'-"i]‘,.t \ Fnenothlazine hxperiment
4

Winches Farm "ilb welghts, eliminating first weight and prior

BEE counte
% o BeBa M.3.
Error 13 3904 .68 300.36
Dosage 6 5l12.50 8r2.08
TeVaD & 4978.94 829,82

It aprears that the estimate cof. error 1s too small, and the
high slgnlficance of treatment effects partly flotitioua.
(1) Adjusted sverage welght by treatment

Treatment Treated 4 gheep Lb per gheep Excesses over

s in -:ﬁ_ 1b. eontrola

4] 1010.16 63.135 &

g 1024.1 64.009 B74
i 1076.0 67.255 4.220
20 1196.06 74.754 11.619
ag 1058.91 66.182 3.04

11 4.- ﬂig L]
50 1036.93 SR S+

The standard error éstimatsd from 13 4.f. for the mean of

4 sheep 1s only 2.166 1lb. The variation in response, e.g., between
20 g. and 30 g. must be dus to other causes not adequately re-
presented in the estimate of error. The fact that the control sheep
are in faect the woret, and that those having 10 to 40 g. all stand
high in the serlea, strongly suggests a Piafemay curve with a
maximum mbout 25 K.

(i)  The contrmst Tablets v. Drench is &£lso mssoclated with large
variation in welght after allowange has besn made for both initial
weight and inltlal infestation. The six available cnnizzﬁln are



Drench
Treatment = Tablata Lb per sheep
li..

~70.4 -8.808
lg +1E.35 +2.296
20 -42.0 -5.258
30 +46.97 :2.&1'1
40 +54.04 153
50 +12.05 +1, 50

Theee values are too irregular to be competible with a standerd
error of only 3 1b. In addition they show no correspondence with the
apuarent affects of dosage, so that the main comrponent of the contrast
Drench v. Tablets 1s entirely insignificent. All these differences
are apparently of random origlin, and thelr magnitude should meke us

ceutlous in attaching significance to the apparent effecta of doBARe.



