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As inm past years, the session report forms submitted by members have all ﬂgei5>€*37”
analysed according to the usual format, although several tables have beem . = '

amended im am effort to demonstrate mew trends im effort Vs bait and %o 17 Ui,

consider the combined effect of mamy of the other variables we take into accoumd | -

in our reportimg. ! : ; ¥ R AR e o AT
: i t . # :..5_ g :.vi\|

_ : ; 4 i 8 2 &

p 14 § R Tl
Unfortuatly, 1979 was a very poor year as far as overall effort amd reaufiﬁ_"‘ﬂ'
are concerned. Im view of this, and the great effort in time required for' iiiig
a satisfactory comprehemsive amalysis to be completed, I have decided to only Iﬁ55f:
perform a partial study. This should demomstrate the potemtial that can be i
achieved when members succeed in 2 greater effort amd a larger number of oalq,.f\%

; W

This deciciom had to be based om the small mumbers to be comsidered as by &
statistical assumptioms, the larger the nmumber considered, the more accurate . -
the results., To do a full analysis of the present reports may lead to false
trends, However, with the assistance of the computor for future years, the -
data from 1979 can be fed into it amd accumulated results combined as a more .
accurate and positive imdicator of tremds for all variables on thefroport.!orml; o

= a ' 4
Also to be comsidered at this time, all our past records and analysis d.a.tﬂil:lf' e
atill im the hands of the past Club Analysist although steps are being taken, ook "
to retreive them., This has tended to prolomg the time anmd effort required for
the analysis work for 1979. : H i R

Enough of my spologies, what of 19797 | :

"

Table 1, Performance of Individual Members. 1979

only 15 members submitted reports im 1979, although mamy more than this failed ‘HE
to partake im reporting in 1979. Their reasoms were discussed at the AGM.

Tt is hoped that ALL members will participate to the full im 1980,  The u{prugea g‘
effort for EACH member should be at least 20 sessioms, The results from these f'?a
gessions are opem to optimism amd speculationm. : _ SR

9 A
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By studying Table l. the aumbers of sessions, eels captured amd their weiéht
range, together with the overall rod hours of effort cam be seem, 'Only 67 .
members im fact achieved over 20 sessions. The actual effort in rod hoursg}ﬂﬂ£¥£§“.
depends on how many rods are used., I used omly 2, some members useé up o Bl L
There is mothing wrong with this, it depends on restrictions im your srea. The: §
same restriction applies to close seasoms, Some members may have difficulty R 28
in compleating 20 sessions. I do feel however, all members should achieve at 4 %

least this. B R

* . ] £ oty
. 1

: : B s
The total figures for table 1. are includes, together with the mesn value (ie.,
average value), The members with % are those who semt reports to K. Richmohd i g
who claims they were semt to me but were never received. : 5 £, A U

Table 2., represemts the totals of performamce of all membori from 1967, Mhen-.;y
the reporting scheme was first begum, In the report for 1980, I hope that S
total mumbers of eels and rod hours for 21l the years will be imeluded. ¥

By comparisom of the results for 1979 with all others, it is seen that there
are only a few years with worse results., The importamt item being, the bottom
row - RH/E, This shows that in 1979 the average rod hours required by members,
to produce an eel was 43. There are omly 3 other years poorer thaw this, B
We have to take into comsideratiom other factors however, le somj. e
: . membery.
fish waters with a very slow rate of catch but larger eol 315:. e Y
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Table 1, FPerformence of Individuel Members, 1979

Member S i RH  0-=1 1-2 2-3 3-4 4=5 5-6 6=7 7=8

B.Crawford 2% 14 584 1 4
P.Eamilton 16 34 4745 15 12
L.Hollerbach 10 7 102 - 2

D.Holman 20 27 18356 3
S.ione * 14 10 365 -
Lo Leyland 21 16 625 4
albister 20 6 410 1

1
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1 - - -
2 - - -
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Jesiirtin 5 1% bl r - - -
Aldiltchell 22 7 975 2 2 - - -
Foliunn 2 4 45 5 - - - -
L.orme ¥ 3 2 178 2 - - 1 - - -
AJbnith 7 0 104 - - - - - - -
“edesutiton ELs 11 456 - ] 1 3 1 - 1
D, tolicer ' 1 200 - = = 1 B - - -
vie JVICS f VAR 1 L - 2 - - - -
AdO M BSsS)

