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60-61w HUME : THESE ET CRITIQUES

Hume’s answer to the question how predicates daerkto past experience is refreshingly non-cosmic
When an event of one’s kind frequently follows ugonevent of another kind in experience, a habibrised
that leads the mind, when confronted with a newneweé the first kind, to pass to the idea of anrgwef the
second kind. The idea of necessary connectionsaftisen the felt impulse of the mind in making ttr@nsition

[...] The heaviest criticism has taken the rightepasition that Hume’s account at best pertains tmly
the source of predictions, not their legitimacyatthe sets forth the circumstances under which wakengiven
predictions—and in this sense explains why we nth&mn—but leaves untouched the question of our siedar
making them.

Commentaire : la réalisation des prédictions le fait ! C’estafiitude, toujours elle, qui vient nourrir la juisition
de 'habitude de prédire.

62-65  INOUCTION : APOLOGIZES TO HUME

A better understanding of our problem [justifyingluction] can be gained by looking for a moment at
what is involved in justifying non-inductive inferees. How do we justify deduction? Plainly, by showing that
it conforms to the general rules of deductive iefees. [...] Analogouslythe basic task in justifying an
inductive inference is to show that it conformghe general rules ahduction [...] how is the validity of rules
to be determined? [...] | think the answer lies muetarer the surfacé@rinciples of deductive inference are
justified by their conformity with accepted deduetipractice]...]

This looks flagrantly circular. [...] The point that rules and particular inferences alike aréfjagtby
being brought into agreement with each atfer]

A result of such analysis is that we can stop plagourselves with certain spurious questions about
induction. We no longer demand an explanation fargntees that we do not have, or seek keys to lkdge
that we cannot obtait dawns upon us that the traditional smug insistenpon a hard-and-fast line between
justifying induction and describing ordinary indivet practice distorts the problem. And we owe teslat
apologies to HumeFor in dealing with the question how normally gqmied inductive judgements are made, he
was in fact dealing with the question of inductadidity. The validity of a prediction consistedrfbim in its
arising from habit, and thus in its exemplifyingre® past regularity. His answer was incomplete artaps not
entirely correct; but it was not beside the paitite problem of induction is not a problem of dent@t®n but a
problem of defining the difference between valid @amvalid predictions

This clears the air but leaves a lot to be done.

67-63 LA CONFIMATION NE PEUT ETRE LA DEOUCTION A LENVERLS

Some pioneer work on the problem of defining conéition or valid induction has been done by
Professor Hempel. Let me remind you briefly of & fef his results. Just as deductive logic is comedr
primarily with a relation between statements—nantaly consequence relation—that is independent eif th
truth or falsity, so inductive logic as Hempel ceives it is concerned primarily with a comparatgiation of
confirmation between statements. Thus the probfeto define the relation that obtains between aatement
S, and another Sf and only if § may properly be said to confirm B any degree.

With the question so stated, the first step sedmas. Dos not induction proceed in just the ojipos
direction from deduction? Surely some of the evidestatements that inductively support a generpbthesis
are consequences of it. Since the consequenc®reilaialready well defined by deductive logic, lwile not be



on firm ground in saying that confirmation embraties converse relation? The laws of deduction werse will
then be among the laws of induction.

Let's see where this leads us. We naturally assfumtber that whatever confirms a given statement
confirms also whatever follows from that statemeduit if we combine this assumption with our progbse
principle, we get the embarrassing result thatyestatement confirms any other. Surprising as iy ipa that
such innocent beginnings lead to such an intolerabhclusion, the proof is very easy. Start withyastatement
S; and any statement whatsoever—call jt But the confirmed conjunction;S, of course has ,Sas a
consequence. Thus every statement confirms adirataits.

70 PARADOXE DES CORBEAUX

the infamous paradox of the ravens. The staterhantt given object, say this piece of paper, itheei
black nor a raven confirms the hypothesis thatnalh-black things are non-ravens. But this hypothési
logically equivalent to the hypothesis that alleas are black. Hence we arrive at the unexpectedusion that
the statement that a given object is neither btawka raven confirms the hypothesis that all raxsersblack.

