CORRECTION 1055

Finally, employing (1) and (2), (5) is equivalent to ro(rk — o — k + Ne) 2
E\k — M + kr* — kr). Grouping the terms in A, we have

(8) kr(r — 1)(v — k) = Mo — k)(or — k).
If we apply (1) to (8), we get relation
) rir — 1) 2 Mb — 1);

however, applying (2') to (8) gives
kr* — Mo 2 k(r — \) = k'r — New,
(kr — N)(r — k) = 0,
r—=MNr—%k) =0.

It is trivial that r — XA > 0; hence

(10) r—k =0,

which is equivalent, by (1), to Fisher’s inequality (3). Thus we conclude that
(5) and (3) are equivalent.

This completes the proof that inequalities (5) and (6) are in reality no more
general than (3) and (4).
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CORRECTIONS TO “THE SURPRISE INDEX FOR THE MULTIVARIATE
NORMAL DISTRIBUTION”

By 1. J. Goop

In the paper cited in the title (Ann. Math. Stat. Vol. 27 (1956), pp. 1130-
1135):
Sec. 1, line 4. For E read E; . (This was correct on some prints.)
P. 1132, line 7. For Ao read A, .
Two lines above Sec. 4. For A read \; .
" End of paper. The remark concerning Hotelling’s generalised “Student” test
is misleading and should be deleted.
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