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Hellman's and Mayo's Concepts of Severe Test

Youngeui Rhee

Bayesianism and error statistics provide two probabilistic
approaches to the notion of severe test. The aim of this paper is
to compare and evaluate those approaches and to draw some
important results from them. First, | shall suggest some basic
features of Hellman's and Mayo's theories and point out some
fundamental issues related to them. Second, | shall apply the two
theories to Duhem's problem and the underdetermination problem
in order to see the scope of their applications. As a result, it was
shown that the two theories have its own problems related to
those problems and that they share a same problem which is
intractable in pure theoretical framework, the problem of compute
the likelihood of not-H, but that Mayo's approach is more
consistent in solving those problems than Hellman's is.

[Key Words] severe test, error statistics, catchall hypothesis,
Duhem's problem, underdetermination