32/120-1214 QUELLES REGULARITES PASSEES POUR PREDICE ?

The real inadequacy of Hume’s account lay not snd@scriptive approach but in the imprecision ef hi
description. Regularities of experience, accordiachim, give rise to habits of expectation; andsthuis
predictions conforming to past regularities thag aprmal or valid. But Hume overlooks the fact tkatme
regularities do and some do not establish suchiddbat predictions based on some regularities alie while
predictions based on other regularities are nogérfword you have heard me say has occurred mritret final
sentence of this lecture; but that does not, | hopeate any expectations that every word you dlr me say
will be prior to that sentence. Again, consider case of emeralds. All those examined before tiaue green;
and this leads us to expect, and confirms the gtiedj that the next one will be green? But aldbthose
examined are grue; and this does not lead us tecexpnd does not confirm the prediction, thatriéet one will
be grue. Regularity in greenness confirms the ptieh of further cases; regularity in grueness duas To say
that valid predictions are those based on pastlagties, without being able to sayhich regularities, is thus
quite pointlessRegularities are where you find them, and you @ash them anywherd...]

If I am correct, thenthe roots of inductive validity are to be foundaaor use of languageA valid
prediction is admittedly, one that is in agreemefth past regularities in what has been observed;the
difficulty has always been to say what constitisiesh agreement. The suggestion | have been dernglbpre is
thatsuch agreement with regularities in what has bésemwed is a function of our linguistic practicésus the
line between valid and invalid predictions (or iotlans or projections) is drawn upon the basis @ivthe
world is and has been described and anticipatduwatrds.

Commentaire : les deux contre-exemples (fin de la conférencéne¢raudesblerted) ont cela en commun de
comporter explicitement une rupture temporelleavos la fin précisément de la régularité observérit le probleme nous
semble de débusquer les hypothésescaghient ces ruptures : et il semble impossible, par dédimid’'une telle hypothése,
d’en exhiber une comme contre-exemple face a Hume.

32/108 QUELQUES OEFINITIONS, EN VUE OE LA THEORIE OE LA PROTECTION

In what follows | shall make frequent use of certabnvenient terms that call for brief explanation.
Whether or not a hypothesis is actually projectied given time, such instantiations of it as haveaaly been
determined to be true or false may be called reidyg its positive and itsnegative instances or cases at that
time. All the remaining instances aredetermined cases. For example, if the hypothesis is

All emeralds are green
andeis an emerald, then
Emeralde is green

is a positive case wharnhas been found to be green, a negative case &has been found not to be green, and
an undetermined case whehas not yet found either to be green or not tgreen. The emeralds named in the
positive cases constitute tlwidence class for the hypothesis at the tie in question, white emeralds not
named in any of the positive or negative casestitotestheprojective class for the hypothesis at that time. A
hypothesis for which there are some positive oresagpative cases up to a given time is said tujygorted or



to beviolated at that time. A violated hypothesis is false; laufalse hypothesis may at a given time be
unviolated. If a hypothesis has both positive andative cases at a given time, it is then both eupgd and
violated; while if it has ne cases determined ag jteis neither. A hypothesis without any remamin
undetermined cases is said toebausted.

[...] a hypothesis iprojectible when and only when it is supported, unviolated] anexhausted, and
all such hypotheses that conflict with it are oidaten; non-projectible when and only when it and a conflicting
hypothesis are supported, unviolated, unexhauatetinot overridden; anghprojectible when and only when it
is unsupported, violated, exhausted, or overridden.

These formulae, tough, are only provisional, arel ghojectibility here defined is at bgstesumptive
projectibility. The sorting into three categories is gross anthtiwe. Hypotheses assigned to the same category
may differ greatly indegree of projectibility; and the degree of projectibjliof a given hypothesis may be
affected by indirect evidence.



