
In his paper Professor Ichinose effectively described the ways of medical
diagnosis and its confirmation, in which the processes of confirmation
immediately affect the life of patients. Since doctors are responsible for
the results, they have to make confirmations with maximum tension and
seriousness. Through his analysis Professor Ichinose has made it clear that
we should take hypothesis-confirmation as a type of action that includes
various decision-theoretic aspects in each step of confirmation. He insists
that those aspects are not only seen in medical examples but also seen in
other sciences, since every confirmation is a kind of speech act directed to
other people. I totally agree with him in that respect. Moreover, he has
reminded me that confirmation is a kind of incessant and critical action
for surviving in a severe environment, which sometimes behaves unpre-
dictably. He has succeeded in evoking the most fundamental features of
confirmation that are easily forgotten in theoretical analysis.

Compared with his persuasiveness and clarity as to the importance of
decision-theoretic aspects in confirmation, a little difficult to understand
is how such aspects are related to Bayesian confirmation theory, espe-
cially to the problem of old evidence. He says that the problem of old
evidence will be simply solved by adopting a decision-theoretic view of
confirmation, because ‘so-called old evidence appears not as genuinely
old evidence but as, as it were, present evidence in connection with newly
proposed relevance and newly questioned utility in the course of a deci-
sion made now’. Moreover, he insists that his way of solution is consistent
with all three classical responses to this problem. 

But each response more or less includes criticism of the other posi-
tions. For example, Williamson, who proposed a solution by noticing the
non-monotonicity of evidence, showed that we would have to admit a
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counterexample to BCOND if we introduced counterfactual elements into
confirmation, as the second response did.1 Howson and Urbach, who
championed the second response, criticized the third position for the
reason that the actual ways of confirmation of Kepler’s Laws and the
Theory of Special Relativity had radically differed from the third way of
solution, which insisted that the discovery of the logical relation between
the hypothesis and the old evidence heightens the probability of the
hypothesis.2 How will Professor Ichinose’s solution shed light on these
oppositions?

Another factor that makes our understanding difficult is his prediction
that his decision-theoretic confirmation theory will proceed in a destruc-
tive way to Bayesian theories in the end. However, if his theory intends to
solve the problems of Bayesian confirmation theory related to relevance
and old evidence, its form of argument at least appears to support
Bayesian theory. How has such a twist resulted?

Probably these misgivings will be resolved by elucidating the decision-
theoretic features in confirmation which Professor Ichinose regards as
important. If he specifies the kinds of decision-theoretic aspect and the
stages of confirmation in which they appear, especially in the cases that
produce the problems of relevance or old evidence, we would be able to
understand his theory better. For example, he takes as a decision-theoretic
aspect in diagnosis ‘a newly proposed relevance between old evidence
and the new hypothesis through background theory and assessment of
probabilities and likelihood’. However, Bayesian theory only concerns how
some data that are already fixed affect our inferences about some hypothe-
sis. So the nature of data itself and the ways of accepting data do not matter
to the theory. Of course, as long as confirmation theory deals with our
belief, it has to take various subjective elements into consideration. What
is important here, however, is whether we could construct some objective
theory on our inference about our belief, which inevitably includes sub-
jective aspects. Bayesian theory proposes an affirmative response that
finds its way in a probabilistic theory.

Accordingly, if the decision-theoretic factors that Professor Ichinose takes
as significant do not appear in the stage of inference but just appear in the
stage of fixing a background theory and relevance, his theory will not
work in a destructive way to Bayesian theory but rather in a supplemen-
tary way, probably just like the way that pragmatics in the theory of mean-
ing works for a truth-conditional semantics. Additionally, as Professor
Ichinose himself admits, if the consideration of decision-theoretic aspects

1. Howson and Urbach, p. 407f.
2. Williamson, p. 220f.
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necessarily introduces counterfactual elements into confirmation, I believe
that his theory is most adaptable to the second solution to the problem of
old evidence, since the other two solutions are common in excluding the
counterfactual considerations out of confirmation theory.

If his decision-theoretic confirmation theory aims at rivaling Bayesian
theory, one crucial point would be whether he could show a counterex-
ample to BCOND by introducing decision-theoretic elements into confir-
mation. Specifically, could there be any decision-theoretic factors in the
inferential stages that violate the minimum probabilistic requirements
given by BCOND? Another important point would be how far his deci-
sion-theoretic theory could explain our rationality in confirmation. It
seems natural to base the decision theory itself upon Bayesian theory, but
Professor Ichinose appears to be skeptical about such a process. He has,
however, deeply convinced us that it is necessary to investigate decision-
theoretic elements to construct a more fruitful confirmation theory. I
strongly look forward to his further development of the decision-theoretic
confirmation theory. 
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