ST 2200 1B8 345 T 45 40 23 7 5 - 1
. . . - -~ 3 - - El

PR 14 L9 450 -3-;_ B 2 le = & = =
a . : . 9 = q a, -

{# = Qevorts not .11 received froo devin Wicluond)

Totle 2, pgyfo w »f ek Conbers 1967 - 1972 (Exoluding years 1977/78)

1979

:2?7 1760 1969 1970 1971 1972
26 24 18
11 11
20 29

) %

lo.Hep, Y R
aed Ho of & 7 a 1c
78 1z 18

b=
pa
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el Np of 3 429 2/6 288 255 AT9  A2S
7, 184 442 662 357 742 650
13 p2alwl 128 124 153 201 186

M0t. K 204 294 AR3 334 363 322
Tot. RH 11700 10100 11600 8200 11970 7534
«H/E 5% i 27 s 50

7 T
2 = 9] 2 ') “

1973 1974 1975 1976
15 50 51 35
10 16 9 15
55 26 13 23

5 9 5 10

1136 941 8554 815
335 261 414 351

418 596 336 639
13160 21781 21531 22158

35 4Ty 73% 35

15
1
15
4

365
625
104

158
6845
43

Years 1977/7H cxcluded vrom Table 2 due ko Kod Hours not being used.

TN



Table 3, The Overall Result. 1979

This toble gilves o full breckdown of overall results for 1979, It can be usced
Lo formulate comnors rasults of 1l previous yenrs.

ach weled ; Only 51% of the eels
cad andicates that only dhout 1l in 2 ecls
oo quirter of the cels caurcht were

T bl e o e bhat althoush we regquired on averase of 43 rod
WuTE to C B rod a0 w required to capture one over 21b,
128 mod lyomes Hlb cad rod hours for an eel over 41b.

yim
combination
of rod

itesult, 1979 - 3ait Byoes Ve Day and Night

soveral variables in one in an attempt
i bomaether.

fnis is o hot 11y aew tsable, cor
to iidicste nousibvle tronds 1in

g from dendbait used 2t night in terms of
5 othe firures Tor baite under 'other!, these being
41l el coausht on o worm/demdbait cocktail.

2y dnspection, the bost rosul
rad AGuUTrS Der lec
madnly mussél,

T4 is olso obs ur'vf\r? Bt wle bi;-),

cr woels wore coucht 2t night on deadbait and
nture the larper eels were very favourable
lozs thon the overall results in

=11, tho
b ondeht oon da
Taovla 3.

For example, to cooture n eel on decdbiit at nipght took on average 25& rod
arad with 92 rod hours with deadbait during the day, or 433 rod
ia: Yo capture an eel over 21b took 56, rod hours on
howres for eel over 31b and 295% rod hours only
firxees con ceeily be compared with corresponding
sorn hait and day/night over the full weight

hours, cor
hours “1*h WOV

for on ecl over /Alb,
totals for rod hours
TN

Je must be 3arn?ul
C the soter
st to bhe to

however ot to menerslize too much as much of course depends
itshad ond the size or type of bait used., Our first aim

iy oore Fichine webers with the potential to yield eels in
! whaether or not to use whole deadbaits
or only cortiov:, or bo v oae Lo lob werm, or wortions or nore thar one,

UT thwe coter wiid tockle plus weather

Drero are also o LD Lhve ot
i teri shonuld be obvious and it will

to bae considerad, it -Z)VI
ve one thaet ot ve sbatio

s oonly been performed for eels
its onuly =s co 1ittle effort was put in

Mig shonld not however, indicate *to any

to weorins or deadbaitbs in the futw.‘e.

