITAE2EOBROEL K
ZRDLDTHB. REDFIRIE behavior 2\ 3 Z LIZBH L TO—2>DEEEMTH Y, ZOF
REME D5 2 HRER L FME L T < Z L3 ZDHFAD inductive behavior 7= DSHEBEEHD—D
Thb. FRIOHE, ZOOTWERTEH —ERBEOFEHN L RR—RECHILTHHDTHY,
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FOBRLNLELBRIIESLBEODOLZZONS. ZORBEH BT 72HIC Neyman i
FBIFOEB LB 2EOBH LAV, ThELHEIHILEIEDDOTHS.

—% Fisher » K3 inductive behavior (= K3Xtd BT S HRMNZE 2FOBRLEL B2
LIZRxd . Fisher 13RO & 512\ 3.

(1) RBtoRRES decision D—FE TRENBE, E2TTHOFNERNLDEIBRICH
LFDORER M L 7n < TR D ewA, FD70IZ1E a priori BRSNS 0. H DI
BEORBRIZE Y, TEORKRORY FOBENMONDZ LABETHD. FlIz I EHBEED L
5T I AIITREL 7257, HAB¥OMEIIH VW TIRIEE A ¥ OFEZ O/ a priori
TREERR I F e RITIL S A

(2) %72k 2z a priori 7eEdAid oL LTYH, FLEOBRIEBTIFFETE 2D
TiEigw. e B 2BOBERFBICEDOELIMERICI DTHML CHEEKRTHD. HDOFF
fliCdH 570, IRERB MO 4 OREARERBICIEFITEV- H A WIHEV & W 5 HIZEE
THFHMEEZDE LT TULRDAVA, ZOL 570 LIEHETIM T2 Z LI RUTRETH 5.

(3) BBITBERHN “FEAOTCV2HETENNEREND” L 50 nHiE, FRENERE
DEDE > FETE DEBELEETHLDOTHS. test of significance 123\ TIFEINH BT
HINIn DB E, HEOHEZ LI ORBORIEITVIE Ligv. X ORROEITIIE L
TZDORERFBNETH DI LIZDPWTRLRBEICHEZHROIIT 2, BROCER2T>Z &
. (ZD L 3 RHENSEAERDN, OB LLBROTICREOCELSDZ & MO Tk
S RESNIBEITHID TRBL LIRS 5 &\ 3 D7t Fisher DEX HThoHEBbhb. 7275L
ZDFETHLERIDOERITIROBFDO—HEL L TLIVAND LW IBERTHRIND DT, TOEK
THLETHLEHEENRDLNDTHD). ZHIZK L acceptance procedure (RFEHEE D T\ B5E
CFNPERIR XN B &5 2 &3 acceptance procedure T/gld UL VB W) B T,
B DTEHZ TROCBENHANCET STHEMBRATS DT, £0 L 57400 FIHE
DO EZEIZR - TIEZ L RIE.

IHNE2HEOBIROEL FIZCKNT % Fisher oA TH 2™

(1) 1z2wTix, Neyman O{RIIRFERIE a priori e FHOEEHINETHWE SITESR
T, EBE—KIZ most powerful 7eEiED & 5 WRENA BN D L\ 5 KERATTE B+,

¥ 2oz b Bl AEAKE (Neyman DFEAIF1EOBROER) o+ HELHFCEL T, MER
ROKIZHNILT 5. Fisher DFAIAHEABEBZES%BIzE BN 12128 D00, REFTW2E4
DFEINT2ERNDEDDEINEIDEEZ, RLETOEENDEH B DTk, —F Neyman
DFiE, B1BOHEBOBEY S BIZELDIN1 %5250 XB2BOBENMEATL 2HETH
D, TOKLBEOHERDGEEANEEDOTIZED DRIRE DL EELZ D, EO2THIZHOTIRS%
52200 1% 522D TREDERNESREDTL 3.

*OrMhARBHIBLTES RO TR, bbb RO & 3 7,8 T—HZ most powerful 78i%
FEDEZFVREEHEI>TWH RS,

9 B~ —FRIZ most powerful RHREHEIIH T 2E 2O BB OEE MY IZKE VHEHHED
Ry, EEREEE LThbhbhizMbT5 2 EAHRKRVTHA 5. inductive behavior D#E 2 Fiz =
DHEMBEORRICRILOL DO ZBbhiy.

