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Philosophy of Science
Part 1# Q.2: The Problem of Induction
There are two kinds of argument, inductive and deductive. Early philosophers made great arguments on the pros and cons of each of this two reasoning, which has formed the contemporary understanding of most of the way human beings reason and think. However, even the earlier philosophers who contributed to understanding inductive and deductive reasoning did not come to a consensus and each tried to highlight and understand the reasons why either of the arguments was wrong while others trying to support it. In this essay, we are going to examine the philosophical perspective of inductive reasoning from Hume’s, Popper’s, and Okasha’s perspectives of inductive reasoning.
In most cases, people think that the general observations that they make are justifiable to the expectations or predictions of the experiences that they have not yet experienced. Hume tried to explain the reasons why he thought this reasoning was wrong. From his perspective, the problem of induction is explaining why people form any of the conclusions that go beyond the experiences that they have already experienced (Salmon, 1993). Hume presents his argument in a dilemma form which appears to discard the possibility of any reasoning based on the conclusion of an inductive perspective (Salmon, 1993). In his argument, he said that there are two arguments, which he identified as demonstrative and probable. However, he asserted that neither of these arguments would be enough or circular (Salmon, 1993). For Hume, people don’t possess the knowledge that they think or believe that they do. The beliefs that people get through what is considered to be inductive reasoning are not rationally justifiable (Salmon, 1993).
However, Popper tried to provide some solutions to the problem of induction in his early works. Through his falsificationist perspective, Popper believed that scientific theories re-characterized by the possibility that future predictions might be false. He recognized that scientists must work towards changing their perspectives and predictions by revising the theory as well as changing the auxiliary hypothesis. This, according to Popper, would help solve the problem of induction since inductive reasoning does not influence the account of theory choice. He believed that inductive reasoning is a myth and it is a problem that can be solved by identifying and correcting the errors. However, even Popper’s argument was not clear as some philosophers saw it as lacking an account of scientists moving towards the truth. Opponents of Popper’s view believe that he did not provide any reason to believe that science is advancing towards the truth. This means that it would be difficult to determine whether theories that are developed later are better than the ones that have already been established.
The problem of induction does not apply to Bayesianism because they both involve determining future experiences through probability. According to Sober (2000), Baye’s theorem is a piece of mathematics as it is derivable from probability theory. According to Sober (2000), Bayesianism is a mathematical concept that applies to a philosophical understanding of epistemology. The theory proposes that through the mathematics of probability, people can understand the different concepts associated with issues about confirmation and rational reasoning (Sober, 2000). Inductive reasoning is the same because it involves making general assumptions from specific observations. In other words, like Bayes theorem, inductive reasoning also applies data to conclude experiences that are yet to occur.
Even though Bayesianism has been widely adopted and accepted as part of inductive reasoning, Okasha believed that Bayes’ perspective was not enough or adequate to explain accurate predictability. According to Okasha (2016), the power of a theory is based on its predictive power and its ability to accurately determine the phenomena which it is intended to explain. As such, Okasha believed that only factual evidence can be used to accurately determine whether a phenomenon is right or wrong or better or even acceptable. Bayesianism explained that even if all the premises were to be true, using inductive reasoning, one can determine the conclusion that is meant to be false through probability drawn from the data-based generalization. Okasha believed that a high probability of the data can be determined through explanatory considerations. Okasha believed that explanatory considerations could help resolve the problem associated with the Bayesianism perspective.
In summary, philosophers have argued on the relevance and applicability of inductive reasoning. This essay has highlighted how each philosopher argued on the importance of inductive reasoning while others argue on its inapplicability. However, from the arguments, we have observed that the goal of inductive reasoning from a different perspective is to establish predictions of events that are have not yet happened.











Part 2# Q.4: Scientific Realism and Antirealism
Scientists have tried to make predictions of what will happen in the future. Different schools of thought have emerged trying to explain how people can determine the future of the world. One such theory or school of thought is scientific realism. However, other schools of thought like scientific antirealism have also emerged to try to prove that the realists are wrong. Both of the arguments, as shown in this discussion, help to provide us with a more concise understanding of the world around us.
The scientific realism perspective is optimistic about the fact that science will help us understand what the world around is like. The standard argument for scientific realism is that facts about the world exist in the world and they are only waiting for people to explore and discover them. Scientific realists believe that scientific theories are mostly true because of the phenomenon they postulate do exist. As such, they support that people should believe in these theoretical tenets. Antirealism, on the other hand, offers a conflicting perspective arguing that the entities that scientific theories postulate do not exist as realists would want people to believe. Antirealists deny the optimism presented by the realists saying that the truth lies with the individual perspective. Even though the separation of things into realism and antirealism can be difficult and complicated, understanding the difference between the two perspectives can help us understand the phenomenon in the world. As Okasha (2016) explains in chapter 4 of the text, realists believe that “the physical world exists independently of human thought and perception” (p. 58). However, antirealists deny this arguing that the world is dependent on the conscious activity of people (Okash, 2016, p. 58).
Realists believed that the components of the world that scientific theories say exist like electrons are true. According to Okasha (2016), realists believe that science aims to provide a true and accurate description of the world. However, their opponents, antirealists are opposed to realist’s belief about the observable part of the world, electrons. According to antirealists, argue that the observable parts of the world, which the realists call “electrons,” make “no odds” to whether what science says is true or not (Okasha, 2016, p. 59). According to Okasha, the “observable part” that antirealists refer to is the things that can be observed physically like the chair, thunderstorms, and animals (p. 58). Antirealists believed that there is no certain truth about these observable things because they can be influenced by the perception of the individual looking at them. Antirealists try to determine the difference between the different scientific theories, especially subatomic physics and paleontology.
Underdetermination theories promote the understanding that the evidence available at a given time may be inadequate to determine what beliefs people should hold in response to the existing phenomenon. Theorists who believe in underdetermination argue that for any scientifically based theory, there is always another perspective that differs from the conclusion of that theory because the existing evidence can support other perspectives. Underdetermination is a problem to scientific realism because it explains that observational data can be explained by multiple or different theories that are incompatible. Realists can object to this argument that there has been insufficient underdetermination in scientific history.
Apart from antirealism, realism has also faced a challenge from an idealism perspective. Idealists deny the realist’s perspective that the physical world is dependent on human-related actions and activities. However, realists can counter this argument that it presents the most plausible sense of view than idealism because it fits well with the human common sense (Okasha, 2016). From this perspective, idealism may seem insufficiently equipped to explain the world the way realists do. As Okasha (2016), realism presents the most convincing argument because it fits well with the common-sense perspective that the world can be explored through the human senses.
In summary, this essay has shown the different arguments about scientific realism, antirealism, and idealism. From the above discussions, it is possible to determine the extent to which people are entitled to hope, optimism, and belief about the world around them. Realists and antirealists present different arguments regarding the truth and existence of the observable phenomenon in the world, but both arguments can help in understanding the world even better.
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