oo v s Uy 3'2\11* e 1]
R AL roleo2els e Conlel »
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T:hle 3. 'The (versll Resultb.
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A breaizlown of the

fhis split into effort for ench

Boit wil month bo yive the best eels for the

N feX(=) ,. s
1onat of Port oo nog ue

For examr), i the moxth of Julv is CO“SidOTGd, we see that a direct comparisom
Y 0] . . » .
of results fnr HOTE oducas o positive indication of the

ceofulness

e Ti~ure of rod nours to cupbure an eel ism 22 for worm and 23 for dead bsait.
Tmly may hos o betber totl nt 17 ”0“ ﬁnl/deadbuit. In other months, the,
zflort i 177 vod nongs kol o desdbnit in Aupnst.

vory Loroa

Considering rod aoura/anl we aoe that for eels over 21b,

21 rod hours oLrs roguinad ; 31b takes 188 rod hours, over
41h tokes 276 rod Hours wid H1t 25 H%H2 rod lours.

v comparison with the resulis indiciabed ir Ynble 4. Day Vs Night, where a
difference of us te - is spprrrant for rate of catch at night compared to day

we could wazums o siriler Tisure corresponds to rate of catch at night per month.

™ia beiar so, it mst Lo foasshle to sssune that the above rod hours/eel per
boit type rnd month would be substuntially reduced if aight time only were to
b conziderad.  Oaly leclk of time sand spoce prevents the presemtution of actual
sust be hoped thot future anclysis work may include such totnls.

fi-res but it

r to obgerve wiere the most effort by members was carried out,

the moaths of Lay = September, It is significant
however to sece the rod hour figures for 21b+ eels captured during July average
about 42 which is lower then the totzl svernge rod hour/cel for 211 members and
511 eels coniurad.

It iz also cle=
Puis is not uneturally duriag

I hope that meabors Cind tiwe to study this teble more closely ot their leisure
vive treands.

s thoy wro gnre bo find mors iufom:
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Table 6. Analysis of Swim Features Vs Bait

This table is divided into eight sections, each investigatimg the effect of
awim variables amd bait type used. Some very interesting resulis are observed.

6:1. Bank fished. Using worm bait, the most successful bamk was East in terms
of numbers of eels captured, although the South bamk gave eels in less time,
Using deadbaits, the most successful bank was South, both im terms of mumbers
of eels and effoer required to capture them. Therefore, South or South East

banks appear to have the greater potential,
(Note the high eel weights for deadbaits on the South East bamk)

AT e R AR . S R I T e

6:2. Distance cast. Using worm bait, the most successful distamce appears to
be in the medium range. Using deadbaits, overall, the distamce does rot appear
to make too much differemce as far as effort per eel goes, although more eels

were captured in the 10-20 yard range.

S A

Shn P i

6:3. Depth fished. Using worm bait, the most successful depth is obviously %
in the 5=-20 foot ramge both ir numbers and effort, although mo member apparantly

used worm bait in depths over 20 foot. Using deadbaits, again the medium depth !
range was the most successful, although the shallow depths resulted im better

results for bigger eels.
(Note, included in the shallow range are baits fished sub-surface)

SLETI S T

i

6:4. Smags in the swim. Using worm baits, these were most successful whem there
were no snags present. A similar result occurs for deadbaits. It must be §
stressed that only eels captured are counted. There must be many eels contacted
but not landed in snaggy swims. In all, only 21 eels were captured near a alu;f

against 130 in clear swims.,

6:5. Weed concentration, Using worm baits, the more weed preseant, the lower
the number of eels caught and in gemeral, the more effort required. A similar
gituation exists for eels caught on deadbaits. The same points as for 614

apply.

B R T

6:6. Type of bottom. Using worm baits, the most successful bottom was one of
mud or silt, both in numbers of eels and effort required. A similar result is

apparant for deadbaits.

vy

6:7. Clarity of water fished. Using worm baits, overall, a similar effort was
needed regardless of water clarity, except for the larger eels where the very
clear water produced bigger eels to the least effort. For deadbaits, clear
water produced the best results in numbers of eels amd effort required.

g

TRER oMt

6:8, Surface disturbance of water in the swim by fish, wind or raim. Using
worn baits, whea there is a lot of surface activity, the results appear to be
the best. With deadbaits, a slight disturbamce improves results.

