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On Bayes’ Uniform Prior

Myung-Hoe Huh?)

Abstract

Thomas Bayes assumed uniform prior for the location 8 of a billiard ball W in
his historic 1764 paper. In this study, following mathematical derivation of the
uniform distribution from several assumptions that are plausible on the hilliard
table, it is argued that the probabilistic meaning of Bayes’ uniformm prior
(especially in Billiard Problemn) is not just subjective but logical.
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