FLIBELOW Y 7Y v rEELZTOLIBECREANS v VA CEBT 5 Ex RS Tidk bk
VWD EBCREVTHA 5. 0L 3 nBARBEROLE T W T % a priori hREOSH LR
FLARL TEER ERRNHEHR ., BN L 5KBE T v —#IZ most powerful 7e#EE: &
22 2RV, a priori BHEROFH L ERCHMD Z L BLHET, BIL T NTORBE a priori P4
HD3HLDENNERIEL2TVS L LTS, —KiIZ most powerful HBEHRIIMOBEE LV D E
2EOBBEOERE/INCT S, LHLIDHREADBEOHROEOEROARET XL (BB, S280
) a priori 7oA SRR Y EBCHY B\, a priori DFHAT BT, BEROBR
(HE 1 BRUE2EOBEBOMESY a priori HEREL weight & L Thiz b D) 2T 512
X, TNEHON TV 5B DEBICTHELEL DR D a priori DFHEOLHTOVWTHEZ, TOK
KE® &5 L0y, ZOHEZOBEOHMEDOREAMIE, a priori DFFHIZ 2V TOMBA SR
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(2) DOHET loss LS IDOEHEDOHBET & 57 M T 2 5 & v SEED 72 DT, —Ib

Fisher OV 3 AT B DO WFRIZITW A, (8) 12OV TiE, Neyman D373 T b ¥2ay#A12 7
TTHEWTEBRAZITE T 2R T3y, BERAEN XN DB E HIZERIRT 2 LIRS 7
V. ZOFEAEBIZERT 20500 =20 RN TH 2N EDMMOFR D OHHVES. R
LIRFEAHRIREN DTS, BIZF— 5 — 2 B EBIDHEREBZ L W5 T 278 D—>
DEEME L TE VAN AR D FEL2ES. EDL5RFR 2288 TYH, THORKAERED
WEeHD—2 & LT, “ REAMNBOTVDHEEFZENAETIREIND LS TN E L D 5.
Neyman O{RZiREHRITE 4D decision » rule D—2DFRXIZET 2L DT, ZOFXDDH &
TELBEVLDFFELTWEDTHS. Neyman 2B THITL LD L 315525 THA 5%
* Bk Fisher & Neyman ORFOEM KL RBRN2HEY TH 3. bhbhIHWEDIE S T
XA AFICHEBEL LS5 %D 7277 Neyman (ZOWTIEFDE 2 Fi A S S5 TR
TX 375, Fisher DFz FIzMMEL B2 H01% . ZORY e Fisher DEx FOME 4
LTH#EDL 5 LBER LR, B Fisher DBRICET 2HI0E b L mhnisnD
oo FREBLBETORLLADORECEVWDLEZNTHA A, FRIT DO TIEHE Otz &2
DTHD.

§6. & ¥+ v

Bt Fisher & Neyman O#F#iCdd Ao BNTE S, ZOBEDONILITBIZHERN
TREEN Y Tidiel, TORBIIHT 24 74 o X —OERBICH KEIENDH D L EZ L BN 5.
Fisher {3 TREIZF W TIMHEVEEOR L DEDELRDODER L L THbh T 5.
Z3LETEDY LIZTE LEOTUNBDH Neyman FiDME THoT, ZiiLsilflZom ik
v EBFETA. ZOFTEINRELT Neyman OB DOELVRFTHEINE I NIBRETH
M, EO—MEEEH LTI LEEETHH . HNT, HDEMNE S DO THEBRINHERIC
BIL CTHIEEH, #LTHREXND Neyman OV 5FENTFORBEN, REELEEATIZIEY S
bz TSN OEBE YRS L 5 L+ % Fisher OIS 2Tz b Religdb o e L
TEDZETHA5. Uil Fisher OiFIREDOHRDOFFEHR L L THELDD LIk 2 7
Ve TITIE BRI SRR, ERNEROERIAE TSI LB TH S.
BEDHEOHIIIIZE A ¥ T<T Neyman fizgEF Xh, Fisher BT Fi34 R ERED
N3 LTS L LB¥OFERE L THEEACEEGLT LD Neyman —IF &89
1T Fv. EB2REOBEROESE, B¥ENEIZEIT S loss funetion, cost function DOFEHSF
DOREEM: TR K EBFNENDOZ E T 3.

b bEHHZFCB TSR FZERE L TL OBHOEORIB e £0ERIROQ I 7% % £
V. % A % B BF 2% AT
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