R

Overall impressioms of this section, items 6:1 - 6:8 would appear to be that
when using & worm bait, choose a south/south east bank, cast 10-20 yards imto
5-20 foot of water in a clear swim with a muddy or silty bottom where the water
is reasonably clear aad there is a slight surface activity due to fish, wimd

or rain, VWhen using deadbaits, similar choices would appear to be the most

productive,

T

PO A e TN

In future Report snalysis, it is hoped to have a further statistical breakdown
in terms of day or nmight as this may reveal further tremds hiddem im the

overall rod hour totals.

e

S A LA RS T
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whle 4. Continued. snelysis of Svia Weatures Vi Bait
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APPENDIX I
CONVENTIONS & ABEREVIATIONS

1. References are indicated by numbers in parenthesis, thus: (1), and are detailed
in a collective list im Apperdix v.

2. Weights are given in lbsoz, thus 4:7 (41b Toz.) and are rounded to the nearest
half oz.

3, Rod hours are generally rounded to the nearest quarter.

4. Ratos-of=-catch are referred to rod-hours per eel. (the higher the number,
the slower the rate~of-catch) and are rousded to two significant figures.

5. Ranges in weight etc., cover the range from the lower aumber to lesa than the
upper number. Thus, for exemple, a 1:0 eel falls in the 1-2 1lb ramge, a 2:0
cel in the 2-3 1b range, and 50 Om.

6. Abbreviations used are:

o eel(s)

N nunber (usually, number of eels)
CF4  Cumulative frequency percent.
RH rod-hours.,

RH/E rod-hours per eel, the rate-of-catch of all eels in all weight ramges,
RH? rod-hours per 21b plus eel, the rate-of-catch of eels weighing 2:0 and
¢ over; similarly for RH3, etc.

UG upper grartile.

g lower gquartile

IR Iater- quartile range. 1f, for example, a number of weights is listed im
order of magnitude, the MEDIAN is the middle weight which divides the list
in half, and the UARTILIS are the weights which divide each half into
two equal parts. The medial is thercfore a measure of the average amd
the interquartile range is a measure of spread.

S Number of sessioms fished.

No.Rep Number of members reporting sessions fished.

E/DB Eels captured on deadbait.

B/W Eels captured on worm bait.

EDB/D Bels captured on deadbait during the day.

EDB/N Eels captured on deadbait during the night,

Ey/D iels captured on wormbait during the day.

E}/N Wels captured om wormbait during the night.

2/0 Kels captured on baits other then worm or deadbait.

EO/D Eels captured on baits other than worm or deadbait during the day.

BEO/N Eels captured on bsits other tham worm or deadbait during the night,

RH/W Rod-hours fished using worm bait.

RE/DB Rod-hours fished using deadbaits.

T Total : :

2+F Number of eels of a weight over 21b.

Mean Average number.
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APPENDIX II
SIGNIFICANCE TESTS

In the Bulletin article on the effects of moonlight (15), member were intro=
duced to the application of tests of statistical siginificonce to angling data,
and sone nay have wondered why such tests have not been applied nore widely to
the data in these reports.

There are, in fact, several rcasons for having deferred siginificgncé
testing, one of the main ones being thet a fair amount of calculation is
involved and in the writer's viow it has been worth waiting until there was sone
chance of the results of such teste being of real value, That time is now here.

For non-nothenatical members who may not be fariliar with the cbnoept,’the
following introductory notes nay help to cxplain the general ideas

It is necessary fir st to have a clean idea of the sense in which the word
"probability" is used in stutistics, Réferring probability to a percentage
scale, its meaning can be illustrated by saying thot the probability of getting
heads on the spin of an unbiassed coin isa 50%, That is, if we spin the coin a
large number of times, the nunmbor of heads will tend towards half of the total
spins. Obviously, the probability of spinning tails is also 50%. Sinilarly,
the probability of petting a six on a single throw of an unbiassed die is one
sixth or approximately 17%. 4nd so on.

2 wmwf-ﬁaw;ﬁﬁm.—:rﬁf%@;d;}ap SRR AP AR &

b 8. C)
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An ovent which is certain to cccur is said to have o probability of IOQ%
and one which cannot possibly occur at all is said to have a probability of (0%
In the statistical sense, then, probability is a nmunerical scale of likelihood,.
ranging all the way from certainty to inpossibility.

