














156 PATRICK MAHER 

One criticism is that it is not always clear precisely what probability func- 
tion one would have if one did not know something one does know (Gly- 
mour 1980, 87ff.; Garber 1983, 103; Eells 1985, 286; etc.) However, for 
the purposes of an analysis of qualitative confirmation we do not need to 
identify a precise probability function; even if it is not clear what precise 
probability function one would have if one did not know E, it might still 
be clear whether any such probability function would satisfy the condition 
p(H\E) > p(H). Furthermore, it is not necessary to insist that even this 
always be clear, since one might say (with Howson 199 1, 449f.) that con- 
firmation is sometimes indeterminate. 

A slightly more formidable objection is that there are cases in which we 
judge that E does confirm H but in which it is arguably the case that, were 
we not to know E, we would not have considered H, so that we would 
not have a probability for H, and so would not have a probability function 
for whichp(H\E) > p(H) (Eells 1985, 286; Earman 1992, 123). This sort 
of objection can be met by a small modification to the counterfactual 
analysis. A counterfactual analyst can say that E confirms H for X at t 
iff, were X not to know E but to have probabilities for H a n d  E then, if p 
is the probability function Xwould have,p(H\E) > p(H). (The emphasized 
clause is new.) 

However, this revised counterfactual analysis is still open to criticism. 
There are contexts in which, were we not to know E, then even if we had 
probabilities for H and E still we might not properly appreciate the rela- 
tionship between E and H. Thus it can be the case that we judge E to 
confirm H but, were we not to know E, we would have a probability 
function p such that p(H\E) 5 p(H). The following is an example of this 
kind. 

Suppose Mr. Schreiber is the author of novels that are popular (P) 
though it is important to him that he is making important contributions 
to literature (I). Schreiber basks in his success, taking his popularity to be 
evidence of the importance of his work; that is, he takes P to confirm I. 
However, he is well aware that the many aspiring serious novelists whose 
work is unpopular tend to rationalize their failure by supposing that the 
public taste is so depraved that nothing of true value can be popular. 
Schreiber thinks this reaction to unpopularity is unjustified and due merely 
to an inability to admit that one's work lacks merit. However, we can 
suppose that if Schreiber did not know of his own work's popularity, he 
too would share this opinion. We can even suppose that Schreiber, aware 
of his own foibles, is aware of this fact. Then it is true, and Schreiber 
knows it is true, that were he not to know P, he would have a probability 
function p such that p(I\P) 5 p(I). However, Schreiber now thinks that 
his judgment in this counterfactual situation would be irrational. Thus he 
now judges that P confirms I though the counterfactual analysis implies 
the contrary. 








