The idea of significance testing can again be illustrated by a coin=-spinning
exauple, Suppose we spin a real-life coin 100 tines., We shall expect to get
roughly - but not exuctly ~ 50 heads and 50 teils. Suppose we actually get 45
heade and 55 tails, We may now ask the question: is the difference between
what we expected nnd what we got significant? In other words, might the result
have arisen by chance with n perfectly good coin, or are we justified in. i
concluding that the coon was biassed, with o small but real built-in predispos-
ition towards coming dovn tails?

Yo

Surprising as it nay seem, it is possible to cnlculate a factual answer to
this question. It is possille to calculate how often a difforence as large.:as
45-55 would occur with a truly unbiassed coin in a lony series of 100-spin triais.
The calculntion shows that differcnces as large as /45=£5 would occur in about half
of our long series of 100-spin trials. In other words, the result we actually
observed has a 50% probability of occurring even with a truly unbiassed coin,
and most peoplz would agree thot this provides no sood réason for doubting that
‘the ‘coin we actually testoed was a "good" ome. Or, putting it another way, the
result of our test was statistically "not sighificance".,. = ! |

Obviously, the calculation referred to taues into acenunt not merely the
proportion 45-55, but also the actual nuriber of gpins on which the evidence is
based, For exanmple, if we got 270 heads and 330 tails in a 600-spin trial, the
proportions are still 45-55, but the calculation shows that there is only about
a 1% probability of such a result occurring with a "good" coin. Most people
would agree that this gives reasonable grounds for entertaining serious doubts
about tlie coin = i.¢, the result is statistically "siinificant",

S|
W
g
1t
by 3
£
%
£
i
B
i
g

Taking the illustration a gtep further, if we carried out a 1,000-spin trial
and got 450 hends and 550 tails, the proportions would still be 45=55 but the
probability of this rcsult occurring by chance is only about 0.1%, Statistically,
this result is "highly significant", In o manncr of speaking, we could declare
the coin to be o dud and add that we were 99.%% sure of it,

A variety of such tosts of significance 1s possible, all takihg the basic
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form of considering the difference between the actual results abserved and

the results which would have been expected, and calculating the probability -

of such a difference having arisen by chance. Members interested in the .
methods of doing such calculations may look them up in the statistics:teéxt=bool s
but a few further comments are worth making here. Gl R

§ e 1 e

In the coin-spinning illustration above, we were testing tho'notionffh&f?
a ‘coin might be biassed by considering how the result of spinning it differed
from ‘the result expected for an unbiassed coin. In other words, we compars .

‘the result with what is called the "Null Hypothesis" and in the cdin’exampiés

the consequence of the Hull Hypothesis (namely, that the coin is not binssed
ig self~evident: obviously, the "expected" result on the Null Hypothesis-is
50-50, In other cases, the expectation arising from the Null Hypothesis mdy 3
require some thought. In an angling example, suppose 45 eels are caught on 1

worms and 55 cels on dead-baits, and we want to know whether the result indicates'a

“gignifioant difference in prospects using these two baltss In thid cose, the
Mexpected" result is no longer self-evident, At the very least, we ghall Hhave

to-take into account the amount of time spent fishing the two baitqsaI£;1ﬁ}ina

. about equel, the expected result would be 50-50; but if we had gpent-shout

twice ag long on dead-baits as on worms, -other things being equal, we would
"expeot" twice as many eels on dead-baits is¢. about 17-33; In other words,
we must 'take the tiue factor into account when we set up our "oxpeoted? results
for the purpose of a significonce test. vy o Gl T e
In general, we should beware junping to conolusions about the'anglin&Féﬁ
meanings of our calculations, The point about.a significance test is that,
unless there are reasonable grounds for thinking that a real difference'eiidted
(and not a fortuitous difference vwhich arose by chance) there is little point
in looking for explanations. The tine to look for explenations is when w&'i&re
reasonably sure that therc really is sone effect to be explained! ‘Howevery ' %
the explanation moy not be the obvious onej for exanple, if we find'a signifioant; |
dirference between some worm and dead-bait results, we shall be wise to..consider '
whether they were obtained from the gane’ waters, during the samoe times of-day,
in the. same periods of the season, etc., and if not whether these other |’ (i~
variables are likely to have cancelled one anothor out. A significance test
will therefore often lead on to other inveatigations, as we try to trace the
significance back to itse source. g RERER IR
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‘Finally, it is conventional in statistics to describe as "probably "
gignificant" a-result which could have arisen by chance in only about 5% of
coses; as "significant" a result at the 1% levelj ond as "highly significant”
a result at the 0.1% level, These criteria have been developed from the long
experiencoe of statisticiaons in many fields, but it is acknowledged that- “'
significance does depend to some extent on the field of study. In the presént
Report, however, the conventional criteria are used, and results above the:
level are regarded as "not significant". These are quite severe criteri&;ﬂbnd
it may well be that cnglers would be content to base their tactics on;g4?;r
conclusions at (say) 10% cr even 20% significance, Indeed, it is quite - -
unprecedonted for angler for.anglers to be given the slightest no%ion of ithe
significance of the odvice they are offerred. In any case, it will be .. -
appreciated that "not gignificant" in this context is cquivalent to’a verdict

. of "not proven" in many instances 1.e. the significance test shows us that
- more evidence is necded to settle the matter. Equally, in cases where a groat

weight of.ovidence already exists, an effect might prove to be statistically

- pignificant yet of such small magnitude as to be of no practical angling v

significance. Like other gtotistical methods, significance testing is only'a
tool, and like all tools it needs to be used skilfully and thoughtfullys' =
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APPENDIX IV

THE USE OF "ROD-HOURS" AS A MEASURE OF "ANGLING EFFORT"

SN RY 3
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Good anglers are necessarily practical men, accustormed to trying out ideas’
An practice before accepting or rejecting them, For instance, no angler wéuld
accept that such-and-such a bait is good for the fish he is after without "
knowing vhether it had been tried and the fish duly caught., Moreover, knowing
that something has happened once or a few times is not enough, because almost
anything cun happen . on rare occasions., The angler is therefore interested not
merely in strategies and tactios which give him a chance, he is interested in
trying to choose. the strategies and tactics which give him a better chance ‘than
others. In other words, anglers are accustomed to trying to compare the merits
of different mothods, etc., in practice before accepting or rejcécting them, *

It is common experiences that cven the sinplest and most straightforward’
..attempts to. assess the comparative merits of different methods, etc,, can be-
extrenmely difficult to bring successfully to a convinecing conclusion; One of
the mogt common problems in these attenpted comporisons lies in trying to-give
the various items of one's expericnce the right relative balanee or "welght",
To give an absurdly simple example, an aaglcr who recalls that he has never:
caught eny cels during the daytime should obviously give a very different weight
to his observation if,.on the one hand, he has fished for eels regularly during
.~%he day; or, on the other hand, has scldom started before dusk or carried’on’
after dawm) ' h tova S RSN ST W,

{
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In short, it is necessary to try to take into account not only the results
obtained, but the angling cffort which went into obtaining %thom, All: anglers
bry.to .do this, if only on a very rough and subjective basis; and the more -
successful thoy are at woighing off the clement of effort, the more valid their
conclusions are likely to be, Of courve, angling effort is a complex thing, °
no doubt impossible to measure exactly., However, the writer suggested some
years ago (sce, for example, ref. (5,19) that even a very rough measure“sf ‘angling
- effort would be a very valuable aid to making more objective comparisons, and
that perhaps "rod-hours" might be useful units to employ, It seemed to the "
writer that rod-hours were likely to be more useful than, for example, fishing
hours, number of sessions, number of members in the club, etc., and‘at least as
likely to be useful as saome of the measures of fishing effort (e.g. the:hd:dé-
power of triwlers!) which have proved useful in zoological studieés. ‘A scheme
was proposed in which, inter alia, the utility of rod-hours would be investipated
in a wide variety of comparisons, The present series of Reports relate to that

scheme and contain a wmultitude of ccmparisons based on rod-hours, * ° LAy
‘Since theoriginal proposal, it hus been suggested in-the angling press-
(e.gs ref (20) ) and elsevhere that the entire concept of using :od-hours in
this way as measurcs of angling effort was absurd. However, in the writer's"
opinion, the matter is not one which can be settled like a political issue by
‘argument, however forcefuly nor yet like a geometry theorem by the application
of pur logic. It is cssentially a practical guestion and, like angling problems,
it can only be settled by putting the method to the test and finding out
‘whether it gives usceful resulte, or not.

~In any case, and apart from eny outside controversy, the investigation his
nov reached a stuge where it is appropriate to try to décide whether or not the
‘comparisons made in these Reports on the rod-hour basis are valid, Some'
comparigons lead to conclusions vhich agree with our preconceptions, and ve have
no difficulty in accepting them; bot other conclusions arc more or less Ymexpected,
and-it is important to. know whether. these unexpected conclusions are to be taken
scriously. - S » LI O k-
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In fact, the present Report provides many convincing illustrations that
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rod~hours d¢ indeed provide a valid and useful neasure. It is proposed to
show the line of argument in one case; the reader will have no difficulty in
finding many other parallel cases.

Let us start by adopting the "Null Hypothesis" that the critics are right
and that rod-hours have no value for our purpose. That is to say that rod-=hours
are not related to results in any mcaningful way; or we might say that the
relation between rod-hours and results is random. Y .

A consequence of this Null bypothesis would be that when ‘we conyert .~ ¢
results into rates-of-catch by dividing numbers of eels caught into the nunber
of rod-hours involved, we are carrying out a mzaningless exercise. We night
equally well use a set of random numhers instedd of the number -of.rod~hours.
recorded on th: Session Reports. If this were so, then any puatterns which
‘seemed to encrge would be fortuviteusi they would not be repeated condistentlys
and most importont, they would generally fail striot tests.of statistical
significance, A T NI Rk

&

It follows therefore that if we find more or less consistent patterns. =
emerging repeatedly, and especially if these patterns differ sufficiently from
the random expectation to be statistically significant, then we have excellent
objectibe grounds for rejecting the Null Hypothesis and concluding thet the
critics were mistaken,

Consider first the case outlined in Section 3.1 of this Report, in which:.
ratios of rateswof-catch between worme and dead-baits are taken, Red-hours are
well and truly oempounded into thesc ratios, and it is improbable that any sort.
of rational result would emerge if the Null Hypothesis were true. In fact, wo '
fird firstly that worms catch eels between two and three times faster than dead=
baits: & reasonabie conclusion which accords well with commen experience, We
find, noreover, thst we get about the eame result in each of the four years.:
token separately, Even more strikingly, we find roughly the same rather complex
pattern, through the various weight ranges in each of the four years, s

Doubtless, the unbiassed reader will have great difficulty in accepting the
notion that rod-hours are meaningless and uurelated to results in the face of
these consistently repeated patterns. It is difficult to imagine how these
patterns could emerge unless (a) they existed in the records of membeis' angling
experiences and (b) the analytical methods which revealed them are valid,

Taking the argument s stage further, all individuel waters which had = .
produced even one single eel on both worms and deal-baits were convidered, and
ratios caleculated for all of them., There are no less than forty. We find that
the average ratio for these 40 waters also lies between two and three, and we
-note in passing that there is no particular reason why this ave.sage .should tally’
with the total pcoled results, unless it represents a fundamental fact of
angling 1ife laid bare by 2 valid method of analysis.

We nay now apply the most searching test of all., If the Null Hypothesis of
of the critics is correct, and the rates-of-catch are meaningless and random,
then we are merely taking the ratios of pairs of random numbers whick are as
likely to be below 1 as above 1, and the fact that the average ratio is 2,81
instead of 1,00 is fortuitous. Knowing as we do how the 40 ratios vary above
and below their average of 2.81,we can in faci calculate exactly what the [
chance is of the difference from the random result of 1,00 arising fortuitously,
‘The calculation shows that the chance is almost immeasurably small, very much 3
less than onc chance in a thousand,

The reader will find many similar cases in other scctions of the Report,
and in the writer's view they deronstrate conclusively that the rod-hour has
proved to be an entirely useful unit with which to take an approximate measure
of angling effort for the purpose of the type of comparison made. It is thereuf
foro reasonable to concludc that, on the one hand, tho suggestion that rod-hours
are npeaningless is wrongj and on the other, that we shall be wise to give due
weight to unexpected results as well as expected ones,
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